0002
0002-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alice Stehlin <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:45 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

What are you going to do when a drought compels the federal government to shut down drawing
water out of Lake Powell AFTER you incurred $1.5 Billion in debt and overbuilt in such
numbers as to exceed the supply of other existing water sources? Why should current citizens
have to pay to SUBSIDIZE the profit of private property owners, builders and developers who
should be responsible for sourcing water supplies for developments that exceed current supply?
A better way would be to cap the number of water meters/supply that will be available and allow
market forces to determine the price of the meters/supply - this would generate wealth for
average citizens (heaven forbid) who would be free to sell their meter supply rights to the highest
bidder. Its a shame that supply and demand only applies when it benefits the rich and well
connected. The current pipeline plan is a bad deal for the average resident of Washington county.
Sincerely,
Alice Stehlin
dogfurr@yahoo.com
84790

0002-1

0004
0004-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Angie Vise <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 11, 2020 8:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0004-1

The amount of water drained from Lake Powell significantly affects the tourism industry that is
prevalent in the area. Remove the tourism and you will remove countless tax dollars of revenue
for the area which will have a greater impact on the public.
Sincerely,
Angie Vise
angieboba@hotmail.com
84081

0006
0006-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Britney Goodrich <britney.madsen@aggiemail.usu.edu>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 10:17 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline

To whom ever reads this,
0006-1

Please do not build the lake Powell pipeline on that land. Our Native American Brothers and
sisters have already lost so much land and sacred monuments due to the greed of and need of the
US population. The Native American people deserve more respect from us then they are
getting. There is better ways we can build piplelines than on this sacred ground.
Please reconsider building on this land.
Sincerely
Britney Goodrich
Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device

0009
0009-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Celeste Renee Meyeres <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 4:22 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0009-1

I am in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline. The arguments against can either be refuted or
mitigated.
Thank you,
Celeste Meyeres
Kanab City Council
Kane County
435-689-0907
Sincerely,
Celeste Renee Meyeres
cricketscreations@live.com
84741

0014

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Daniel Stock <Daniel.Stock@zionsbank.com>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 10:31 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP
0269_001.pdf

To Whom It May Concern:
Please see attached letter in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank you,
Dan Stock | Zions Bank | Executive Banking | Relationship Manager |
40 St George Blvd., St George, UT 84770 | NMLS 774205 |
o: 435-817-4931 | c: 435-817-5117 | f: 855-547-4882 |
e: daniel.stock@zionsbank.com

THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE, INCLUDING ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS, IS
CONFIDENTIAL and may contain information that is privileged and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If you are neither the intended recipient nor responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, please note that any dissemination, distribution, copying or the
taking of any action in reliance upon the message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately. Thank you.

0014
0014-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 5, 2020

0014-1
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Many families living in St. George have ancestors who settled in this region in the mid-1800s.
The scorching summer heat and lack of culinary water proved to be difficult for our ancestors.
Fighting against Mother Nature and struggling to find water, these pioneers had to be
resourceful and independent just to survive.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) represents the collective effort of our residents working together
with the state to avoid history repeating itself. Most of Washington County residents share a
view that we can count on less water in the future because of drought and climate change, and
additional water sources are required to meet the needs of population growth. The LPP
diversifies the region's water sources, delivering one of the state's most reliable water supplies,
the Colorado River, to southern Utah.
The Utah State Legislature was forward-thinking when it passed the 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act authorizing the Utah Board of Water Resources to finance and construct the
LPP. The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has developed a general
capital project funding strategy to phase in water rates, impact fees and ad valorem (property)
tax increases to produce sufficient revenue to repay the state. This strategy has the capacity to
generate an additional $6.12 billion in revenue through 2060 for infrastructure projects,
including the LPP. These funds will be more than sufficient to fully fund Washington County's
water infrastructure requirements including the LPP. In addition, the LPP supplies are estimated
to support the generation of an additional $11 billion in sales tax revenue and $9.4 billion of
personal income taxes through 2060.
Bankers are excellent risk managers but also forward looking by nature. Opponents of the LPP
typically speak to the risks of needing higher water rates to help offset the cost of the LPP, even
though development impact fees will be the primary funding mechanism for our water district.
Few mention the risks associated with depending on a single water source of variable quality
and quantity - the Virgin River basin. The risks of doing nothing cannot be ignored despite the
difficultly of characterizing their probability. Avoiding water system disruption by investing in
the LPP is the critical next step for continued economic self-reliance and sustainability for
Washington County.

June 5, 2020
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement. All of
us look forward to receiving your Record of Decision notice that allows the state to begin
construction of the LPP.
Sincerely,

Daniel Stock
Executive Banker
Zions Bank
Saint George, Utah

0014

0015
0015-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Danny Bruce Wood <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:42 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0015-1

How can you say conservation won't work when there has been very little effort in trying it?
When we walk or ride bikes in the early morning, I see cemeteries, parks, golf courses, and other
massive lawns being over watered EVERY day. There has been no effort to stop lawns in new
homes. That should be a given. No effort to increase the cost of water and with the extra income
from it, offer incentives to remove lawns and "desert-scape" homes. Cities, Counties, golf
courses, cemeteries, parks should be required to install much more water-conserving systems and
stop over saturating with water every day. People building new homes should be required to
desert-scape along with other required water conserving measures. Until at least this much has
been done, you can't say you've tried conservation at all. You seem to just want to add to our
already taxes. Family can't even afford to live here one day it is so expensive. This allowed overgrowth is costing us all too much as it is.
Sincerely,
Danny Bruce Wood
danwood1@yahoo.com
84765

0016
0016-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dave Platt <plattdr@comcast.net>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 4:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Need for Lake Powell Pipeline? NONE !

0016-2 Impact Analysis Methodology

The best solution to the water needs of Washington and Kane Counties is conservation
not a $1.7 billion pipeline.
Washington County has one of the highest per capita water use rates in the West (303
gallons per capita per day) – more than double what many other western cities use.
Compare that with desert communities like Tucson, which already is as low as 116
gallons per capita per day, and Albuquerque, which uses 128 gallons per capita per
day. A stronger focus on conservation in Washington County for new and existing
residents, along with reuse and water transfers, provides an incremental way to meet
new demands, instead of diverting more water from the Colorado River.
Utah’s Legislative Auditor General revealed numerous problems with the way that water
use data are collected and reported by local communities – including Washington
County. The primary conclusions of that audit were “The Utah Division of Water
Resources does not have reliable local water use data,” and “we [the Division of Water
Resources] question the reliability of the division’s baseline water use study.” The
state’s findings corroborate the conclusion that the water use data in Washington
County do not prove a need for this pipeline.
For these reasons conservation is the best solution to the water needs of Washington
and Kane Counties not a $1.7 billion pipeline.
Sincerely,
David R. Platt
Sent from --Mail for Windows 10

0016-1

0016-2

0017
0017-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

David Turner <David.Turner@zionsbank.com>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Letter
0270_001.pdf

Please see attached Letter

David B. Turner
Vice President
St George Financial Center Manager
40 E. St George Blvd
St. George, Utah 84770
435-817-4895
435-668-2874 (Cell)
855-547-4882 (Fax)
NMLS #596187
david.turner@zionsbank.com
www.zionsbank.com
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THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE, INCLUDING ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS, IS
CONFIDENTIAL and may contain information that is privileged and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If you are neither the intended recipient nor responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, please note that any dissemination, distribution, copying or the
taking of any action in reliance upon the message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately. Thank you.
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0017

June 6, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Because water is so essential to all aspects of our economy, measuring its economic value is difficult to
nearly impossible. The economics of our entire region directly or indirectly rely on the output of
industries for which water is a critical input. While water is a finite resource, water supply cannot be
treated as a commodity, like factory- produced widgets that can be "manufactured" or delivered on a
real time basis. But given the increased demand forwaterfrom population growth in southwestern
Utah, the economic value of water will rise for Washington County residents.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) project has been in the planning and permitting stages for nearly two
decades. The preliminary design, engineering and economic studies estimate that the LPP will cost
between $1.0- $1. 7 billion . The state estimates that the investment would support 120,000 jobs, $4.5
billion in total wages and salaries, and $11 billion in gross metropolitan product. Income tax revenue
supported by the LPP is estimated to generate over $11 billion, while sales tax revenue is estimated to
generate over $9.4 billion.
As important, every sectorofour economy is sensitive to water shortages or supply shocks . The
economic repercussions of a water supply shock are not hypothetical. One only has to look at the
situation in Cape Town, South Africa when in 2018 they nearly ran out of drinkable water.
Washington County has taken a systems approach to planning for increased demands on its water
infrastructure, which integrates a numberof diverse strategies designed to reduce risk and ensure
continued prosperity. The comprehensive water plan includes increased conservation, use and
development of remaining local supplies, willing seller agricultural transfers and the LPP .
While the LPP will require an investment from the community, running out of water is not cheap. I urge
the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the final LPP Environmental Impact Statement, issue its Record
of Decision and help Utah realize the economic benefits derived from its use.

David Turner, Area President
Zions Bank
40 E St. George Blvd
St. George, UT84770-2854

0018

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

dclark@infowest.com
Monday, June 8, 2020 6:34 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] DEIS Comments/LPP

June 6, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:

As one of the 96 Utah legislators who crafted and voted to approve the 2006 Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act (Act), I am familiar with the intent and purpose of the legislation.
The Act, which passed 96-1, notes that the state of Utah will finance the Lake Powell
Pipeline and the water users in Washington and Kane counties will repay the state their
proportionate costs, with interest.
The bill had tremendous support because we understood then, just as we do now, that
water is the most precious resource in our state. The state of Utah has a good track record
of building and financing water projects, During the past 70 years, the state has financed
more than 1,500 water projects and all of the loans have been repaid.
Based on preliminary design and engineering, the Lake Powell Pipeline is roughly estimated
to cost between $1 to $1.7 billion. An updated cost estimate will be prepared when the
environmental studies are complete and the route and design are determined.

0018
0018-1 Socioeconomics
The Act and policies passed by the Washington County Water Conservancy District clearly
spell out funding sources for the project. The amount of money that can be raised through
the various sources is more than adequate to pay for the project and does not place the
burden of repayment on individual water users. Here are the facts:
1. The financing terms of the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act allow current and
future generations to equitably share project costs.
The Act allows the districts to repay the state within 50 years of the water delivery. Water
can be purchased in blocks, so the full cost of the project is added incrementally, as water is
used.
This funding model, which was used by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Flaming Gorge
and Glen Canyon, allows for multiple generations of water users to repay project costs
rather than burdening the current generation with the full expense. In other words, both
current and future water users will repay the costs of the LPP.
2. There are several very viable sources of revenue to pay the LPP and they would
more than adequately fund the project. Growth will pay for the majority of the
project.
The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) Board has established that
the repayment of capital projects, including the LPP, will be paid as follows: 75 percent from
impact fees (new water connections); 15 percent from water rates and 10 percent from
property taxes.
Impact fees will only be assessed to new development/new water connections – fees will not
be imposed on existing facilities, such as homes or office buildings. Someone building a new
property/adding a new water connection will pay more for the LPP than someone who
doesn’t build a new property/add a new water connection. Impact fees increase gradually
annually. In 2017, the WCWCD board approved an Impact Fee Facilities Plan that set the
annual increase to $1,000 through 2025.
Water rates are charged based on use. Someone who uses more water will pay more for the
LPP than someone who uses less water. In 2016, the WCWCD board approved an annual
increase to the district’s wholesale water rate of $0.10 per 1,000 gallons. Wholesale water
rates are planned to increase from the 2016 rate of $0.84 to $3.84 per 1,000 gallons. This
gradual increase allows the district to cover the rising expense of operation, maintenance
and replacement costs as well as fund debt service for bonds. By law, water rates can only
amount to the costs to capture, treat and deliver water.
Property taxes are based on property values. The district can collect up to 0.001 percent of
the tax assessed value of a property. Someone who lives in a home valued at one million
dollars will pay more for the LPP than someone who lives in a home valued at $250,000.
Property taxes are planned to increase from the 2018 rate of 0.0648 percent to 0.1 percent
by 2025.
The state’s financing terms, and district’s policy distribute the costs of the project on both
current and future residents. It’s fair and in the best interest of the water customers.

0018-1

0018

Therefore, the argument that the LPP is not affordable is false. Washington County has
begun executing a strategy to generate the revenue needed to repay the state of Utah that
ensures water supplies remain competitively priced and affordable. Last year, the Utah
Office of the Legislative Auditor General’s analysis reaffirmed that the district can generate
sufficient revenue to repay the LPP costs. I respectfully ask the Reclamation to finalize the
EIS and issue a Record of Decision as quickly as possible.

David Clark,
1831 Red Mountain Dr
Santa Clara, UT. 84765

0022
0022-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James A Lemmon <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 5:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

To whom it may concern: I have been in southern Utah since I was born. I have seen the need for
a water many times. An additional source is necessary to keep the area available for the children
born here that want to stay and for those who are moving in. Water has allowed jobsTo be made
and allowed those who want to live here to stay in the area. The hospital is now here, where
when I was young, we had to go to Cedar City to go to the hospital. Water is probably our most
important utility. There are various different resources for power and building, but not for water.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is essential and easier to afford than the Quail Lake project.
Opposition has not lived through residence in our area having to go to Nevada or California to
obtain work. Also, they have probably not had to go through water rationing. I am glad that the
state has the foresight to work with this project.
Sincerely,
James A Lemmon
jslemmon@buysouthernutah.com
84737

0022-1

0023
0023-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James A Lemmon <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:24 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

To whom it may concern: I have been in southern Utah since I was born. I have seen the need for
a water many times. An additional source is necessary to keep the area available for the children
born here that want to stay and for those who are moving in. Water has allowed jobsTo be made
and allowed those who want to live here to stay in the area. The hospital is now here, where
when I was young, we had to go to Cedar City to go to the hospital. Water is probably our most
important utility. There are various different resources for power and building, but not for water.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is essential and easier to afford than the Quail Lake project.
Opposition has not lived through residence in our area having to go to Nevada or California to
obtain work. Also, they have probably not had to go through water rationing. I am glad that the
state has the foresight to work with this project.
Sincerely,
James A Lemmon
jslemmon@buysouthernutah.com
84737

0023-1

0024
0024-1 Renewable Energy
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Crofts <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 1:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen, I do not discount the need for water for Washington County. But
you have devised a plan that is a liability. Over the years the cost will increase, maintenance is
required, and costs will grow. You should instead consider building more hydroelectric dams.
These will 1. Provide water for WA County and others. 2. Provide electricity and profit. 3.
Create recreational bodies of water which generate money. 4. Much easier to maintain and last
longer. 5. Do not require the same costs and maintenance.
Thank you,
Sincerely,
James Crofts
james1.gaming@gmail.com
84601

0024-1

0026
0026-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Jeff Hall <jchall76@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 9, 2020 10:58 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
Feel the pipeline should be built.
As a resident of Washington City I see the area constantly increasing in population with no end in sight.
If action is not taken now the current water supply will eventually be used up with no other source
available. The longer we wait to build the pipeline the more expensive it will become, so now is the
best time to get it done.
Thanks,
Jeff Hall

0026-1

0029
0029-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julia steele <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 3:38 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0029-1

I am absolutely against this. There will be less water in the future. This is very expensive and the
water will not be there to give to Washington county.
Sincerely,
Julia steele
julieatacademy@yahoo.com
84040

0034
0034-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ken Hunt <kpja58@gmail.com>
Friday, June 12, 2020 7:32 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This project should not move forward for several reasons:
- our own Legislature has a cost estimate more than $1B more than the project.
- the water is not there, the river is already over allocated.
- why has the Water Board redacted 30 pages. Any project deserves transparency and full
disclosure.
Please do not allow this project to continue.
Thank you
Ken Hunt
5138 W Longbow Dr
South Jordan, UT 84009

0034-1

0037
0037-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Bonar <lbonar@xmission.com>
Friday, June 12, 2020 5:19 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Bureau of Reclamation draft environmental
impact statement for the Lake Powell Pipeline

To Whom it May Concern:
I write to oppose the proposed Lake Powell pipeline for three reasons:
0037-1

1. conservation- we have not adequately encouraged Utah and St. George residents to try
conserving water, both in their homes and in their landscaping. We need to do this before this
extraordinarily expensive project is built. Currently, the national average of water usage is 179
gallons per person per day. In Washington County the average person uses 303 gallon per day,
and this is in a desert where there is not much water. Clearly, water conservation should be a
huge issue.
2. the Colorado River is shrinking because of climate change. Who knows how much of
the river will be left when the pipeline is completed and Utah tries to use its allocated
portion. We may just build a really expensive pipeline, only to have no water left when we try to
turn on the spigot.
3. the project will make all Utahn pay, not just those who live in the St. George area. In
fact, such a bond will will be so expensive, at $80 to $120 million annually, that it will take all
discretionary funds from the Utah State budget for many years. It is possible that by making
such large bond payments that the state wouldn’t have enough money for other things, like
schools, roads, health departments, etc.
In closing, I strongly oppose this pipeline and hope that the Bureau of Reclamation does not
build it.
Sincerely,
Linda Bonar
lbonar@xmission.com
1820 E. 3990 S.
Holladay, UT 84124

0038
0038-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Matt Warner <mattmcfence@aol.com>
Monday, June 8, 2020 8:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Dont build it
0038-1

You think the Colorado River can sustain feeding another reservoir or several more counties.
Hell we cant fill the lakes on the river currently. My comment is, im against putting more strain
on our river.
Build a pipeline from the Mississippi river. It has too much water.
Matt Warner
Cortez Colorado

0039
0039-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

matthew lindon <mattlindon@hotmail.com>
Sunday, June 7, 2020 2:34 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP comments

Rick,
Please add my comments to your latest solicitations.
I get it that with the basic Colorado River water tenants are that:
1) First in time is first in right and Use it or lose it.
2) The basic farmer/rancher and Utah mentality of grabbing as much water as you can, while you
can
3) That California has ten times as many congressman and need for Colorado water as Utah does
4) That agreements and compacts can be re written and renegotiated
5) That the river has been overallocated since Day 1
6) That the growing demand exceeds the shrinking supply due to climate change
7) That in the past the federal government subsidized big water projects to promote future
growth
8) That in the past everyone in Utah paid for historic state water projects.
9) That moving 80,000 acft a year, or 800,000 acft every ten years, from Flaming Gorge to Lake
Powell can help a lot of endangered species fish flow needs.
10) I pay more than $100 for non subsidized water.
But answer me this;
1) Why do you want 500,000 people in St George. Why encourage this kind of growth the basin
cant handle itself. Powell said drainage basins should be self sufficient, for good reason. Its
sustainable.
2) Why should the taxpayers of Utah pay for this project when it makes no economic sense for the
people who will use the water.
3) Will there be enough water and can you put the inlet low enough to use this water for long.
4) Why did Iron and Kane county drop out of this project.
5) Why bring this water to people when there is only a cursory local effort at conservation and
their water rates will still be very inexpensive providing no real incentive for conservation.
6) Why not charge the value, cost and the worth of water so people will know it.
7) Why not include power pump back and storage schemes to help with peak energy
demand. Water is energy, money, food and growth. With all the system storage there is
opportunity for flexibility.
8) Why encourage other Colorado river water projects that include growing hay at 8000 feet, rice
and cotton in the desert or augmenting aquifers for future growth.
9) Why have Lake Powell when Lake Mead will provide all the storage you need and less
evaporation and loss. Why treat rivers like plumbing and not the natural sustainable systems
they are.
10) Why send any water to California, they have the ocean. Land locked states have no other
options. What is the comparable worth of this water in California, Denver, Salt Lake City,
Phoenix and Tucson.

0039-1

0039

Thanks
Matt

Matthew C. Lindon, PE
Hydrologist
4964 East Meadows Drive
Park City Utah 84098
mattlindon@hotmail.com
435-659-1326

0045
0045-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patricia J Ankerson <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 12:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

"Help me", the river said. "I am tired and weary." There is not as much water as you think. The
Salton Sea is DRY. Please Do Not take water from me for Washington County. The trip is too
long and doesn't make sense to me. I lived in Moab for 14 years, the River was beautiful. I now
live in SLC, I cannot see the Colorado River, but it is in my heart. As you drive along the
Colorado it gets smaller and smaller. I would go through Cataract Canyon and we would get out
at Hite, a few years ago my husband and I were there. We could not even see the River. We had
to drive to the top to see it. This does not make Sense, the affordability of it does not do much for
me either. I would rather see teachers make a lot more. Maybe less people would be another idea.
Please, I do not support this and don't want my taxes to pay for this.
Thank you for reading this and taking my thoughts with you.
Sincerely,
Patricia J Ankerson
ankersonp@yahoo.com
84123

0045-1

0046
0046-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Paul Winn <utahsara@yahoo.com>
Friday, June 12, 2020 10:33 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline, we already waste too much
water
Coral Canyon Elementray water waste 7162017.wmv

To whom it may concern, we live across the street from a elementary school here in the Coral Canyon
community in Washington Utah, The school used culinary water to water their school field and when
they water?, 100’s to 1,000’s of gallons of drinking water just runs down the sidewalks and street right
into the city sewer , I’m not making this up, and have attached a very short video as proof, And of course
we see this happen every water cycle and have contacted the school many many times to try to fix this,
We see this type of water waste all around the southern Utah area each and every day, yet now with the
Lake Powell Pipeline being proposed, we as Taxpayers will have to foot the bill as to mega higher
property taxes as well as water rates being increased by 100%?. Why do we need to pay for continued
water waste. We need to conserve and use what we already have. We are against the Lake Powell
Pipeline, as it’s only needed for the greedy developers to continue to over build our area. Paul & Sara
Winn 3478 E Canyon Crest Ave Washington Utah 84780

0046-1

0048

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pofahl, Katie <katie.pofahl@yale.edu>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 3:18 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment about Lake Powell Pipeline Project

To the Provo Office of the Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing in support of the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians' findings that the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project proposed by the Utah Board of Water Resources will disrupt important spiritual
and cultural values and resources of this tribe.
Ignoring the rights and wishes of a sovereign people is morally wrong. This disregard is only
possible because the Bureau of Reclamation and Utah Board of Water Resources are relying on
a legacy of the systemic oppression and genocide of these native people. To reverse this
oppression, agencies like the BLM and UBWR must honor the wishes of these people in
important decisions that affect their land, culture, and religious practices. This may be difficult
at first, but it is critical that we begin to develop new ways of relating to native communities in
the rural West and there is no better time to begin this important work.
As a Master of Environmental Management candidate at the Yale School of Forestry and a
resident of the rural West, it is clear that is is becoming increasingly difficult to practice
environmental management activities such as water pipeline development without the support
of historically oppressed peoples. Recent protests around Black Lives Matter and prolonged
battles such as the designation of Bears Ears National Monument and Keystone XL Pipeline
show that the cost of these battles - to our communities, to our system of governance, and to
the businesses and agencies tasked with developing these projects - is becoming too great to
ignore. These nationwide protests are representative of a growing awareness that we can not
and should not tolerate systemic injustices against historically oppressed communities. By
pursuing a large-scale environmental management project such as the Lake Powell Pipeline
without the support of a historically oppressed community that will be deeply affected by this
project, managers should expect a prolonged and difficult battle. Aside from the great cost of
these fights, academics and professionals in our field know that there are better ways to deal
with water security in the West than to continue contentious strategies like water pipelines.
A more just and modern approach would be to re-think the way that the St. George, UT region
is managing the water reserves they have and to manage this issue with a combination of new
technologies and proven approaches that have been successfully deployed throughout the
West. For example, improved water conservation in homes, farms, and commercial districts can
significantly decrease water use without affecting growth. In addition, the St. George region can
look to regional public works such as increased water storage, new water purification and
recycling projects, and improved graywater infrastructure. Rather than looking to the already
oversubscribed Colorado River system, this community has many opportunities to look inward
instead.

0048
0048-1

I stand with the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians in opposing the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. The
BLM and the UBWR have both the moral responsibility to protect the cultural and religious
values of this community and also the opportunity to reimagine a new approach that will help
the St. George region achieve water independence.
Sincerely,
Katie Pofahl
Master of Environmental Management Candidate, '21
Wyss Scholar for the Conservation of the American West
Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Bywater <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Monday, June 8, 2020 7:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0049-1

I don't live in the area, but with this covid 19 pandemic, and the financial errors that our
government agencies made do we have the resources to fund it, and is it really feasible.
Sincerely,
Rob Bywater
Stormy3365@gmail.com
84120

0050
0050-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Robert Dean Bohnas <rdbsenior@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2020 11:30 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline to Washington County
It’s abundantly clear that the county simply can not afford to build this pipeline! They have even
hidden their finance proposal from the public. The population of the county is not large enough to take
on this burden. The water dept. is just trying to justify their existence. With the current economy
headed into a deep recession, the county simply can’t afford the risk.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ross Meyer <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 1:37 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act states that the project will be funded by the
state of Utah and repaid by water users, as has been done for more than 1,000 water projects
completed throughout Utah. The project is not dependent on federal funding.
The draft EIS confirms that the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD)
would have sufficient revenue to repay the state based on the Kem C. Gardner Institute's
population projections. This is consistent with the analysis conducted by the WCWCD as well as
the 2019 audit performed by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General for the State of Utah.
The WCWCD has a financial strategy to gradually increase impact fees, water rates and limited
property taxes to repay the state. If fully implemented, the strategy would generate more than $6
billion in incremental revenue to pay for needed water infrastructure, including the Lake Powell
Pipeline. However, the strategy will only be carried out to the extent needed to meet the
WCWCD's actual financial obligations. The district will look at engineering and construction
efficiencies to minimize borrowing costs and potential financial impacts to taxpayers.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is part of Washington County's comprehensive water supply plan,
which also includes additional water conservation, reuse and agricultural water transfers.
Meeting future water demands without the Lake Powell Pipeline is projected to be more
expensive than building the project, and alternatives will not diversify our single water source as
noted in the EIS.
I support the completion of the EIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline and recognize it is an essential
and affordable project for southern Utah. Please issue a Record of Decision for the Southern
Alternative.
Sincerely,
Ross Meyer
rmeyer@lapcoairheaters.com
24502
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ross Smith <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 6:08 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0054-1

Taking additional water out of a reservoir that is in decline already , is absolutely foolish and a
waste of tax payer money.
Sincerely,
Ross Smith
smary@cut.net
84632
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sandra johnson <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 2:29 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0055-1

I do not support the Lake Powell Pipeline. It is too expensive, we donâ€™t need it and the
Colorado River is so over allocated now that we may never get any water from it anyway. We
can do a lot better with our water use. Donâ€™t spend my money on this project.
Sincerely,
Sandra johnson
Bluesage10@yahoo.com
84738

0056
0056-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sara Wilken <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Friday, June 12, 2020 8:40 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
0056-1

I am interested in in Washington county and I am absolutely, completely and definitely opposed
to this horrific pipeline project.
please leave things as they are and stop trying to make money out of our natural resources.
You win we lose.
Water taxes will skyrocket for residents and I am tired of seeing this beautiful state be
completely transformed, abused and taken advantage of with so much construction.
We are running out of wild places, impacting the weather, wildlife habitat and open spaces.
Enough is enough money hungry assholes.
No pipeline not now not ever!!!
Sincerely,
Sara Wilken
sdwilken@gmail.com
84774
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Brown <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, June 10, 2020 1:34 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act states that the project will be funded by the
state of Utah and repaid by water users, as has been done for more than 1,000 water projects
completed throughout Utah. The project is not dependent on federal funding.
The draft EIS confirms that the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD)
would have sufficient revenue to repay the state based on the Kem C. Gardner Institute's
population projections. This is consistent with the analysis conducted by the WCWCD as well as
the 2019 audit performed by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General for the State of Utah.
The WCWCD has a financial strategy to gradually increase impact fees, water rates and limited
property taxes to repay the state. If fully implemented, the strategy would generate more than $6
billion in incremental revenue to pay for needed water infrastructure, including the Lake Powell
Pipeline. However, the strategy will only be carried out to the extent needed to meet the
WCWCD's actual financial obligations. The district will look at engineering and construction
efficiencies to minimize borrowing costs and potential financial impacts to taxpayers.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is part of Washington County's comprehensive water supply plan,
which also includes additional water conservation, reuse and agricultural water transfers.
Meeting future water demands without the Lake Powell Pipeline is projected to be more
expensive than building the project, and alternatives will not diversify our single water source as
noted in the EIS.
I support the completion of the EIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline and recognize it is an essential
and affordable project for southern Utah. Please issue a Record of Decision for the Southern
Alternative.
Sincerely,
Susan Brown
ldsmama@rocketmail.com
84790
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Spivey <susanspiveyplatt@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 11, 2020 3:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Better solutions than the Lake Powell pipeline!

The best solution to the water needs of Washington and Kane Counties is conservation
not a $1.7 ++ billion pipeline.
Washington County has one of the highest per capita water use rates in the West (303
gallons per capita per day) – more than double what many other western cities use.
Compare that with desert communities like Tucson, which already is as low as 116
gallons per capita per day, and Albuquerque, which uses 128 gallons per capita per
day. A stronger focus on conservation in Washington County for new and existing
residents, along with reuse and water transfers, provides an incremental way to meet
new demands, instead of diverting more water from the Colorado River.
Utah’s Legislative Auditor General revealed numerous problems with the way that water
use data are collected and reported by local communities – including Washington
County. The primary conclusions of that audit were “The Utah Division of Water
Resources does not have reliable local water use data,” and “we [the Division of Water
Resources] question the reliability of the division’s baseline water use study.” The
state’s findings corroborate the conclusion that the water use data in Washington
County do not prove a need for this pipeline.
There is also no guarantee that water will even be consistently available but the costs
will have been incurred. No one wants to pay for something they're not getting.
Washington County should learn to conserve and/or control growth before the entire
state is left holding the (dry) bag
For these reasons conservation is the best solution to the water needs of Washington
and Kane Counties not a $1.7 billion pipeline.
Thank you,
--

Susan Spivey Platt
801.330.0099
susanspiveyplatt@gmail.com
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0061
0061-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Terry Hickman <terryhickman1@gmail.com>
Friday, June 12, 2020 7:21 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
0061-1

I wish to be added to the notification list for the Lake Powell
Pipeline. Thank you.

0063
0063-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Will Greathead <cadetgreathead@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 8:53 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

The fact that we are considering a pipeline diverting more of the Colorado River's water is
absurd. The river is already completely dry by the time it reaches the Sea of Cortez. Lake Powell
is already unsustainable itself which is obvious with review of water data and the fact that it is
constantly dropping and below full pool with the long term likelihood that it will have to be
abandoned as a reservoir. The level of agriculture in the named counties on this proposal are also
going to be long term unsustainable. The environmental impact of Glen Canyon Dam itself is
already well understood in the Grand Canyon ecosystem. The continued pursuit of this pipeline
would be equal to a complete ignorance or denial of any hydrological information of the
Colorado River system readily available and is just another step in a long line of missteps in
Utah's public land management. I do not believe this project is reasonable or well thought out in
impact at all. This is yet another nail in the coffin of water sustainability in the southwest.

0063-1
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June 6, 2020

•

SAVAGE ESPLIN & RADMALL, PC

Mr. Rick Baxter
Progr-am Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway .
Provo, l)T 84606

• Certified Public Accountants •

. ::;

Dear Mr. Baxter:
'

,·

The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is a critical water infrastructyre project for keeping our
· communities healthy, our cities running;· a~d o~r ~co,~~mies -growing over the next 50 years .
. All of our major businesses and public organizations are highly dependent on a reliable 'water
delivery system. Without the LPP, I'm concerned that our major employers could be put at risk
of not having a reliable water supply.
In add it.ion to providing a reliable supply of water, the LPP will create jobs, grow the economy,
, and buil.d a stronger Ut~h for gen.erations to come. Over the long term, every employment
sector- will be-n efitfrom. the irivestnie'r1ts re-quired forLPP including healthcare, education,
constructio'n~.retail;'irccdmmo'dation ahd food service~·and ·m~n·u facturing> :, ·. '. :-:-·:.
.

. ..

-· . . .,

~

..

The state of Utah· and Washingtqn County are in excellent positions to finance the project and
pay for the water deliveries. The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act authorized the
state Board of Water Resources to build the LPP project. A legislative audit found that'the
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) will have sufficient revenue to repay
the costs of LPP. yvcWCD plans to generate additional revenue by increasing impact fees, water ·'
rates and the property tax· rate. WCWCD has already initiated several mechanisms to ensure
the financial viabillty of this project including:
•
•

Saving money for a projec;t dow.n payment;
Enacting a general capital financing strategy that allows for the systematic increase of
revenue (i.e., impact fees, water rates and property taxes) to generate additional
funding to reduce/repay project costs, without placing undue burdens on those who
pay the fees; .
• Creating an additional, secure revenue source (i.e., a monthly surcharge on each ·
water connection) that can be used to off~et potential revenue deficiencies from
other funding sources; and
· · ··'• " Completin g'an independendhird,.party analysis 6h·the"district's current general
firiaricing.'s'trategy and·resuffin·g revenue capacity. '
.,
.
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At a time with rising capital needs and a decline in federal financial support for water
infrastructure, the state of Utah and Washington County have partnered to achieve economies
of scalewhile building this crucial water project. I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to issue its
Record of Decision to allow the construction of this water infrastructure project that is
fundamental to our economic.health.
Sincerely,
Savage, Esplin & Radmall, PC

Brent R. Hall, CPA
Shareholder
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___

:

_

SAVAGE ESPLIN & RADMALL, PC
• Ce~tified Public Accountants •

'

.

June 6, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager _
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo ·Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

·:.

-1..

Dear Mr .. Baxter:
Was_
h ington County is one of the fastest growing counties in the state, and Utah is one of the
fastest growing states in the country . .Because local water projects and conservation together
will not meet demand over time, it is essential that the ·Lake Powell Pipeline {LPP) is developed.
The LPP represents a crucial water supply project for 10 co~munities in Washington County
including St. ~eorge, Washington, Hurricane, Santa Clara, Ivins, La Verkin, Toquerville, Leed_s,
_Virgin and Apple Valley. The Utah Board of Water Re.sources (UBWR) and Wash,ington County
Water Conservancy District {WCWCD) have proposed the LPP in response to residents of these
.10 cities and towns as represented by their elected public offici_
als.
The Utah State Legislature authodzed the UBWR to build the LPP to help·meet Washington
County's future water demands. The Utah Governor's Office o'f Man'a gement and Budget has
developed population projections for Washington County that are sanctioned for use-by state
and county agencies for planning purposes. Over the· past 15 years, -multiple meetings have
been held in communities to involve local stakeholders in the planning and development of the
project.
Several studies have been completed to provide information related to project costs, fin~rncial
feasibility, and the ability of WCWCD and project beneficiaries to repay those' costs of LPP. :
WCWCD has ·developed a general capital project funding strategy as opposed to a specific
financing plan. _This strategy will phase-in Water"rates, impact fees and ad valorem (property)
tax increases in a manne·r that produces sufficient revenue streams while remaining mindful of
policy considerations, such as conservation pricing, generational equity and ability to pay. An ·
independent legislative audit reports WCWCD -can repay the state,af Utah for the LPP. The audit
was conducted in response to a legislative request to provide the state with an independent
review of th_
e finc1ncial ,viability o.f the ·project. -
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I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to finalize the Environmental Impact Statement and issue its
Record of Decision because the reliability of the LPP water supply avoids the drastic economic
losses that can occur if businesses see a risk of unstable future water supplies in Washington
County.
Sincerely,
Savage Esplin & Radmall, PC

·7µg2_·
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,
..
/"

Jared Radmall
Certified Public Accountant
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June 5, 2020
Mr. R'ick Baxter
Progr~m Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakevie"'-( Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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As ·a certified public accountant practicing in St. George for nearly 40 years, I am famjliar with
the financial matters regarding .the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). Among many .other duties, our
firm provides auditing services for local governments throughout southwestern Utah. That's ·
why I was par,ticularly interested in the Performance Audit of.the Repayment Feasibility of the
Lake Powel{ Pipeline conducted by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General_.This auqit was
r(;!quested to ~eter,mine the ability of.Washington County Water. Conservancy District (WCWCD)
to pa·y back the cost of the proposed pipeline. The a~dit corifir~ed that the WCWCD cc;1n
generate s~fficient revenue to .repay the LPP costs . ..
The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act ·authorized the state Board of Water
Resources to build th~ LPP. The repayment terms, which were modeled after the Bureau of
Reclamation's financing terms, allows WCWCD to take the water down in multiple blocks and
allocates a ·repayment period for_each water block. This model allows for payments
to increase ~ith growing revenue, a11d it equitably enables multiple generations of water users
· to repay project costs, rather .than burdening the current generation with the full project
cost.
.
This is a fiscally reasonable and responsible approach given the incremental increases in
de1.nand, the ever expanding reve~ue sources, the useful iife of the LPP, and the benefits
inherent in diversifying the region's water portfolio.
The combination ot'WCWCD's water rates, impact fees and property taxes have the capacity to
generate more than $6 billion in incremental revenue through 2060. The~e funds will be niore
than suffi~ient to fully fund Washington County's water infr~structure re_q uirements and ensu~e
a safe, stable and sufficie_
n t water supply for the next half-cerJtury.
The. state~s economic analysis indicates that an adequate amount of revenue will be available to
repay flnandal obi'igat.ions associated with the construction and operatior:i of LPP without
imposing undue financial burden on ratepayers and taxpayers. I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to finalize the LPP Environmental Impact Statement and issue its Record of
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Decision to.allow Washington· County and the state of Utah to be.gin benefiting from this crucial
water infr~str~dure project. ,
.
~

Sincerely,
Savage Esplin & Radmall, PC

~"'

~ -.

~ -- --:--~

Stanley M Seegmiller, CPA
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Mr. Rick Baxter, Prog~am Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview.Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
I;•.

, ,,.

•

Dear Mr. Baxter:
.

J

'

.. As a 30-year resident of Washington County and a CPA, I have carefully studied the issues surrounding the
proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). Based on rrr{understanding of the issues, I have concluded that it is
vital for our region to build the LPP to enhance the reliability of Washington County's water supplies .
.,

The 2006 Lakepowell Pipel'ine Devel~pm~nt Aa p~ssed by the Utah legislature spells out how the project
will be funded by the state and r~p~id by p~rticipating districts. Based on my understanding of the LPP,
project cost will be spread over a growing user base throughout a an initial SO-year period . Our water
district will phase-in water rates, im~act fees and property tax increases to produce sufficient revenues
to pay for the blocks of water required to meet existing and projected demands created by increases in
population and economic development. This approach allocates the costs of LPP according to the direct
and indirect benefits received by residents and businesses and reflect economic and market realities at
the time LPP is funded. Washington County residents and businesses will benefit from the LPP through
the e_s;onomic ~itality and stability associated with the availability of reliable water resources for decades
to come.

0067-1

I am very much invested in this wonderful area and h_ave raised my family here . I want ;my children and
grandchildren to have the same opportunity as I had to earn a reasonable living and ultimately support
Jheir families. Having an adequate a_nd reliable water supply will weave together their daily lives as this
area continu~s to grow.This is as true for future generations as it was for our ancestors.
I appreciate the role that the state of Utah and Bureau of Reclamation have played in planning for our
current water supply. I respectfully request the Burea·u to advance the Lake Powell Pipeline (lPP) by
completing the environmental assessment and issuing its R,~cord ot Decision· to advance this .crh1cai· ·
project.

i>~esident and shareholder
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Mr. Rick Baxter
, , ,·
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Of:fice
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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· Dear Mr: Baxter:

a

As a young accountant practicing i~ St. George, ~nd pas·t board member of our Chamber of Comm~rce,
I'm fortunate to work.in a community with str<,:>ng economic vitality and a high quality of life. In addition
to raising my family here I also want to retire in St. George when that ti!lle comes. I'm concerned
without the Lake Powell Pipeline {LPP) that future genE:rations, including my own children, will not have
the same opportunities that I have enjoyed.
Similar to.every other community, water is the lifeblood of our economy. The high quality of life we
enjoy in St. George would not be possible without a reliable water supply. Our community currently
depends on a single water source of variable quality and qua,ntity..:. the Virgin River basin. 'LPP provides
needed system redundancy, which adds ·a barrier against single system failure and climate vari?bility.
With an estimated cost of between $1.0-l.7 billion, the LPP will generate impressive employment and .
economic activity in our region. The economic activity will include the direct impact from the design,
. engineering, and construction of the water infrastructure, as well as indirect impacts generated by ·
spending on goods and services. In Washington County, the LPP is expected to support an additional $11
billion in gross metropolitan product. That's significant considering St. George had a gross metropolitan
product close to $6.1 billion in 2018.
·
St. George ·is an extraordinary place t~ work and raise a family. Having a reliable water supply is essential
to sustaining· our families . Any disruption to our water supply and service ~ill immediately harm our
·
community. For these reasons, I ask the Bureau of Recli3mation to complete its environmental studies.
and issue the ·Record of Decision approving the Preferred Alte·rnative to allow the LPP to move forward.
Sincerely,
Savage, Espli~ & Radmall, PC .

Tyler 0 . Hall, CPA
Shareholder
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Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Redaipatio~!-.Provo Area Office
302.East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606 ·
Gentlemen:

•,,1: .1 !'
,· • f

'~ i

'

q :\ .•f

Please add me to the·,mailing/notification list relating to the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project. My•address is:
,

fll~~-·l

,

,

•

~ -"1

,

-··,

.1 · 1.I\

Jh •~•: 11

Donald L. Triptow
256 West 200 North
Hurricane, UT 84737

My email address is:
utahbarisax@gmail.com
Allow me to make the following comments concerning the LPP. I have
submitted almost all of these thoughts to Ron Thompson at the WCWCD
over the past several years, but Mr. Thompson most often would shrug his
shoulders and ignore me or fail to offer answers to legitimate concerns. It
has been my unfortunate experience to receive no satisfaction from him or
his associates.
I don't have volumes of statistics to present here. I have submitted many
arguments opposing this project, but it seems that the helmsmen at the LPP
prefer not to listen to the concerns presented by me and many other
residents of Washington County. Even when I managed to get some of
these arguments into print via the local news media (and I'm sure that you
have seen my comments in the past), it seems that my efforts were all for
naught. Instead, I will present a few major complaints that comprise my

0069

[LP

loll l as
ib?Action
Project
Classificaton
Control
Folder
Notice if you detach enclosure
insert code here:

'; t:

.'·t·

0069
0069-1 Transportation

opposition to this project and hope that you will give these arguments due
consideration and take steps to implement correction of the matter.
PART ONE-THE NEED FOR WATER
Providing water for growth is one thing, but providing an impetus for
development is quite another. When I look at State Street in Hurricane, it
does not spur me to see it developed so that every nook and cranny is filled
with a collage of businesses and residences until there is no space left
vacant. This is not Gold Rush Alaska and there is nothing wrong with
vacant space. Increasing the population might seem like an admirable goal
unless you consider all the additional traffic that will result. Do you want
State Street to look like an arm of the Santa Ana Freeway?
PART TWO-WISE USAGE OF EXISTING RESOURCES
As homeowners, we closely monitor our use of water. We keep
landscaping to a bare minimum and do not use water for recreational use.
We are not golfers or surfboarders or even maintain a backyard wading
pool. Indeed, the WCWCD states that average water use in this county is
177 gallons per person per day. Our usage-based on our only available
water meter-stays at a steady 3,000 gallons per month for me and my
wife. That computes to 50 gallons per day per person. The figures cited
by the WCWCD are confusing and unbelievable. When we witness
sprinklers running on city facilities at splash pads and public parks, it is
impossible to understand the reasoning behind that abuse of resources.
It is explained by authorities that golf courses and other users make use of
recycled water so they cannot be cited as wasters, but you have to
remember that all stored water has its origins in the ground, so it really
doesn't matter whether it's coming from a well or a recycling plant.

PART THREE-JUST WHO ACTUALLY OWNS THE COLORADO
RIVER WATER?
Anyone with a simple map can see that the flow of water begins in
Wyoming and the storage facility at Glen Canyon. If we were residents of
that state, we would probably strongly object to the theft of our water to

0069-2 Other
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send to Lake Powell-or any other place, for that matter. When Flaming
Gorge drains its water into the Green River and then southward to the
Colorado, it comprises what has been controlled by the Colorado River
Compact for many years. That flow was originally intended to provide fair
usage by all participants in its path with Mexico at the tail end of the chain.
Anyone traveling to Mexico these days will tell you that Mexico doesn't
use any of that water because it has already been gobbled up by the other
Compact participants. When Lake Mead was formed, it was with the
intent to make sure that Nevada-Las Vegas, in particular-would have
adequate water to support its growth. Now we see that supply of water
vanishing rapidly as lake levels drop. Let me see, now-who owns that
water? Part Two of that master plan was the creation of Lake Powell to
increase and sustain the flow of water into Lake Mead. Who owns that
water? I can see that Mexico could step up to the plate and demand that
water be sent to our southern neighbors to replace what has been stolen
from them before any additional water is sent to bolster Lake Mead.
PART FOUR-WHO WILL PAY FOR THIS EXPENSIVE PROJECT?
If you pay attention to news articles-and many people do not-you've
noticed that several million dollars has already been spent on so-called
"studies" to determine the practicality of the LPP. Actually, the mechanics
who present these studies don't seek to justify the need for the LPP-that's
already been decided. What remains is determining who will build it,
where it will be situated and what effect its construction will have on the
environment. Along the way, the folks who conduct these efforts are lining
their pockets as "consultants" and "planners". A spade of earth has yet to
be turned, but gigantic expense forms have already been submitted. Some
have already been paid from public coffers. Who fills those coffers? You
and your fellow citizens.
PART FIVE-THE HIDDEN COSTS AND SURPRISES YET TO COME
If you hop in your car and take a trip down the proposed route of the LPP,
you'll notice that much of it runs through Arizona. You can assume that
the planners have secured rights-of-way through its path to southern Utah

0069
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and that Arizona will grant access to the builders in exchange for
remuneration. Or favors. Or you scratch my back and I'll scratch yours.
Nothing along these lines has been explained thus far. And while you're
taking this trip, you might notice that the pathway is not flat. That means
that water in the pipe will have to be pumped uphill in some places and
allowed to pool in others. The planners propose erection of reservoirs,
pumping stations and hydroelectric facilities to take advantage of all that
water running downhill in some places.

0069-4 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

PART SIX - WHO'S GONNA PAY FOR ALL THIS ACTIVITY?

In spite of what you might have read, the taxpayer is still at the bottom of
this equation. The planners have already spent lots of your money and
they plan to spend a lot more.
WHAT? $4,000,000,000 FOR A PIPELINE?
(YES, THAT'S FOUR BILLION WITH A B)
YOU MUST BE KIDDING!

Ron Thompson at one time used to spout figures in the $1 to $2 billion
range, but that has long since been discounted as a pipe dream. Originally,
he would state that impact fees would take care of it, but people in touch
with reality have long since dismissed that idea. There couldn't possibly
be enough commercial development along the 140-mile route to put a
serious dent in the price. Now that there seems to be more acceptance of
the project by taxpayers, the sky's the limit!
The bottom line here is that taxpayers will have to endure sizeable
increases in property taxes, doubling and tripling of water rates by
municipalities and more "Sneaky Pete" additions to water bills by the
WCWCD (or haven't you noticed that on your utility statement?).
THIS PROJECT MUST NOT BE ALLOWED TO BE IMPLEMENTED!

Hopefully, the LPP will be presented on a ballot initiative and taxpayers
will be able to stop this monstrous project in its tracks!
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George B. Graff, CPA
3735 Rim View Drive
. . ....... . Santa. Clara, UT 84765
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Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau ofRedamcrtioll' ·
Provo Area Of11ci( ' '' ·· •'. '
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is the key to meet the future water supply needs of Washington
County while maximizing the use of existing available water supplies.
I have been a professional accountant practicing in St. George for over 35 years. During this
period Washington County has been one of the fastest growing regions not just in the state but
also in the country. Our county is expected to outpace statewide growth in the foreseeable future,
and could triple in size in the next 50 years surpassing half a million people.
The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has three primary
revenue sources - water rates, impact fees and property taxes. Impact fees are anticipated to
generate $2.96 billion of incremental revenue through 2060. WCWCD's wholesale water rate is
increasing gradually by $0.10 per 1,000 gallons up to an additional $3.00 per 1,000 gallons
during the next 30 years. This increase translates into approximately $1.75 billion
in incremental water rate revenue for capital expenditures through 2060 when applied to total
estimated water deliveries by WCWCD. Finally, with rising property values, the value of
new construction, and the phase in of remaining property tax rate is anticipated to generate an
incremental $1.41 billion through 2060.
Based on a preliminary design, LPP' s projected cost ranges between $1 billion and $1. 7 billion.
The combination of water rates, impact fees and property taxes have the capacity to generate
more than $6 billion in incremental revenue through 2060. These funds will be more than
sufficient to fully fund Washington County ' s water infrastructure requirements including the
LPP.
8~J~-p~~IJ~)!J f]~:E~1 OFFJ.~:lE
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The LPP will also support significant economic activity in Washington County, including an
additional: $12 billion in total personal income; $4.5 billion in total wages and salaries; and $11
billion in gross metropolitan product. In addition, for every dollar of public investment in water
infrastructure, $13 .46 is generated in return for Washington County by way of sales and income
taxes through 2060. These dollars can be used to build roads, fund schools, provide for public
safety and fund other public initiatives.
The LPP has been on the drawing boards for a good part of the time that I have been practicing
accounting in St. George. It's time to complete the environmental impact statement and authorize
the State of Utah to construct the project for the benefit of Washington County.
Sincerely,

George B. Graff, CPA

0070-2
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June 15, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am a life-long resident o(\1\/ashingfon County &fowing up and working on a family ranch. Also,
I have over 20 years of experience in the bankin&lndustry serving the consumers and small
businesses of our community.
· ~
Most of the 540 ranches and farms are family-owned in. Washington County. These families rely
on their land and water rights for livestock grazing, orchards, food and fiber production, and
providing for their families. The state of Utah and.Washington County have considered the
conversion of water from agricultural use to municipal use as an alternative to the Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP). This can be accomplished in three ways, i.e., (1) the "buy and dry" of agricultural
lands, (2) municipal growth onto agricultural lands with the acquisition of accompanying water
rights, or (3) the use of various lease or other interruptible supply arrangements with owners of
agricultural water rights.
These studies have determined that there are numerous limitations on water transfers,
including: quality of agricultural water; negative environmental and socio-economic
consequences; equipment and storage costs; legal limitations on irrigation company
water transfers; uncertainty from interruptible water supply arrangements; and a desire to
maintain a healthy agricultural economy and associated open spaces. Washington County
values agriculture as part of the local economy and strives to protect its agricultural heritage.
Turning to alternate supply sources simply shifts the supply burden away from the water
available to the State under its Colorado River Compact allocation and onto the other sources
which, for a variety of reasons, are not suitable substitutes.
The LPP is essential for Washington County to meet current and projected water demands in
Washington County while maximizing the use of existing available water supplies. Those who
would have the Washington County Water Conservancy District forego development of LPP
and instead rely primarily on conservation in combination with agricultural water transfers fail
to acknowledge the immense risk associated with a failure to timely utilize available Colorado
River supplies.
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The sooner the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) completes the LPP Environmental Impact
Statement the better. The agriculture and banking industries support the LPP and look forward
to the issuance of the Bureau's Record of Decision in favor of the Southern Alternative .

Kip Bowler
Rock Canyon Bank
94 East Tabernacle
St. George, UT 84770
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SAVAGE ESPLIN & RADMALL, PC

•

• Certified Public Accountants •

. June 5, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Park~ay
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
-

'

There is no infrastructure more important to our success than our water'system in Washington
County. This infrastructure must work 24 hours a day, seven days a week without interruption.
In addition, investment in our vital wa~er infrastructure Will create good jobs and promote full
economic vitality in southwestern Utah.
·

:

Th.e \Jtah Board of Water Resources is planning !O invest between $1.0~${7 billion in the .
prnposed L,;lke Pow.ell Pipeline (LPP).The _Washington County Wat.er Cons~rvancy D,istrict
(W,CWCD) will repay t~e.state gradually as growth occur~ an_
q water is used. All 10 regional
muni~ipal c~stomers served by th,e WCWCD have formaily approyed the project. ,
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WCWCD
has three essential
legislatively-approved sources of- capital
and operating
funds that
.
.
'
.
will be used to repay the state: water rates, property taxes and impact fees. The combination of
these sources can generate sufficient revenu~ to repa,y the Lake Powell Pipeline costs,
according to an independent audit performed by the Utah Office of the Legislatiye Auditor
Ge'neral in-2019.
WCWCD impart fees -an~ incr~aslng $1,000 3!1~u,~l!;;tt~ro(J3h 2025., after \vhi~h they 3tC !nd~xed
to the Producer's Price lnde~ for construction materials. lmp~ctfeesare anticipated
gen'erate $2.96 billion of i,ncremental ·revenue through 2060.

to ..

WCWCD's wholesale water rate is increasing gradually by $0.10 per 1,000 gallons· up to an
additional $3.00 per 1,000 gallons during the next 30 years. This increase.translates into
approximately $1.75 billion in incremental water rate revenue for capital expenditures
through 2060 whe_n applied to total estim_
a ted water deliveries by WCWCD.
Finally, the combination ·of rising property V?tlues, ·the. value of .n~w construction, and the phase
1
in of
ini_ng prnperty t~x rate is anticipated ~9 g~nerate an incremental $1.41 .bil_lion through
2060.

rer,na

,

,

20 North. Main, Suite 402 • St. G~orge, Ut~h 84770 • Phone: 435:673.6195 • Fax:435.673.6833

www.sercpas.com
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These funds will be more than sufficient tofuUy fund Washington County's water infrastructure
requirements and ensure a safe, stable and sufficient water supply for the next half-century. As
demonstrated by our votes for elected officials and the continued pursuit of this project by
those officials at the local, regional and state levels, the people continue to show their faith that
this project has both the economic and environmental balance needed to bring water here and
secure our growing future.
I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to issue its Record of Decision to permit the construction of this
crucial project for our region.

Sincerely,
Savage Esplin & Radmall, PC

aft~ 1l(9i]M1{WU cpA
J

Angela Norman
Certified Public Accountant
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
BOARD OF REAL TORS.
1070 West 1600 South, Suite A101
St. George, UT 84770
(435) 628-7374 • Fax (435) 634-1113
wcbr.org • wcbr@infowest.com

June 11, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Mr. Baxter:

As a member of the Washington County Board of REALTORS®, I have seen significant growth
in southern Utah. In 2019, Washington County saw a 7% increase in single home values over the
end of 2018. The trend is expected to extend through 2020 well into the future. Home building is
on an upswing. People are moving to St. George and the county at an increasing rate. In fact, St.
George and Washington County are "booming." We are adding population, businesses, and new
homes daily. We are among the fastest growing cities in the nation.
At this time, our population, building, and business boom rely upon the Virgin River Basin as
our sole source for water. With our growth projections nearing half a million people in
Washington County by 2060, we need an additional source of water to support our population.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)' s Southern Alternative is a logical solution to this challenge.
Once constructed, the LPP will support an additional 300,000 people, 120,000 jobs, and 10,000
new businesses. It will deliver up to 86,249 additional acre feet of water to 10 Washington
County communities, annually.
Additionally, construction of the Southern Alternative will alleviate the pressures of boom and
growth on small, local water supply systems and the Virgin River Basin. The basin is made up of
small creeks and streams, many that run only seasonally, making irrigation a primary source of
water supply for smaller communities. The basin drains into one small river, the Virgin River,
which has an average annual flow of about 100 cubic feet per second. This limited water supply
is not reliable or sustainable for the growing population and growing water demands of
southwestern Utah and Washington County.
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The LPP's Southern Alternative offer what southern Utah needs: a realistic strategy for
supporting our growing future. By providing redundancy to our current water system and
reducing the burden on the Virgin River Basin, we protect our resource and add vitality to our
region. Because the LPP is robust with opportunities that support continued growth, we also add
value to our properties and communities.
Together, these attributes add up to success for Washington County. Please move forward with
the Environmental Impact Statement recommending the Southern Alternative as the preferred
alternative and sign the Record of Decision.
S~cerely,

a

.#

President Elect
Washington County Board of REALTORS®
ERA Brokers St. George
201 E St George Blvd
St. George, UT 84 770
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
BOARD OF REALTORS.
1070 West 1600 South, Suite A101
St. George, UT 84770
(435) 628-737 4 • Fax (435) 634-1113
wcbr.org • wcbr@infowest.com

June 11, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Mr. Baxter:
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I believe in giving back. As a REAL TOR®, a foster mom, and a community advocate who has
served on a myriad of committees from child welfare to government affairs, I have seen the best
of what our community has to offer. Additionally, I am a small business owner. I know what it
takes to support a business and a home in Washington County. Our home is a safe and grounded
place, encouraging for business and family development. It deserves our support and guidance as
it grows into its future.
Water is key to the future's success for Washington County and St. George, where niy family
and I call home. We owe it to one another to learn the role of water in St. George, how
developing and ensuring it for the future will help promote our shared success. We need to
embrace innovation and technology to continue providing the best for our region of the state. The
Lake Powell Pipeline brings these elements together to create a more diverse and secure water
supply for all of Washington County.
The unexpected looms as a challenge for a single source water supply system such as ours. We
run the risk that future weather and climate events like long droughts, forest fires, large storms
and subsequent flash flooding will denigrate our water quality and damage the infrastructure that
keeps our supply available. System failure is a concern. Prudent planning should include
additional sources of supply to meet our demands in times of drought. The LPP fulfills our future
.water needs better than other plans.
Further, when we do not have a varied and reliable supply, we run the risk of water shortages and
scarcity. When water is scarce, growth stops, the economy suffers, and people find themselves in
dire economic situations. Often, what we cannot grow and build ourselves, we bring in from
somewhere else. Water is no different.
The LPP offers an additional, reliable source of water out of the Colorado River and one of the
largest reservoirs in the West. Once constructed it will bring up to 86,249 additional acre-feet of
water to 10 southwestern communities, including St. George. It will make possible redundancy
in a system that, to date, relies solely on one primary source of water: The Virgin River Basin.
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The LPP will also bolster infrastructure so that should damages occur to the water systems that
currently exist, other infrastructure will be available to help alleviate and bear the additional
burden of delivery demands, helping to avoid water shortages. If the waters available in the
Virgin River Basin suffer a drought, our community will still be able to draw from Lake Powell.
Most importantly, our future generations, our children' s children, will have water upon which to
rely.
0074-1

I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to thoroughly study the actions in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. I am confident you will conclude, as I have, that the Southern
Alternative including the LPP is the best alternative for our region of the state. LPP will mitigate
the vulnerabilities like unexpected demand and supply interruption with a lifeline to the
Colorado River that ensures reliable water deliveries by the late 2020s and well into the future.
Sincerely,

~::;rr;Mk/)
President, Washington County Board of REALTORS®
Markel Realty Group
393 E Riverside Dr, Ste 201
St George, UT 84 790
435-632-9621

[H_
REALTOR

WASHINGTON COUNTY
BOARD OF REALTORS.
1070 West 1600 South, Suite A 101
St. George, UT 84770
(435) 628-7374 • Fax (435) 634-1113
wcbr.org • wcbr@infowest.com

June 15, 2020
Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Mr. Baxter:
Washington County is growing, and our current water supply will not meet the coming demand.
We need infrastructure to support growth. In 2019, Washington County saw a 7% increase in single
home values over the end of 2018. The trend is expected to extend through 2020 well into the
future. Home building is on an upswing. People are moving to St. George and the greater county at
an increasing rate. In fact, St. George and Washington County are "booming." We are adding
population, businesses, and new homes daily. By some counts, St. George is the 21 st fastest growing
"boomtown" in the nation for businesses.
Our current water system is limited. All water comes from one large, but finite source. The Virgin
River Basin has not only water quantity issues with the basin, but also water quality issues. We run
the risk that future weather and climate events like long droughts, forest fires, large storms and
subsequent flash flooding will denigrate our water quality and damage the infrastructure that keeps
our supply available. System failure is a concern. Prudent planning should include additional
sources of supply to meet our demands in times of drought and provide additional storage facilities
to capture water during large storm events, or years of abundant snowpack and runoff.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)'s Southern Alternative is a logical solution to our water supply
challenges. In addition to helping us meet future demand, the LPP also addresses long-time
uncertainty. From rate of growth to unpredictable seasons due to climate change, it is not possible to
predict the damages, water shortfalls, and other challenges our limited water supply system might
face. To counter this, the LPP offers an additional, reliable source of water out of the Colorado
River and one of the largest reservoirs in the West and additional infrastructure to support delivery
of those water supplies.
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I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to move forward into the Record of Decision,
recommending the Southern Alternative as the preferred alternative for our region.
Sincerely,~

_

~~~

Clay Brinkerhoff, Past President
Washington County Board of REALTORS®
St. George
1173 S 250 W, Ste 102, St George, UT 84770
435 -215-1333
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June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am on the board of directors for Dixie Power and the Development Officer for Dixie State
University. In both capacities, I have a strong interest in the future of our community and
specifically about the water we need to sustain us.
Dixie Power, an electric cooperative that owns and manages the transmission lines in the vicinity
of the Lake Powell Pipeline near Sand Hollow Reservoir, provides power to 25,000 members in
southern Utah and northern Arizona and supply one-third of the power in Washington County.
We recently have been able to work with the Utah Division of Water Resources to use a new
substation we will be building near Sand Hollow Reservoir. The substation could be an
interconnect point for the Lake Powell Pipeline. This will allow the project to minimize impacts
to the Dixie Springs residents and would require a minor modification to the project.
We appreciate that Reclamation agreed to study this option in the Environmental Impact
Statement. I would like to voice support for this option.
In my job at Dixie State, we also rely on the Kem C. Gardner Institute at the University of Utah,
for growth projections. It is estimated that Washington County's population will increase by
approximately 229% through 2065. Our University must be prepared for that amount of growth
and water it will take to sustain our school along with businesses we rely on for support.
It i-s-far-these··reasons·, f'rrslcReclamation to issue a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern
Alignment imd al:low·th~"'Stll~"and the Washington County Water Conservancy District to move
for.ward.with• this project···· ··

Sincerely,

Lance Brown
SLGeorge, Utah·
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June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Preferred Alternative studied in the Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact
Statement is the best solution to meet southern Utah's water needs.
Critics of the Lake Powell Pipeline tout "abundant alternative sources of supply" to meet
future water demand. They suggest transferring water from agriculture to meet future
supply gaps. Those of us who run ranches in Utah understand that it will take a multifaceted approach to meet future demand and the Lake Powell Pipeline is a critical part
of that plan.
I support the Preferred Alternative because it does not sacrifice one area of our
economy for the others. Farming and ranching are also an important economic engine
for Utah. Agricultural production and processing account for:
• $21 billion in economic output for Utah;
• Approximately 80,000 jobs and $3.5 billion in income; and
• More than 15% to our economy.
LPP opponents have overstated the amount of ag available. A detailed analysis by
Utah's former State Engineer, Jerry Olds, PE, has shown that a total of 23,000 acre feet
of agricultural water may be reliably available for municipal use. That is less than the
35,000 to 40,00Ostatedby project opponents.

The-proponents of agriculture transfer have not taken into consideration the following
limitations. ,_
•

The quality of agricultural water in Washington County is largely unsuitable for
domestic supply"purposes absent costly advanced treatment.
• Installing pumps, :pipe and storage to capture, control and use ag water is
expensive .
.,~-¾There afeexisting water company bylaws and other legal limitations on transfers
' .. 'from irrigation cc:>mpanies.
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Negative environmental and socio-economic consequences associated with loss
of green space and loss of return flows to the river.
Economic consequences of harm to the agricultural industry.
Food security consequences of loss of locally grown food.

Utah's farmers and ranchers are doing their part to be better stewards of our water
resources. Many are applying effective management strategies to improve agricultural
water use while maintaining optimal production and yield. Some examples include
improved irrigation scheduling and crop specific irrigation management including microsprinklers and drip irrigation used for the production of fruits and vegetables. These
strategies allow for the conservation of water and energy and decrease grower's costs.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is the best solution to getting more water to our area. I urge
the Bureau of Reclamation to reject proposals that rely on local water to meet our future
demands and ask you to conclude the EIS process and issue the Record of Decision in
favor of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Rancher
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Blake Frei <blakefrei23@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:47 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Attn: Rick Baxter (Lake Powell Pipeline)
LPP Letter.pdf

Mr. Baxter,
Please see attached letter concerning the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thanks,

Blake Frei, mba
The Frei Team
@ Realty Executives
cell: (435) 680-3985
office: 435-628-1677
fax: 435-628-7480
www.blakefrei.com
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REAL ESTATE
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CHECK US OUT ON ALL OF OUR PLATFORMS!
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REALTOR

WASH INGTON COUNTY
BOARD OF REALTORS.
1070 West 1600 South, Suite A 101
St. George, UT 84770
(435) 628-7374 • Fax (435) 634-1113
wcbr.org • wcbr@infowest.com

June 11 , 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Planning for growth and the future is an important part of community leadership. At the
Washington County Board of REALTORS® we take this responsibility seriously. We see the
needs of families and businesses and must guide them accordingly. Growth is a major factor.
Because we have to make best use of the limited water resources available to Washington
County as we develop what we have to meet growing future demands, what the Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) offers is important: a reliable, redundant, and well-planned source for water. If
we do not secure our water supplies now, we will likely face shortages in the future.
1n 2019, Washington County saw a 7% increase in single home values over the end of 2018. The
trend is expected to extend through 2020 well into the future. Horne building is on an upswing.
People are moving to St. George and the greater county at an increasing rate. 1n fact, St. George
and Washington County are "booming." We are adding population, businesses, and new homes
daily . By some counts, St. George is the 21 st fastest growing ''boomtown" in the nation for
businesses. In other surveys we are the third fastest growing community in the nation.

At this time, our population, building, and business boom rely upon the Virgin River Basin as
our sole source for water. With our growth projections nearing half a million people in
Washington County by 2060, we need a reliable source of water to support our population.
The LPP provides redundancy and protection against future risks like long droughts forest fires,
large storms and subsequent flash flooding. System faiJure is a concern. To mitigate that
concern, the LPP includes additional sources of supply and infrastructure to meet our demands in
times of drought.
Additionally, construction of the Southern Alternative will alleviate the pressures of boom and
growth on small, local water supply systems and the Virgin River Basin. The basin is made up of
small creeks and streams, many that run only seasonally making irrigation a primary source of
water supply for smaller communities. The basin drains into one small river, the Virgin Ri ver,
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which has an average annual flow of about l 00 cubic feet per second. This limited water supply
is not reliable or sustainable for the growing population and growing water demands of
southwestern Utah and Washington County.
Once constructed, the LPP will support an additional 300 000 people 120,000 jobs, and l 0,000
new businesses. It will deliver up to 86,249 additional acre feet of water to 10 Washington
County communities, annually. These opportunities combined with well-thought out reliability
and redundancy measures make the LPP a well-planned solution to our future water challenges.
0086-1

To plan for growth in a water short region, reliability, redundancy, and good planning are
necessary. The LPP, which is part of the Southern Alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement has all of these elements. Please move it forward and sign the Record of Decision.

Since~ 4-

Blake Frei, Director
Board of Directors
Washington County Board of REALTORS®
Realty Executive
590 E St George Blvd
St George, UT 84770
435-628-1677

'
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From: Boyd Livingston <boyd@cbstgeorge.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 5:09 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipe Line letter
Attachments: 20200616_144712.pdf

Please consider my letter. Thank you!
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June 11, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline {LPP) because St. George is expected to continue growing over the next 3040 years requiring a major new water supply.
The city of St. George is the economic center for southern Utah. St. George is a tourist and retirement
destination due to its temperate climate, variety of recreational activities, and relatively low cost of living.
With adequate water infrastructure that supports our community's vision, St. George can flourish and improve
the quality of life for its residents, attract and support businesses, and provide new opportunities while
protecting the way of life we cherish.
Recent population growth trends suggest that Washington County will approach or even exceed local water
resources by 2028. The LPP will bring water to 10 communities in southern Utah, including St. George, in a
cost-effective, dependable and environmentally responsible way. The water infrastructure project is consistent
with St. George's vision to plan for growth to avoid a situation where development exceeds the capacity of
public facilities and services.
Approving the Lake Powell Pipeline wlll create predictability for the city's comprehensive planning and also for
the private sector to help serve St. George's development vision. Having an adequate and reliable water supply
allows the public planners and private developers to focus on providing cost-effective infrastructure and
services.
This major water infrastructure project is also expected to provide significant local and statewide economic
benefits, including over $11 billion of income tax revenue and $9.4 billion of sales revenue from 2026 to 2060.
These dollars can be used to build roads, fund schools, provide for public safety, and fund other public
initiatives.
The Lake Powell Pipeline will help us utilize a new water source to ensure communities in Washington County
have the water they need to meet the demands of a growing population
in the future. I'm concerned that absent sufficient water, St. George Will not meet its economic potential and
existing residents and businesses will be put at risk.
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The Draft EIS demonstrates that this project can be built without significant impacts. I encourage the Bureau of
Reclamation to take every action to advance this project.

~

Boyd Livingston, Treasurer
Washington County Board of REALTORS®
Owner/Partner, Coldwell Banker Premier Realty
157 E. Riverside Drive, Suite lA, St. George, Utah

0128
0128-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: emayjude@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Emma Judd
<emayjude@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2020 10:13 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Reject the Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
0128-1

We don’t need any more pipeline projects. They are destructive and an overlycomplicated solution to a problem that could easily be solved in other ways. I
urge you to reject the Lake Powell Pipeline and the damage it would inflict.
Removing water from the river for this project is unnecessary and would take
away water that's needed by wildlife and millions of people who live
downstream.
Sincerely,
Emma Judd
Coalville, UT 84017
emayjude@gmail.com

0153
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jake Carlen <jake.carlen@gmail.com>
Monday, June 15, 2020 9:25 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL]

I oppose the lake powell pipeline. I prefer conservation efforts in lieu of the pipeline.

0153-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kade Ence <kade.ence@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 5:48 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] We need water
MX-4070_20200616_155214.pdf

I've attached a letter sharing my support in completing the LPP.

Thanks,

Kade Ence, MBA
Real Estate Broker
Keller Williams Realty
435-862-9955

StGeorgeRealEstateUtah.com
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June 12, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a critical project for Utah given the population growth expected for Washington
County over the next 30 years .
According to the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah, Washington County was the
fastest growing county in 2019 with 5.6% growth. Net migration accounts for over 90% of that growth. A
changing demographic landscape is developing with a wide variety of age groups moving into the area .
With this population growth, it makes sense that residential life would expand at a similar rate. St. George,
the economic hub of Washington County, has a growth rate that outpaces most of Utah and will likely
continue to do so with many more homes on the way. In-migration increases the demands for housing,
goods and services, which increases the demand for labor, which results in new in-migration. In addition, the
Washington County's strong tourism component creates job opportunities, as well.
Rapid population growth and robust job expansion go hand in hand. But a recently developed job-to-job flow
data suggests that a large portion of workers move to the St. George metropolitan area for nonmonetary
reasons including quality of life. This in-migration not only includes workers and their families, but also
citizens who want to retire in southern Utah.
The projections indicate that water demand will exceed local supplies as early as 2028, resulting in shortages
if additional water sources aren't secured. LPP is necessary to meet the projected water demands in
Washington County while maximizing the use of existing available water supplies.

0177
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The Bureau of Reclamation has a great reputation for developing critical water projects In the West. You
have done a thorough job with the draft LPP EIS. Please continue your great track record and help get the
LPP on line for our communities.

Kade Ence, Director
Washington County Board of REALTORS•
KW SG Keller Williams Success 2
1624 S Convention Center Drive
St. George, UT 84790

0195
0195-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: lori@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Lori McDonald <lori@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2020 9:27 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Please Reject the Lake Powell Pipeline!

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
0195-1

I'm writing to urge you to reject the Utah Division of Water Resources' proposed
Lake Powell Pipeline. The project is unnecessary, expensive and would seriously
damage the region's lands, water, wildlife and downstream communities.
My husband and I are Utah natives and taxpayers. The proposed pipeline would
cut through fragile, irreplaceable public lands. The value of protecting these
landscapes far outweighs the overuse of water in Washington County.
Flooding Washington County with more water will induce more unsustainable
growth. Other cities across the Southwest and around the country have already
proven how little water when used wisely is needed for all to live a comfortable
life.
This development would also further fragment habitat many imperiled plants and
animals that inhabit this unique area. Removing water from the river for this
project is unnecessary and would take away water that's needed by wildlife and
millions of people who live downstream.
Sincerely,
Lori McDonald
Park City, UT 84098
lori@turn4turn.com

0203
0203-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mandie S <mandiek22@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 2:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

The risks and Cost of the LPP outweigh any benefit to our community at this time.
The fact that we are junior in our rights to water shares of the colorado river that would feed the LPP is
a huge problem. Gambling with our tax dollars by building a pipeline that does not
GUARANTEE southern utah residents any kind of actual water is a risky and financially reckless
endeavor.
Our current conservation efforts fall far short of their potential. We absolutely need a more creative
and efficient conservation system in place. We are a desert community, conservation of water usage
should be a number one priority for our local leaders to tackle. We need to optimize the water we
ACTUALLY are able to access in a real tangible capacity, and allocate it in a conservative and financially
responsible way.
Advancing a huge expensive project to bring water that we may or may not EVER be able to access is in
no way our only option. If we were to optimize our local management of our local water resources, and
put forth creative and attainable conservation strategies into play we could stem the need for the LPP
altogether. LPP should be a desperate last resort that we consider when all other efforts have been
made.
At this time I oppose the LPP.
Thank you,
Mandie Shelton

0203-1
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0225-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Das <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Monday, June 15, 2020 9:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0225-1

We have enough water. If developers want to build thousands of new houses (like Desert Color), LET
THEM pay for this pipeline. It may not even be built in my lifetime. Why should existing customers have
to pay for future possible residents. Could me a huge NO for this project. CONSERVE WATER FIRST. Start
with NO LAWNS. This is a desert. Act like it.
Sincerely,
Rob Das
robdas310@gmail.com
84790

0229
0229-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julian Wright <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 2:42 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Reminds me of the "BIG DIG" of Boston years ago. Has anyone here reviewed some of their problems?
In our opinion, has anyone talked to GOD about having any water available? That is if there are more
outsiders immigrants coming here.
Sincerely,
Julian Wright
julianrobertwright@gmail.com
84790

0229-1

0230
0230-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elizabeth Fredrick <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 11:03 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0230-1

I do not support the Lake Powell Pipeline. The communities in Southern Utah need to live within their
means and developers should not be permitted to build further until they find a renewable water
solution. The water from Lake Powell is part of the lifestream of the Colorado River that already supplies
water to communities for basic needs including agriculture. If you transport that water somewhere else,
you hurt those existing and established communities, include our food supply. The Colorado River does
not have an endless supply of water!
Thanks,
Liz
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Fredrick
emsneath@gmail.com

0257
0257-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Das <robdas310@gmail.com>
Tuesday, June 16, 2020 6:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Pipeline project

First of all, NOT IMPRESSED with the default "in favor of" option on the website. Very disingenuous. How
dare you? How do you *know* what website visitors opinions are?
Secondly, we (St George) have enough water for the existing residents. If developers want to build
thousands of new houses (like Desert Color), LET THEM pay for this pipeline. It may not even be built in
my lifetime. Why should existing customers have to pay for future possible residents? Based on what
I've read, we don't need it yet - maybe never. What jobs are going to support all these potential
thousands of new residents?
Thirdly, it seems like someone/people involved with this project are determined to ram it through,
despite the potential negative impacts on Indian lands, and by apparently manipulating data. This whole
thing needs independent oversight.
Lastly, CONSERVE WATER FIRST. Start with NO LAWNS. This is a desert. Act like it.
No Lake Powell Pipeline.
Sincerely,
Rob Das
St. George, UT 84790

0257-1

0266

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carlson,Sean A <SCarlson@mwdh2o.com>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 5:06 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] request to be added to notification list - Lake Powell
Pipeline Project Environmental Impact Statement

Greetings,
Please add me to the notification list for the project- Lake Powell Pipeline Project Environmental
Impact Statement
Thank you,

Sean Carlson
Team Manager, Environmental Planning Section
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
700 N Alameda St
Los Angeles, Ca 90012
Office: 213-217-6276
Cell: 909-374-2751

________________________________
This communication, together with any attachments or embedded links, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
information that is confidential or legally protected. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure,
copying, dissemination, distribution or use of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail message and delete the original and all copies of the communication, along with any
attachments or embedded links, from your system.

0282
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katrina Schwab <tiaschwab11@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 17, 2020 11:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project - public comment

To Whom it May Concern:

I strongly oppose the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline because it would cause great harm to our
water resources. Its construction would violate Washington County's commitment to
permanently protect the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. It would threaten the already endangered
Mojave desert tortoises since it will cut directly through its densest population, and weaken the
Bureau of Land Management's Red Cliffs National Conservation Area, setting a worrying
precedent. Further, the $3 billion, taxpayer-funded pipeline is a dubious investment because the
Colorado River -- on which it's dependent -- may be depleted as drought cycles become more
severe.

Sincerely,

Tia Schwab

0282-1

0289
0289-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Troy Belliston <troy@bellistonconstruction.com>
Thursday, June 18, 2020 6:39 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comments

0289-2 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

June 18, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
As a father, former city councilman, and owner of a full-service construction company in
Washington County, I recognize the need to increase and diversify our water supply for the
stability of our growing community. Washington County is one of the fastest growing cities
in the nation and has a limited water resource that is nearly fully developed. New resource
development and additional water conservation are essential for our future.
My wife and I are both natives of southern Utah. After a decade of service in the armed
forces, we wanted to return home and raise our children in a stable environment. Our family
is here. Our home is here. Our business is here. We love this community and want to
protect its high quality of life while allowing the community to grow in a way that adds value
and quality of life to its citizens. Additionally, it is extremely important to me that my
future grandchildren and their families have the opportunity to live here in Southern Utah
and without the LPP that opportunity is quickly becoming slim.
Without a safe, reliable water supply, our community will not reach its full potential. The
Lake Powell Pipeline is the only option that can diversify southern Utah’s water supply.
Southern Utah’s ongoing drought and climate variations underscore how critical it is for us
to tap into Utah’s unused Colorado River water right.
Additional water conservation is also necessary as we continue growing. Washington County
has decreased its per capita water use by 30% from 2000-2018 while nearly doubling its
population. A recent land use study by the Utah Governor’s Office of Management and
Budget confirmed that Washington County’s landscapes are among the most water-efficient
in the state. New developments feature little to no turf as well as water-smart fixtures and
appliances. Developers have adopted smart water development practices to safeguard
against the risks of a single, limited water supply.
We are committed to additional water conservation, reuse and other efforts to stretch our
local water supplies, but we need the Lake Powell Pipeline to protect our community’s
current and future investments. There isn’t a substitute for water.
Respectfully,

0289-1

0289-2

0289

Troy Belliston

BELLISTON
CIIIIIICIIII

Troy Belliston
Belliston Construction, Inc
(435)229-3785

0304
0304-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

PIPELINE
June 18, 2020
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

Ladies & Gentlemen:
0304-1

I am vehemently opposed to any expenditure to construct any pipeline at taxpayer's expense to
encourage the runaway growth of Washington County and the City of St. George!

Mark Houmard
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CONVENTION & TOURISM OFFICE

June 22, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
Washington County welcom es--approximately six-million visitors annually, touting a higher
visitation per capita than Las Vegas, NV. Tourismiii'a vital and vibrant component of the
1
county's economy.
:J . 1r1 ,
In 2018, tourism accounted for approximatelyr$!73 1 million of output for Washington
County businesses and contributed nearly $380 'rriilhon in value added. Visitor spending
generated approximately--$'--2'5 millionin s-ates ta'X"t evenue. An estimated 10,000 jobs are
1!Jb1Jl
. -11,nl,11
n·~1, l ' t l '
support e dth rought ounsm.
.~ .
h,_ , n .J l i:
511 1
111

Visitors come from all over the world to enjoy the county's scenic state and national parks
and other amenities as well as to participate in a wide variety of recreational activities and
cultural events.
Similar to Washington County's resident population, our annual visitation is growing.
Preparing the resources to accommodate the needs of our county and its guests is essential
to our quality of life and economic stability - water is a vital resource.
I support the Washington County Water Conservancy District's efforts to bring a needed
water supply to our region via the Lake Powell Pipeline. The draft Environmental Impact
Statement confirms the opinion of our state and local leadership - we need the water.
Please approve the needed permits so this project can come to fruition.

Kevin Lewis
Director of Tourism
Washington County

0305-1
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0306

June 24, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
I am the owner of OATS Trucking based in Hurricane, Utah with service centers in Arizona,
Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, and Utah . Since forming the company in 1988, OATS has grown
dramatically. In less than a deca'cl ,-we·have gorre--from"'a single tractor and trailer to more than
250 power units and 850 trailers . "'W e'\:te-a+se-~ffi~-workforce of skilled transportation
specialists to accommodate -this -gr-owth .-- .,
---·-~- The OATS Trucking growth story is replica't ecfTtiroughout this region . Washington County has
averaged eight percent growth anriualry rom f 9'71 -2Ur8 and currently has nearly 200,000
residents. All economic indicators signal strong , contfr,u~d growth and the state's population
projections estimate the county could triple over the '•next 50 years. Therefore, it's important to
recognize and plan for the growth to ensure c'dntinl'.led economic prosperity.
We must have water to support businesses and resi<;lents. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is a
critical water infrastructure project for southern Utah. In addition to providing water needed for
our economy, the LPP will also contribute to t,!7~ 17ation,a,I priorities of infrastructure development,
business growth and job creation. Water from the LPP would annually support approximately
more than 120,000 jobs and thousands of businesses. The water supplies delivered to
Washington County through the LPP are estimated to support the generation of an additional
$11 billion in sales tax revenue through 2060. Additional state personal income taxes
associated with residents served by LPP water are estimated to generate nearly $9.4 billion
through 2060.
The Lake Powell Pipeline also allows Utah to benefit from its currently unused Colorado River
water. Support of Utah's Colorado River water use was the focus of HCR 22 (attached), which
encourages the state to "expeditiously develop and place to beneficial use wherever within the
state the need may arise, the water apportioned to Utah under the Compacts." It was an honor
to serve as the state sponsor of that Resolution and a highlight of my 20 years of legislative
service. Water is the foundation of our economy and quality of life - it's absolutely essential to
our future.
I have served as a Utah Senator or Representative since 2009. I currently serve as Vice Chair,
Executive Appropriations of the Utah State Senate. This service has given me years of insight
and perspective - Utah residents have a "can do" attitude, especially when it comes to
preparing for the future. It's one of the many things that makes are state so wonderful and the
primary reasons we continue to experience such tremendous population and economic growth.
History has demonstrated that the State of Utah can develop large infrastructure projects
economically while respecting environmental resources . The state has funded more than 1,500
regional water projects-all of them have been repaid . Last year, the Utah Office of the
Legislative Auditor General 's analysis reaffirmed that Washington County can generate
sufficient revenue to repay the LPP costs. This conclusion was confirmed again in the draft EIS
socioeconomics analysis, which reported the project is financially feasible and affordable. The

BC~R-f~ROt}O fiRE~1 OFFI~~t
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June 24, 2020
Page 2
Washington County Water Conservancy District has already initiated several mechanisms to
ensure the financial viability of this project.
As a business owner and life-long resident of southern Utah, I'm concerned about the ongoing
economic viability and stability of this region. Investments into our business require significant
lead times and confidence in the basic public infrastructure to serve our employees and
customers. The successful permitting and development of the LPP will ensure a reliable water
supply. This is necessary for us to continue to invest in and grow our business.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to quickly advance the LPP including issuing its Record of
Decision.

Don L. Ipson
Chairman, President & CEO
OATS Trucking Incorporated
321 North Old Highway 91
Hurricane, Utah 84737

0306-1

0306

0307

June 26, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
During my 14 years as the executive director of the Department of Natural Resources, I
appreciated the many well-intentioned, passionate people involved with state leaders on water
policy who often provided great insight and feedback.
Occasionally there were special interest groups who were not interested in reasonable solutions
or working together. Sometimes founded in misinformation, these groups work to push their own
agenda and further their cause.
While diverse opinions can be beneficial, it's important to stay founded in facts. The facts, as
noted in state and local water planning documents and echoed in the draft EIS, are that
Washington County needs additional water, would benefit from a second source and there is
water available in the Colorado River system for this project.
Washington County is Utah's driest and fastest-growing region. Unlike the Wasatch Front,
which is a closed basin with high runoff and return flows, Washington County is a small closed
basin dependent on a single water source with variable flows. Washington County needs
additional water and a more diverse supply to serve its growing population and economy.
The belief that all of our water challenges can be addressed through only water conservation,
reuse, or agricultural conversions is simply false. With Utah's population expected to double by
2065, the Department of Natural Resources ta.kes planning for the future seriously. The
department looks at the big picture and how growth impacts the state - from the forests to the
fish to the lakes and rivers to the people who depend on and enjoy them. It's a balanced and
coordinated effort that includes conservation, improved efficiency of existing infrastructure, and
developing new infrastructure when and where necessary.
Growth in southern Utah continues to be among the fastest in the country. With just one water
source providing water to the area's 200,000 residents and 6 million+ visitors annually, the
Legislature directed the state to move forward with the Lake Powell Pipeline project to help
supply water to 10 communities and diversify the area's water supply.
Utahns are conserving more water as they respond to the "Slow the Flow" message, apply for
water-saving rebates, and follow the weekly lawn watering guide. Conservation is a cornerstone
to sustaining Utah's quality of life.
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0307
0307-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Washington County has decreased its per capita water use 30% from 2000 to 2018 and is
committed to ongoing water conservation; however, special interest groups discredit the county's
water savings and accuse its residents of being wasteful. These claims are not founded in fact.
The critics fail to consider the various accounting practices to calculate water use as well as
variations in a community's climate, demographics and socioeconomics.
Utah, unlike other cities/states, reports all water use types by all categories so our numbers are
more comprehensive than other areas. Our comprehensive water accounting practices provide an
excellent resource for planning purposes, but may give the false impression we use more water
than our neighbors.
An audit conducted by Maddaus Water Management, a nationally recognized company with
expertise in water conservation, concluded that the Washington County Water Conservancy
District's (WC\VCD) conservation program is "on par with other notable programs in the
western United States and exceeds those of other entities of a similar size and customer base."
Maddaus compared WCWCD's conservation program to 10 similarly situated western water
agencies with vigorous conservation programs and concluded that WCWCD's programs were on
par with, or exceeded, those of its peers.
Drastic conservation programs advocated by LPP opponents would not meet future water needs
and would cost as much or more than the LPP without adding any water to the region.
Implementing such programs could also have adverse socioeconomic and environmental
consequences.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative is clearly the best solution for meeting southern
Utah's future water needs. I respectfully ask the Bureau to proceed with issuing a Record of
Decision in favor of that alternative.

-~~
Mike Styler
Former Director, Utah Division of Natural Resources
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June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclama tion ··
Provo Area Office ,
302 Eas t Lakevie>v .Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:

',

,

As a Rea ltor with ERA Brokers in St. G cirge Ulah, I can attest firsthand to the explosive growth
we have seen in our community-over the-past two decades. And more is on the way. Many of the
new people ,;vho havc·r11 oved ;to soutli_en,tU~a h arc the same people who now want to close the
door for others by limiting water de,;elop1nent and gro-w th .

I do believe growth can be handl ed responsibly and also beli eve that in fras tructure projects Lhat
suppo1i growth must be done in an environmentally responsible manner. I have been pleased to
learn that through the exhausti ve studi es done for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. including
many of vvhich the Bureau of Reclamation has been involved , the impacts from the project are
relati ve ly few and those thal occur during cons tructio n can be mitigated. Since the project
follows mostly preex isting roads , utility corridors and alignments, the disturbances to the
environment and cultural resources should be minimi zed. Your tud y di si.:usses miligation
meas ures that ca n be taken to minimize impacts.
1 support the impl ementation of measures to reduce environm ental impacts of the project, yet
move forwa rd wilh th e project th at is so critical to so uthern Utah. The ability of our community
to provide water for grow ing families or those moving to our area is critical to the viability of
so uthern Utah . My busin ess and cou ntl ess others depend on it.

l sup port the Preferred Altern ative for the Lake Powell Pipeline proj ect and encourage
Reclamation to appro ve the project.
Si nccrc ly,

~:::o-~n~
ERA VP

E~[~~~ -P~:rJ~)O ~~~RE.fR DFFIC~E
JUN 29. '20F'M 12: 24
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0309-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:

-

I have been a real estate broker in Utah since 1984, served as Utah Real Estate Commissioner
and was Chairman of the Board of the-Sl Ge.orge Area Chamber of Commerce.
.-.- ~-,-::---- ·- - - ~· ~

.-.;:-

The St. George Metropolitan Area has ranked among the fastest-growing areas in the country
for decades. In-migration is a major factor in' Washington County's rapid expansion.
'•I j

•1

11

I

j

I

The real estate markets in Washington Coun·ty have grown from household and business
formations, and inbound migration. The housing market remains strong with dwelling unit
permits up about 14% in 2019. The median sale price for a Washington County home was
$320,000 in 2019, a 7% increase compared to the $300,000 reported at the end of 2018,
according to the Utah Association of, Realtors.'\,
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah states Washington County was
the fastest growing county in 2019 with 5.6% growth. Net migration accounts for the majority of
that growth . A changing demographic landscape is developing with a wide variety of age groups
moving into the area.
This growth requires more water. Washington County is currently at great risk from its reliance
on one source of water, the Virgin River. As a small tributary of the Colorado River, the Virgin
River is more susceptible to drought and climate change. The Lake Powell Pipeline diversifies
the region's water sources, delivering water from the Colorado River, a new source and more
reliable water supply to the area. LPP provides needed system redundancy, which adds a
barrier against a single system failure and climate change.
We need to build the Lake Powell Pipeline to transport more water to our community. I ask the
Bureau of Reclamation to compete the environmental study and issue a Record of Decision for
the Preferred Alternative .
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Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation - Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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0310

State of Utah
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
BRIAN C. STEED

GARY R. HERBERT
Governor

SPENCER J. COX
L ieutenant Governor

Executive Director

Division of Water Resources
TODD D. ADAMS
Division Director

June 18, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:
We have the honor of serving on the Utah Board of Water Resources (UBWR). Our board is
comprised of eight individuals who were appointed by Gov. Gary R. Herbert to represent the
eight river districts in the State of Utah. The board has specific powers and duties which include
working closely with water conservancy districts, including the Washington County Water
Conservancy District, to ensure they have the water resources needed to meet future demands.
Recognizing the need to increase the water supply due to a growing population, the Utah State
Legislature passed the 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act (Utah Code 73-28) that
authorized the UBWR to build the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). In fact, the LPP has been
included in the state's comprehensive water plans for nearly 20 years.
Since the late 1980s, Washington County has experienced the most rapid growth rate in Utah and
one of the most rapid in the nation. There are 10 communities in Washington County that need
the LPP to improve the reliability of water systems, protect against droughts and support
economic vitality.
Foi· over a century, the State of Utah and the Bureau of Reclamation have worked together on
many important projects and policies including the allocation of water under the terms of the
1922 Compact and the Law of the River. Cunently, Utah does not use its full share of water
under this law. The LPP will use approximately 6% of Utah's annual average reliable supply
from the Colorado River. Operating at full capacity, the LPP will deliver 0.5% of the average
annual amount of water in Lake Powell according to the Bureau's statistics. Any impact
will, therefore, be minimal.

1594 West Nmth Temple, Suite 3 10, PO Box 146201 , Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6201
telephone (801) 538-7230 • facs imile (801) 538-7279 • TTY (801 ) 538-7458 • www. water.utah.gov

UTAH

WAT ER RESO URCES

0310
Page2
June 18, 2020
Subject: Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS

0310-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

0310-1

The LPP is a crucial water delivery project that, with the benefit of modern technology
and engineering, President Theodore Roosevelt envisioned when he signed the
Reclamation Act in 1902. We're pleased the Bureau of Reclamation and the technical
experts who conducted the Draft LPP Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) concluded
that Washington County needs the water and can afford to repay the state for the costs
of building the project. And it points out that any impacts created during the
construction of the project can be mitigated. We ask that the Bureau continue its
heritage of supporting the western arid states by finalizing the LPP EIS and issuing a
Record of Decision approving the Southern Alternative.

Sincerely,

J.!L;W~
~~

~v

·~cc.~·
Blaine Ipson, Sevier River District, Board Chairman
Kyle Stevens, Weber River District, Board Vice-Chair
Wayne Andersen, Provo River District
Randy Crozier, Green River District
Charles Holmgren, Bear River District
Norman L. Johnson, Upper Colorado River District
James Lemmon, Lower Colorado River District
Juliette Tennert, Salt Lake District
Utah Board of Water Resources
1594 W North Temple, Suite 310
Salt Lake City, Utah, 84114

1594 West North Temple, Suite 310, Pe Box 146201, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6201
telephone (801) 53t-7230 • facsimile (801) 53t-7279 • TTY (801) 53t-745t •www.water.utah.gov
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0311-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 24, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am native of St. George and live in the home my Great Grandpa built in the late 1800s. Like many other
residents of Washington County, I have deep roots in my community.
0311-1

As a strong believer in the property rights givent:Q_§t_ijtes by the Constitution, I support the Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) as a crucial state project designt:idJQ penefit the people of southwestern Utah. Water is a
precious, finite, and irreplaceable resource essential to the well-being of all residents and to the economic
vitality of the state. In our region, the Washington c;~unty Water Conservancy District is responsible for
ensuring that residents have access to sufficien~ w~ter
supplies at reasonable rates for the water usage.
r;,_,', . .'
'i

',,

,:):

The state of Utah holds the water right for the prgli~~ed pipeline in trust for the benefit of the public. Utah
owns the right to develop and use its allocated
in accordance with the Colorado River Compact and
other agreements that create the Law;qftf~"";7ef,1ruring the 2020 legislative session, I co-sponsored a
concurrent resolution that addresses Utah'.§, \lS~19fJts Colorado River compact allocation (see attached).
The concurrent resolution encourages the state to expeditiously develop and place to beneficial use the
water apportioned to Utah under the Colorado River Compact, consistent with the Law of the River.

water

Through their legislative representatives, the people of Washington County have spoken clearly in support
of the Lake Powell Pipeline as part of a comprehensive, long-term water supply plan that also includes
increased water conservation. Without the LPP, Washington County will need to pursue more expensive
options that would not yield the same amount or quality of water. Simply stated, Washington County needs
a more diverse and secure water supply to ensure reliable water deliveries into the future.
I have the honor of serving my community in the Utah House of Representatives. As a public servant, I
believe in the doctrine that the state of Utah holds the right to develop its water resources for the benefit of
its residents. As such, I believe the state has the right to develop the Lake Powell Pipeline pursuant to the
authorities granted to Utah under the Constitution and consistent with the Law of the River.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to honor our rights by issuing its Record of Decision in support of the
Southern Alternative.
Thank you.

w~h_/\
Utah House of Representatives, District 75
393 W300N
St. George, UT, 84770
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0312
0312-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 17, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter,

Market insights drive real estate. As a relator, investor, and businessman, I recognize the importance of
responsible planning. It is one thing to plan for the growth of our region for Utah. It is another thing to
make sure those plans represent not just the municipalities, but the other interests and competing
demands in Washington County, like agriculture.
Fortunately, the planning for the Lake Powell Pipeline as southwestern Utah faces a future of
unprecedented growth and increasing water demands is a robust plan. We have over 480 farms and
ranches covering more than 217,000 acres. Together, these families add more than $7 million in revenue
for our county, annually. Their privately owned land gives us open space, clean living, and economic
vitality. And, 60% of those farms rely directly upon the Virgin River Basin for their irrigation water.
The current and continuing population boom in Washington County threatens agriculture. We have
competing needs when it comes to water. The estimated population growth for Washington County has
been nearing 35% for the past ten years. It is projected to stay that course for the next ten years, only
slowing slightly in the decades after that. Such growth is likely bringing as many as 500,000 new people
to Southwestern Utah by the year 2060. We need to be ready to meet the demand this will place on our
local communities. We need to firm our water supply and our management of that resource.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative is a responsible proposal for meeting our changing and
competing demands. By providing water conservation and new supplies, it offers an alternative to the
single source of water upon which our portion of the state has come to rely. The Virgin River Basin does
not have the annual stream flow to match our growing needs. Supplementing that water supply with an
adgitiqQ~l.&.6,249. acre,,,f.eet-c~water from the Colorado River makes sense. The additional infrastructure
ne~e~~~:ry,)pJnmg.fuatw.at-e~t<;>.our county will provide system redundancy and reliability where we
currently do not haY£it..,Ih.i~s agriculture the insurance it needs to continue its productivity well
intottie
iuhl;-:···--··
·-"
....,.....,,._1..~•~""'" ,. ~ -A'c. ..,....,..... .......: , ~ ~ --"""
I urgifffie1fureau"ofif~a;~I~ ; to investigate alternatives carefully. The Southern Alternative and
Lake Powell Pipeline make .tR.f fP.OSt sense for all the competing demands in our region, including
agnf·cul~~re, municipalriJ~gi}d.,~~,rial. Please recommend it as your Preferred Alternative in the Record
o Dec1s1on.
. ,
le: Ji ,,.J ..
,1

·,u ~1~;_)

Mark Walter
Principal Broker, NAIExcel
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0313-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 22, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter,
I am the CEO and partner of Brokers Holdings, which operates commercial and residential real estate brokerages
in Southern Utah. Our firms transact over $1 billion in real estate sales and leasing annually in Utah and Nevada
and manage over $300 million in real estate assets including residential and commercial properties. I have
taught Real Estate Finance, Entrepreneurial finance, Financial Modeling and Decision Making, and Economics at
Dixie State University. I am a native of southern Utah, a CFA charte r k0:der and I earned my MBA at Carnegie
Mellon University.
Utah water districts plan today for the water local communities will need far into the future. The St. George area
has benefited from forward thinking water planning since the community's founding in the 1860's.
I'm concerned that our community's current water supply will not meet the needs of the next generation of
residents. Currently our region depends solely on the Virgin River basin. Without additional water infrastructure
and planning, our children may not be able to enjoy the natural beauty and economic opportunity provided to
current residents.
Washington County has been one of the fastest growing counties in the country. As our community continues
to grow, we will become more dependent on regional water projects to meet future water demands.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a significant investment for our community. So were many of the major water
projects in our community at the time they were being contemplated. I support the Lake Powell Pipeline and
encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the environmental study and issue a Record of Decision for
the preferred alternative.

~(
· -Sincerely, .

L/
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R. Neil Walter, CEO
NAI Excel
NAI Vegas
ERA Brokers Consolidated
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0326
0326-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Calliham <janetcalliham@gmail.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 10:49 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
0326-1

This is a boondoggle that will never pay for itself nor deliver the promised water from a
declining source. I am adamantly opposed to moving forward on this Cadillac Desert project.

-Janet Calliham
Mobile# 435-531-3201

0330

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

kaelynanfinsen@utah.gov on behalf of Brian Steed
<briansteed@utah.gov>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment: Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact
Statement
RBaxter LPP BS 062520.docx

To the Bureau of Reclamation,
ATTN: Mr. Rick Baxter
Please accept the attached comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline draft Environmental Impact
Statement. This is sent by the Department of Natural Resources, Executive Director, Brian C.
Steed. DNR, 1594 West North Temple, SLC, UT 84116.

DNR
NATURAL RESOURCES

Brian Steed
Executive Director

Utah Department of Natural Resources
801-538-7201
briansteed@utah.gov

0330

State of Utah
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
GARY R. HERBERT
Governor

BRIAN C. STEED
Executive Director

SPENCER J. COX
Lieutenant Governor

June 25, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
In 2006, the Utah State Legislature unanimously passed the Lake Powell Pipeline Development
Act recognizing that southwestern Utah’s population growth would require a new water supply in
addition to a continued focus on conservation. On March 28, 2020, Governor Herbert signed the
Concurrent Resolution Concerning the Protection, Development and Beneficial use of Utah’s Colorado
River Compact Allocation. The resolution affirms Utah’s commitment to: (1) develop and place to
beneficial use water apportioned to Utah under certain Colorado River compacts; (2) implement
practices that promote water efficiency and conservation; and (3) work with Reclamation and other
Colorado River Basin states in the implementation of the Drought Contingency Plans and re-negotiation
of the Colorado River 2007 Interim Guidelines.
By the passage of both the 2006 Act and 2020 Concurrent Resolution, the Legislature echoed the belief
of many local elected officials and residents that there is no more pressing issue to Utahns’ quality of
life than having a safe, reliable, and resilient water supply. The policies are consistent with previous
feedback from the Governor’s Water Strategy Advisory Team’s Recommended State Water Strategy
(2017) and recommendations from Utah’s Water Task Force. There is no doubt that Washington County
has a significant need for the Lake Powell Pipeline. It’s necessary to meet the area’s projected
population growth and economic expansion, and to provide a secondary water source that for far too
long has relied solely on the Virgin River.
The Lake Powell Pipeline permit filings before the Department of the Interior and cooperating agencies
represent the culmination of extensive scientific studies and public outreach over the past 15 years
concerning compliance with the: (1) National Environmental Policy Act; (2) Endangered Species Act;
(3) National Historic Preservation Act; (4) Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act;
(5) Archaeological Resources Protection Act; (6) Migratory Bird Treaty Act; (7) Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act; (8) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; (9) Clean Water Act; (10) Rivers and Harbors
Act; and (11) many state laws and regulations.
The consensus view from this comprehensive effort is that the environmental impacts that occur during
construction and operation of the Lake Powell Pipeline can be mitigated successfully.
Safe and reliable water can be delivered to the area while also maintaining its
environmental integrity.
1594 West North Temple, Suite 3710, PO Box 145610, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5610
telephone (801) 538-7200  facsimile (801) 538-7315  www.nr.utah.gov
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0330-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Page 2
June 29, 2020
Subject:

Without question, Utah has some of the nation’s most incredible natural resources. I appreciate the
effective partnership developed with the Bureau of Reclamation over decades and the work of your team
leading the environmental impact statement. In addition to a continued focus on water efficiency and
conservation, the Lake Powell Pipeline is a crucial project for meeting existing and future water needs in
southwestern Utah. I look forward to our continued partnership as Reclamation completes the final Lake
Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement and issues a Record of Decision naming the Southern
Alignment as the Preferred Alternative.
Sincerely,

Brian C. Steed
Executive Director

0330-1

0331
0331-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Gmail <kathycurcio9@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 27, 2020 12:02 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
To whom it may concern:
I have been a second homeowner in St George for ten years now and Am writing to express my
concern over the Lake Powell pipeline project. Growth and development is out of control in the St
George area and seemingly without much regard to the environmental and social consequences that
may ensue. It defies common sense to pursue such aggressive growth when the desert cannot provide
a sustainable Water source. There is no guarantee in the face of climate change that Lake Powell will
be able to provide the water needed to meet such aggressive growth. And in addition the burden of the
cost of the project will be prohibitive.
Southwest Utah needs to be protected and not exploited. Thank you for considering my opinion.
Katherine Curcio
Sent from my iPhone

0331-1

0332
0332-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Katherine Canada <kcanada@me.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 27, 2020 3:40 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Public comments
I live in Cedar City and wish to express my opinion that the pipeline is a mistake. A big, expensive
mistake. Invest in water conservation and reclamation instead. Thank you.
Kathy Canada
270 S 200 W
Cedar City, Utah 84720
435-531-0442
Sent from my iPad

0332-1

0333
0333-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kim Despain <kim.despain@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 9:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline;

Las Vegas has been pumping water from the ice age runoff from Charleston Mountain area for
years. Has Washington County considered doing the same thing from the Pine Valley Mountains. I
don’t know What that the aquifer coming off Pine Valley Mountain is called but I think there is more
water available from that aquifer than going to the expense of building a a steel pipe line from Lake
Powell to Washington County. Has any one considered that option of taking water from the aquifer
from Pine Valley Mountain. Educate me about the situation, Pkease.

0333-1

0340
0340-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Bates Abbott <mba531@outlook.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 5:33 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
0340-1

This unnecessary project will not only increase water bills and drain the Colorado River, it will put a
target on water supplies elsewhere in the Great Basin. St. George is one of the west’s wanton water
wasters. The pipeline will feed green lawns, golf courses and swimming pools that guzzle water
while conservation takes a backseat to ravenous consumption.
Removing lawns, restricting watering and managing demand responsibly must be a priority. It will
save billions of dollars and billions of gallons of water. Residents of St. George consume almost
double the amount of water than Las Vegas residents on a daily basis. Instead of building a pipeline,
they can cut usage without incurring costs.
Once this project further drains Lake Powell and Lake Mead, where else will water officials turn to in
their quest to fuel sprawl development in the desert?

Please enter my comments into the record.
Mary B Abbott

Mary Bates Abbott
Sent from my toaster oven.

0347
0347-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hilburn Berry <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 5:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0347-1

We the people of Washington County have been waiting for years to get this pipe line done. In
the meantime the price has almost double. We need the water and I support this project.
Thanks,
Hilburn Berry
Sincerely,
Hilburn Berry
hhbberry@gmail.com
84790

0348
0348-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

RICHARD STEHMEIER <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 5:17 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0348-1

I support this project as it will help ensure that the Southern Utah area has the needed water for
continued development. It reflects forward thinking and planning and will help those that live in
the Washington County Area have the water that they need in the future.
Sincerely,
RICHARD STEHMEIER
Rich.Stehmeier@sgcity.org
84790

0349
0349-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jim Hubbard <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 4:45 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0349-1

I fully support this project. What alternative do we really have? I have trouble understanding
why the City of St. George and Washington County continue to allow such rapid growth if our
future hinges on this project.
Enviromental and First Nation objections could tie this project up for years to come. Is all this
growth wise?
Sincerely,
Jim Hubbard
jhub8@aol.com
84790

0351
0351-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joyce Passmore <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Friday, June 26, 2020 5:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0351-1

I oppose the pipeline. There are so many states that are taking water now, what happens when
the water runs out! No one will have water. Has this been considered?
Sincerely,
Joyce Passmore
jpassmore98@yahoo.com
84737-5613

0354
0354-1
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William B Murphy <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Friday, June 26, 2020 7:43 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0354-1

No to this expensive pipeline. No No NO get it ! I think that their are many different ways to
accomplish this goal. What did Phoenix Arizona do?
Sincerely,
William B Murphy
skibikehike@earthlink.net
84780

0355
0355-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dall C Flanders <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Saturday, June 27, 2020 1:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
0355-1

OKAY! where do you think we will get the water to put in the PIPE? Lake Powell is about 60
years old. How many times has it been full? ONCE! All the water that flows in the Colorado
drainage is already allocated. Don't believe me go to Mexico and see how much water is flowing
into the Gulf of California. not much and it's loaded with salt. There is only so much water that
flows in the Colorado drainage.
How about slowing the growth. Heaven forbid! Do we need the growth? Let the developers pay.
Why should we the people need to pay for things we do not want.
What happens when there is not enuff water in the lake. Why, who? keeps trying to keep this
thing alive. Think about this. Long term, Why Create a disaster.
One other thing once if it is built. Who, How is it to be maintained? More money! more
problems! As a Taxpayer this pipeline is not in the best use of money or time. The only ones it
will really benefit are real estate developers
Sincerely,
Dall C Flanders
dallflanders@q.com
84737-1605

0356
0356-1 Aquatic Invasive Species
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

nathan st. andre <nst_andre@LIVE.COM>
Saturday, June 27, 2020 2:39 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Quagga Mussel Mitigation
0356-1

After doing some review of the Lake Powell Pipeline I feel that there is inadequate measured to
prevent quagga mussel invasion into sand hollow and eventually quail creek. I have been doing
research on quagga mussels for 2 years now. The chance of failure and introducing quagga
mussels into the Virgin River system is too high. On top of the projected 1.7 billion dollars in
projected price to complete the project, the estimated prices in damage mitigation are going to
astronomical. The following DOI report outlines billions of dollars in damage from these
organisms alone. These will be introduced and cost us tax payers millions. How will this save tax
payers in the long run? How will this be beneficial?
https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/uploads/isac_infrastructure_white_paper.pdf

Invasive Species Impacts on Infrastructure
Invasive Species Impacts on Infrastructure Approved by isac on December 6, 2016 •
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Invasive species represent one of the most significant threats to
ecosystems, human and animal health, infrastructure, the economy, and cultural resources.
Because potentially invasive, non-native species typically enter the United States through
www.doi.gov

Nathan St. Andre
Follow me at www.standrephotography.com
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0357-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Varney <outlook_6F0BB046A9B0DF74@outlook.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 11:57 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement
0357-1

This proposal is an obvious attempt by Kane and Washington counties Water Conservancy Districts to
acquire water rights from the Colorado River. I agree we need to develop a project to protect these
water rights. The Lake Powell Pipeline Pipe Line is --NOT the project to do this. I am sure if preliminary
research is done a more beneficial project could be defined closer to the source. (Colorado River)
It is claimed by the WCD'S that the costs associated with building this pipeline, would be covered by
increased fees to the end-users. By doing some simple math the cost to the end-user, just to connect to
this water, would be in excess of $20,000.00 each and this does not include the cost for water. In
Washington county their may be a few people who could afford these costs, but in Kane county, there
would be very few. What good is the water if you can not afford to buy it.
I would suggest the governing body perform investigations into those people who are in favor of the
project. It is very obvious some of people stand to make significant personal gains, both financial and
power.
Kane County currently has an excess of water for it needs and will for many years into the future. This
has been confirmed publicly many times by Mr. Noel, chairman of the Kane County Water Conservancy
District. Mr. Noel recently offered to sell a substacial amount of Kane County water to a new business
concern trying to locate near to Kanab. We have enough water.
Environmental Impact. In my opinion there would be very little impact and it could be dealt with as it is
defined. The Utah people seem to have a very short memory concerning extreme Environments. Recall
the Legacy Highway project in Northern Utah. A overwhelming number of people in Davis and Salt Lake
Counties agreed this was a necessary project. When the time came to do the environmental impact
study the extreme left environmentalists groups (Sierra Club, Southern Utah Wilderness Society etc.) will
come pouring out of every place in the USA. They will call foul, and demand we as citizens comply with
and pay for, all their frivolous demands. This is exactly what happened to the Legacy Highway
project. After all the governing agency’s cow down to the environmentals demands the project
proceeded. This single group of people caused the Legacy project to be delayed over fifteen (15) years
at a additional cost of over $20,000,000.00 which we as citizens paid for. I can see the pipeline costing
way more than planned on. You add this to the already three + billion dollars and it makes this project
financially impossible.
The final comment on this project. The Governor of Utah, Honorable Governor Herbert, requested that
the project be reviewed by the Department of Economics University of Utah in regards to its financial
feasibility. Professor Thomas Maloney, Chair of the Economics Department and 22 other professors in
the Economics department, ALL reviewed this project in great detail. After long extensive study using all
available resources, a letter was sent to Governor Herbert which in part said “Based on our analysis we
have major concerns about the debt and increased water rates and/or increased impact fees that will be
caused by this proposal”. All of the professors signed this letter. Need I say more?
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Thank you for this opportunity to respond.
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0358-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul hyde <phyde@pagelumber.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 11:08 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline

The pipeline project is a project that helped only a small percentage of Utahan’s yet the population of
the entire state are expected to pay for it. Until the quagamuscel problem is addressed there can be no
pipeline period. The Project is not needed , it is not wanted by anyone outside of St. George, and we
cannot afford it. The people of Utah are being held hostage by a few people that consider only their own
WANTS.

•

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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0360-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Spotts <raspotts2@gmail.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 2:41 PM
Richard Spotts
[EXTERNAL] FYI - The roots of a coming Lake Powell Pipeline legal
tangle

FYI - If you have not already seen it, you may find the article at the web link and pasted in below
of interest. It describes some LPP related legal concerns that the recently released BOR LPP
DEIS fails to substantively address. Utah and BOR apparently want to move the LPP forward
without resolving these issues. Federal agencies normally explain how legal compliance
requirements would be or are achieved in Chapter 1 of NEPA EISs and EAs. Arizona has
already raised legal concerns in its scoping comments.
Do BOR and the relevant federal cooperating agencies (BLM, NPS, FWS, BIA) care that the
LPP may violate "the Law of the River" (Colorado River Compact)? Are these agencies'
officials willing to assume the risk, if they ultimately issue RODs approving the LPP, that
subsequent litigation and a court decision may void those RODs and find that those officials
acted outside of their proper authority? If this occurs, who would be responsible for any
associated waste of further public funds and any estoppel damages from detrimental reliance on
those RODs? Who would properly assume a multi-billion-dollar debt obligation without first
doing "due diligence" on the legal risks? If you jump off a cliff into a lake, shouldn't you know
how deep it is first?
Thanks for your consideration.
Richard Spotts
Saint George Utah
_____________________________________________________

http://www.inkstain.net/fleck/2020/06/the-roots-of-a-coming-lake-powell-pipeline-legal-tangle/

The roots of a coming Lake Powell Pipeline
legal tangle
Posted by Eric Kuhn on 17 June 2020, 10:46 am
BY ERIC KUHN
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Location of Lower Colorado River Basin community of St. George, Utah

As Utah pushes forward with its proposed Lake Powell Pipeline – an attempt move over 80,000 acre feet per
year of its Upper Colorado River Basin allocation to communities in the Lower Basin – it is worth revisiting
one of the critical legal milestones in the evolution of what we have come to call “the Law of the River.”
The division of the great river’s watershed into an “Upper Basin” and “Lower Basin”, with separate water
allocations to each, was the masterstroke that allowed the successful completion of the Colorado River
Compact in 1922. But the details of how that separation plays out in water management today were not
solidified until a little-discussed U.S. Supreme Court ruling in 1955, in the early years of the decade-long legal
struggle known as “Arizona v. California.”
Most, if not all, of the small army of lawyers, engineers, water managers, board members, academics, tribal
officials, NGO representatives, and journalists now actively engaged in Colorado River issues are familiar with
the 1963 Arizona v. California Supreme Court decision. It was Arizona’s great legal victory over California
that cleared the road for the Congressional authorization and construction of the Central Arizona Project
(CAP). Many in the ranks are also quite familiar with Simon H. Rifkind, the court-appointed Special Master
who conducted lengthy hearings and worked his way through a mountain of case briefs and exhibits before
writing his 1960 master’s report that set the stage for the court’s decision. Few of us, however, are familiar
with George I. Haight. Haight was the first special master in the case, appointed on June 1st, 1954. He died
unexpectedly in late July 1955. Two weeks before his death he made a critical decision that was upheld by the
Supreme Court and set the basic direction of the case. Today, as the basin grapples with climate change,
shortages, declining reservoir levels, and most recently, Utah’s quest to build the Lake Powell Pipeline
exporting a portion of its Upper Basin water to the Lower Basin to meet future needs in the St. George area,
Haight’s forgotten opinion looms large.
In late 1952 when Arizona filed the case, it was about disputed issues over the interpretation of both the
Colorado River Compact and the Boulder Canyon Project Act. Among its claims for relief, Arizona asked the
court to find that it was entitled to 3.8 million acre-feet under Articles III(a) & (b) of the compact (less a small
amount for Lower Basin uses by New Mexico in the Gila River and Utah in the Virgin River drainages), that
under the Boulder Canyon Project Act California was strictly limited to 4.4 million acre-feet per year, that its
“stream depletion” theory of measuring compact apportionments be approved, and that evaporation off Lake
Mead be assigned to each Lower Division state in proportion to their benefits from Lake Mead. California, of
course, vigorously opposed Arizona’s claims. One of California’s first moves was to file a motion with Haight
to bring into the case as “indispensable” parties the Upper Division states; Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and
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Wyoming. California’s logic was that the compact issues raised by Arizona impacted both basins and every
basin state (history has shown California was right on).
The Upper Division states were desperately opposed to participating in the case. Backing the clock up to the
early 1950s, these states, including Arizona, had successfully negotiated, ratified, and obtained Congressional
approval for the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact. They were now actively seeking Congressional
legislation for the Colorado River Storage Project Act (CRSPA), the federal law that would authorize Glen
Canyon Dam (Lake Powell) and numerous other Upper Basin projects. Upper Basin officials feared that if
they became actively involved in Arizona v. California, California’s powerful Congressional delegation would
use it as an excuse to delay approval of CRSPA (as it had successfully done with the CAP). Thus, these states
and their close ally, Arizona, opposed California’s motion.
The basis of their opposition was relatively simple; Under the compact, except for the Upper Basin’s
obligations at Lee Ferry, the basins were separate hydrologic entities, the issues raised by Arizona were solely
Lower Basin matters, and that Arizona was asking for nothing from the Upper Division states. Their strategy
worked. In a July 11, 1955 opinion, Haight recommended California’s motion be denied. By a 5-3 decision,
the Supreme Court upheld his recommendation and, except for Utah and New Mexico as to their Lower Basin
interests only, the Upper Division states were out of the case. The Upper Division states cheered the
decision. Arizona’s crafty Mark Wilmer devised a new litigation strategy built on Haight’s logic and
ultimately Haight’s successor, Simon Rifkind, ruled that there was no need to decide any issue related to the
compact. For more details, see Science Be Dammed, Chapter 15.
In convincing Special Master Haight to deny California’s motion, Arizona and the Upper Division states
turned him into an ardent fan of the Colorado River Compact. Haight opined “The compact followed years of
controversy between the states involved. It was an act seemingly based on thorough knowledge by the
negotiators. It must have been difficult of accomplishment. It was the product of real statesmanship.” In
justifying his decision, he found “The Colorado River Compact evidences far seeing practical statesmanship.
The division of the Colorado River System waters into Upper and Lower Basins was, and is, one of its most
important features. It left to each Basin the solution to that Basin’s problems and did not tie to either Basin the
intra-basin problems of the other.” A few pages later, he says “The Compact, by its terms, provides two
separate groups in the Colorado River Basin. Each of these is independent in its sphere. The members of each
group make the determinations respecting that group’s problems,” and finally “because by Article III of the
Colorado River Compact there was apportioned to each basin a given amount of water, and it is impossible for
the Upper Basin States to have any interest in water allocated to the Lower Basin States.”
Fifty five years later, how would Special Master Haight view the problems the Colorado River Basin is facing
where climate change is impacting the water available to both basins, through the coordinated operation of
Lakes Mead and Powell the basin’s drought contingency plans are interconnected, critical environmental
resources in the Grand Canyon, located in the Lower Basin, are impacted by the Upper Basin’s Glen Canyon
Dam, and most recently two states, New Mexico and Utah, have found it desirable to use a portion of each’s
Upper Basin water in the Lower Basin? With one major exception, I think he would be pleased. Haight
understood that through Article VI, the compact parties had a path to resolve their disputes and implement
creative solutions. The first part of Article VI sets forth a formal approach where each state governor appoints
a commissioner, the commissioners meet and negotiate a solution to the issue at hand and then take the
solution back to their states for legislative ratification. This formal process has never been used, but luckily,
Article VI also provides an alternative. The last sentence states “nothing herein contained shall prevent the
adjustment of any such claim or controversy by any present method or by direct future legislative action of the
interested states.” After Arizona refused to ratify the compact in the 1920s Colorado’s Delph Carpenter
successfully used federal legislation to implement a six-state ratification strategy (the Boulder Canyon Project
Act).
The exception that would concern Haight is Utah’s unilateral decision to transfer about 80,000 acre-feet of its
Upper Basin water to the Lower Basin via the Lake Powell Pipeline. The LPP violates the basic rationale that
Haight used to keep the Upper Basin out of Arizona v. California and for which Utah and its sister Upper
Division states fought so hard. The project uses water apportioned for exclusive use in the Upper Basin, terms
carefully defined by the compact negotiators, to solve a water supply problem in the Lower Basin.
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Defenders of Utah’s may believe a precedent has already been set– the Navajo-Gallup Pipeline, which delivers
7,500 acre-feet of New Mexico’s Upper Basin water to the community of Gallup and areas of the eastern
Navajo Nation. But if that is to be cited as a precedent, it comes with an important caveat. New Mexico
addressed the compact issues through federal legislation with the participation and consent of the other basin
states and stakeholders. Utah, by comparison, apparently believes federal legislation, and by implication the
consent of others in the basin, is not needed.
In the face of climate change induced declining river flows and increased competition for the river’s water,
there is no question that the basic compact ground rules devised by the negotiators a century ago will face
increasing pressure. There will likely be more future projects and decisions that, like the LPP, will challenge
the strict language of the compact. The question now facing the basin is how will this revisiting be
accomplished? Will it be done in an open and transparent manner that engages not just the states, but a broad
range of stakeholders and implemented through legislation (not easy in today’s world, as a practical matter it
requires no opposition from any major party to get through the Senate) or by a series of unilateral decisions
designed to benefit or advantage individual states or specific entities, but with no input or buy-in from the
basin as a whole?
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2020 2:01 AM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Letter: Pipeline is another waste of Utahns' money - The Salt Lake Tribune
FYI
https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/letters/2020/06/24/letter-pipeline-is/

Sent from my iPhone
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2020 12:58 AM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Letters to the Editor: Residents outline support for and opposition to Lake
Powell Pipeline – St George News

> FYI - My LTE is sandwiched between two pro LPP LTEs. One from a former Washington County
Commissioner and the other from a construction industry representative.
>
> https://www.stgeorgeutah.com/news/archive/2020/06/25/lte-letters-to-the-editor-residentsoutline-support-for-and-opposition-to-lake-powell-pipeline/
>
>
> Sent from my iPhone

0363
0363-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Kanner <richard.kanner@hsc.utah.edu>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline

Sirs:
0363-1

I strongly oppose the Lake Powell pipeline for the following reasons.
1. Water in Washington County is much too cheap encouraging wastage of this precious resource.
2. Washington County has one of the nations highest use of water where the population wastes
water and have no incentive to use this resource wisely.
3. The taxpayers of Utah as a whole and not just Washington County will get stuck with paying the
cost of this project. Only the land developers in Washington County will come out ahead with
the rest of us paying the bill.
4. The pipeline will almost certainly go way over budget.
5. The amount of water in the Colorado River continues to diminish as a drought persists in the
Southwest. This will lead to Lake Powell falling too low to send water to Washington County.
6. There is the possibility of the Glen Canyon dam being removed with the drainage of Lake Powell
into Lake Mead to conserve water by decreasing surface evaporation.
Please, please do not put the profits of a few already wealthy developers ahead of the population of the
entire state.
Thank you.
Richard E. Kanner, MD
University of Utah School of Medicine
Division of Respiratory, Critical Care and Occupational Medicine
Department of Internal Medicine
26 N. 1900 E.
Salt Lake City, Utah 84132-4701
Tel: 801-581-5707
Email: Richard.kanner@hsc.utah.edu
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

rex burton <rrb.asi@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 11:08 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

To whom it may concern,
The only people that will benefit from this project are realtors, land developers,
contractors & of course the politicians who will be accepting campaign donations
from all these companies and individuals. This project will harm the environment
simply by allowing more people to be added to this already vulnerable region. All
the various types of pollution associated with people will increase.
I have lived in large cities and moved here because of that experience. I saw
explosive growth happen in Boulder Colorado and the rest of the northern Denver
area back in the early 1980s and it was and is a disaster. What saved the Boulder
Colorado (it was the initial epicenter for growth) was they shut down completely
the building of new homes this and other measures saved that community.
Cessation of growth saved the local economy, the local school system and helped to
keep the epidemic of drugs in the region at bay.
The big lie is that this effort will create more jobs and it will, but it will mainly be
low-paying construction jobs, retail jobs, food service jobs, hospitality industry
jobs, call centers etc. These are low-paying jobs that won't allow the children
currently growing up in this area to make a living wage. As more people come it will
drive the price of everything higher. Any economist or student of history can
easily point to hundreds of examples with these kinds of outcomes.
Local and state politicians can't even look as far as Salt Lake City to see what more
or less unbridled growth gets a community or region in the end. With no exceptions
the only cost local and state politicians will talk about is the cost for the project
itself (which is absurd). They don't mention the higher taxes that will have to
happen to support the influx of people this will probably bring. I don't believe
there is a politician living in the state of Utah that has the kind of large-scale
construction experience, large project management experience or any of the other
technical or management skills that this would require.
Sincerely,
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Rex Burton
482 W. CanyonTrail Cir.
Dammeron Valley, UT 84783
Phone: 720-820-8289

0365
0365-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sandra Webb <sbwebb44@gmail.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 3:35 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LLP Reasons Against

0365-2 Socioeconomics

0365-1

1. Washington county has been improving its water conservation, but it can do a lot more. People,
(especially those moving in from other areas) need to be educated on being water-wise. Xeriscape
Landscaping should be mandatory; large decorative fountains should be eliminated, and many
other options.

2. LLP depends on water rights from Colorado River & many other states have already
made their claims on the system. Lake Powell water has been shrinking and has not been
full in 20 years.
3. It will be too costly. Current est. is $1.8-2 billion, but could go higher. Who will pay?
Property taxes are likely to rise. Other needed infrastructure will probably be cut back in
order to subsidize LLP.
4. This is an important decision & should not be decided by developers alone. The LLP should be
decided by voters
Thank you for your attention
Sandra Webb
2291 N Prospector Ln
Washington UT 84780
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0367-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Nash <skulzfontaine@gmail.com>
Thursday, June 25, 2020 9:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
0367-1

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Comments and opinions are many and sometimes obtuse. Either way, I am
adamantly opposed to ANY pipeline being built from Lake Powell to
accommodate southern Utah. Southern Utahns need to learn how to live
within their means and those means do NOT include taking precious water
from Lake Powell to water golf courses in and around St. George. Colorado
River water is used by so many different people and the allocations of those
waters is about three times over what is reasonably allocated at present.
Do not allow the pipeline to go forward.
with respect,
Don Nash
2629 South Melbourne Street
Salt Lake City, Utah
84106

0371
0371-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Debenham <themadbluebird@gmail.com>
Friday, June 26, 2020 12:16 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Feedback on pipeline

Hello,
Thank you for the chance to offer public feedback on the proposed pipeline from Lake Powell to
St. George. As a lifetime resident of Utah, I am strongly opposed to the overuse of our natural
resources. If the water were truly necessary to sustain life, that would be one thing, but I see a lot
of dark green lawns and golf courses around Washington County and know that they account for
a high percentage of water usage. Please, do not further abuse the Colorado River which is
already barely reaching the Pacific Ocean, just for some golf courses and lawns in the desert.
Respectfully,
James Debenham
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0373
0373-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Valerie Schultz <valerie@concisefocus.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2020 8:56 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] No Pipeline
I don’t want it.
I don’t like it.
Val Douroux
Writer | Director
(818) 245-0390
www.valdouroux.com
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TERRY

W. MASSOTH

2105 SOUTHGATE HILLS DRIVE, ST. GEORGE, UTAH 84770
(801) 541-6258E-MAIL: twmassoth@hotmail.com

0374-2 Water Supply

01July2020

B~JlR-P~~~J~)OI A~~EA C~FFI~~E
Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway, Provo, UT 84606

J~JL 6 '2()F·M 1~2:5~3

Comments on draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Powell Pipeline
The draft EIS studied the Lake Powell Pipeline's need and purpose, environmental and
socioeconomic impacts and other important considerations, which would mainly impact
Washington County, Utah residents. I note that the study did not adequately review or study
alternatives to the LPP.
I conclude that there is no current, nor near future need, for the Lake Powell Pipeline. The
"No Action Alternative" is the best of the three alternatives offered.

Let me begin by referencing the "2019 Drinking Water Quality Report - City of St George Water
Department", https://www.sgcity.org/utilities/waterdepartment/watergualityreports published 22June2020:
"Where does my water come from? Our water sources are from both groundwater and surface water sources. Our
multiple spring and groundwater sources draw from consolidated rock aquifers of the Navajo Sandstone and Kayenta
Formation, which lie within the Virgin River basin. We purchase our surface water from the Washington County
Water Conservancy District. Their surface water is drawn from the Virgin River, stored at Quail Lake and Sand
Hollow Reservoirs and treated at the Quail Creek Water Treatment Plant before transmission to our City boundaries
and distribution to our customers. With some exceptions, all water customers within the City receive a mixture of
water from groundwater and surface water sources during some of the year. Customers located along State Highway
18 as far north as the Ledges Subdivision are served exclusively by groundwater from our Tolman-Ledges wells."

a

I will address f>art-·ortfiEi.lcical Washington County future water supply problem that I feel is not
currently ~aaa·ressed.''-«
c .. , . . . . . .

,·..,>'.,.<..r~- ,,._,.-~~.,u .... • • • ,.
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•
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My geofffg1call'y.:based· res·earc1l of the situation concludes that neither the local St George City,
Washiri"gton ·co rity; the-·w ·ashington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD), nor the Utah
Division of Water Rights wate·r.rrfanagers have NOT recently or rigorously studied the abundant
local and reasonably acces~ible groundwater resources of the extensive Navajo Sandstone
aquifer as an alternative· tb, 1br replacement of, the proposed long distance Lake Powell Pipeline.

•

About thirty (30%) of St. George's culinary water is currently derived from the Navajo Sandstone
aquifer,·. v1l:ftwo
limite·a
water wellI fields (south of Gunlock and in Snow Canyon State Park) and a
•, '• • I
', \
'
few otlier isolated s'ingle water wells. Santa Clara, Washington City and Hurricane also obtain
significant percentages of their municipal water supply. Natural springs on the southern slopes of
the Pine Valley Mountain supply another 10% of St. George City water. Sixty (60%) percent is
currently purchased from Quail Creek WTP+Sand Hollow+Virgin River
(https://waterrights.utah.gov/wateruse/WaterUselist.asp).
I

I

•
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The geologist in me suspects there are many magnitudes more recoverable water in the nearby
Navajo Sandstone aquifer, versus the annual quantity proposed from the future LPP .
This Jurassic-age rock water reservoir, which stretches from just north of St. George City, west
pass Motaqua, east pass Hurricane, and even extends underneath the Pine Valley Mountains into
Iron County, some 800 sq miles in extent, can be more than 2000 ft thick.
Assuming a conservative 15% in situ rock porosity, and the above areal extent, there calculates
more than150,000,000 ac ft of trapped water held in the Navajo Sandstone. Compare this to the
maximum capacities of Sand Hollow reservoir, Lake Powell, or Lake Meade of 50 thousand, 24
million, and 26 million ac ft, respectively.
The U.S. and Utah Geological Surveys, and others, have extensively studied this Navajo
Sandstone aquifer in the Virgin River basin since the 1970s. The water exists. It is of good quality.
It is close by. It is not too deep. Most of the land above the aquifer is either BLM or National
Forest lands. Water well drilling technology is not new or very expensive.
The costs of drilling new water wells on appropriate lands, and linking them with smaller diameter
and much shorter-length gravity-fed pipelines, compared to the proposed LPP, would be much
less expensive, and developable much sooner, than the LPP.
Surely this local immense water source should be further developed in a sustainable way, and I
feel preferred over the LPP.

~w ~~

Terry Massoth /
2105 Southgate Hills W ive
St. George, Utah 84770
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bryan Thiriot <bthiriot@fivecounty.utah.gov>
Thursday, July 2, 2020 3:48 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline draft Environmental Impact Statement
DOC328.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Mr. Baxter,
Attached is my written comments that I see defining the need for the Lake Powell pipeline.
Thanks for your consideration,
Bryan Thiriot
Executive Director
Five County Association of Governments

0377
0377-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
July 1, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter,
My family has been in Washington County since the days of Brigham Young. My work experience, family
history and appreciation for Southern Utah have shaped my personal support of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Southern Utah is a desert and has experienced 12 years of drought over two decades. A record-breaking rainfall
deficit in 2019 demonstrates that reliable water storage and delivery systems are essential, particularly given
southern Utah's major population centers depend exclusively on the Virgin River Basin.
A few years ago, while visiting my family's ancestral property near Pine Valley, I was shocked to see the
river's small trickle. It is not wise or sustainable to have a community rely on one water source, especially one
as fickle as the Virgin River basin. Having the LPP as an additional water supply provides a community a level
of assurance needed to progress and develop.
The Colorado River is a reliable source of water for the LPP. In both wet and dry cycles over the past century,
the river has always provided enough water to meet established uses and regional compact requirements.
In order for any community to survive, it is necessary to bring in supplies, goods and materials from outside
sources. Power, food, gas, building materials, etcetera are all things commonly imported and exported around
our country, wouldn't it seem logical that a state could transfer its own water allocation from one region to
another?
I marvel at many of the LPP critics who, in the past, were supportive of the Central Utah Project (CUP) that
pipes Colorado River water to northern areas of the state. I cannot conceive why a project like the CUP was
acceptable in Northern Utah but, now, a similar project would not be appropriate for Southern Utah? For the
long-term benefits of Utah as a whole, we should develop and use our state's allocated Colorado River water
rights.
I believe that the LPP, coupled with ongoing conservation efforts, are the key to a sustainable Washington
County. As a father, I hope that my own children will be able to choose to live in this community and raise their
children here. The LPP will ensure that the next generations will have the same opportunities afforded to me.
I urge Bureau of Reclamation to uphold the State of Utah's wishes to develop their allocation of Colorado River
water and construct the LPP.
Regards,

75✓ ~-.::>

Bryan Thiriot
Executive Director, Five County Association of Governments

0377-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dale Pierson <dpierson.rwau@gmail.com>
Monday, July 6, 2020 1:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
'Todd Adams'
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
BR LPP L3tter.doc

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Rick,
Attached please see a letter from our Association with public comment On the LPP Draft Environmental
Statement.
Thanks,

Dale Pierson
Rural Water Association of Utah
801-419-8109

0380
0380-1 Alternatives

RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION OF UTAH
76 Red Pine Drive • Alpine, UT

84004 • Phone: 801 -756-5123 • Fax: 801 -756-5036

July __, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter,
The Rural Water Association of Utah has always been supportive of reliable, safe,
affordable and adequate sources of water for Utah’s citizens. While our association’s
primary focus is related to the provision of drinking water, we recognize that the
development of water for other needs may have a direct affect upon our drinking water
supplies. We also recognize that the conversion of developed water to drinking water
may have an adverse effect on the application where that water is currently in use.
Development of additional sources of water will preclude the need to reduce current
economic benefits of water and add to Utah’s economic development without an expense
to those current benefits.
Even if all available methods are put in place to extend our developed sources of water to
their utmost, additional development will eventually be required to sustain Utah’s
growth. With this in mind, we would ask that the Bureau support Washington County by
identifying the Southern Alternative as the preferred alternative in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Environmental Statement and issue its Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Dale F. Pierson
Executive Director

WATER IS LIFE

0380-1

0383
0383-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: John Nichols <fender0s@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 29, 2020 10:43 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
I do not think the Pipeline from Lake Powell to Utah should be built. The lake is already lower because
of increased use of Colorado River water. There would be many detrimental affects on the environment
and wildlife. Instead of taking more water from the river to serve the needs of the increasing
population of Washington County, Utah, there should be a moratorium on new homes until water
conservation rules are put in place to provide more water resources. Stop the continuing diversion of
Colorado River water!
Debra Nichols
Sent from my iPhone

0383-1

0389
0389-1 Climate Change - General
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Saturday, July 4, 2020 7:23 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Bill Barron: Lake Powell Pipeline would accelerate climate damage in Colorado
River Basin - The Salt Lake Tribune

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2020/07/04/bill-barron-lake-powell/

Sent from my iPhone

0389-1

0390
0390-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

richard clark <rockcores3@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 1, 2020 5:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] lake powell pipeline proect
0390-1

This project should never be built as there is not enough water in the Colorado River to
sustain this wasteful project.
Sincerely, Richard Clark
Badger Creek
hc 67 box 12
Marble Canyon, Az. 86036

0392
0392-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Todd Adams <toddadams@utah.gov>
Tuesday, June 30, 2020 5:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comment Letter
LPP Comment Letter UDWRe.pdf

0392-2 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Please accept this comment letter on the Lake Powell Pipeline both pasted into, and
attached as a pdf, to this email.
Thanks
Todd D. Adams, P.E., Director
Utah Division of Water Resources
1594 West North Temple, Suite 310
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-6201

June 30, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Utah Board of Water Resources in conjunction with the Washington County Water
Conservancy District (WCWCD) plans to develop an additional portion of Utah’s
Colorado River for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) in a manner consistent with the “Law
of the River.” Utah currently does not use all the water available to it under this law. The
LPP will use only 6% of Utah’s annual average reliable supply from the Colorado River.
In addition, the LPP will deliver 0.5% of the average annual amount of water in Lake
Powell according to Reclamation’s statistics. Any impact will, therefore, be minimal.
The Utah Division of Water Resources’ support for the Lake Powell Pipeline is
consistent with our mission and exemplified in its legislative authority to: (1) protect
Utah’s rights to interstate waters; (2) provide comprehensive water planning; and (3)
manage Utah’s water resource project construction programs. The Division supports the
Board of Water Resources in moving forward with obtaining the permits for LPP, and we
will continue to be guided by state and federal water and environmental laws, interstate
compacts, and the full body of regulations of state and federal agencies.

0392-1

0392-2

0392
0392-3 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
When I joined the division in 1990, Washington County had a population of about
50,000, and the state had 1.7 million people. Fast-forward 30 years, Washington County
has about 200,000 people, while the entire state has over 3.2 million people. It is
currently projected that Washington County’s population could grow to more than
500,000 residents over the next 50 years. Washington County was one of the first to
adopt a water conservation plan, the first county in the state to meet the governor’s
previous statewide water conservation goal to reduce use at least 25% by 2025, and
established a desert demonstration garden to provide conservation education to the
public. Even with these conservation efforts, the level of growth and water demand are
expected to outpace the local water supplies. We have to have a multifaceted approach
including water development projects like the Lake Powell Pipeline to meet the
increased water needs.
As a professional civil engineer, I developed models of water demand projections and
hydrology of river basins. In fact, I modeled the Virgin River when we were in the
planning stages that culminated in Sand Hollow Reservoir. Through this experience, I
recognize the importance of a diversified water supply for the Washington County area
because of the varied flow of the Virgin River. The Lake Powell Pipeline is important to
improving the quality of life for future generations of Utahns.
Let’s continue to work together to complete the final LPP Environmental Impact
Statement and ensure the success of the Lake Powell Pipeline for our respective
stakeholders.
Sincerely,
Todd D. Adams, P.E., Director
Utah Division of Water Resources
1594 West North Temple, Suite 310
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

0392-3

0392

State of Utah
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

June 30, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Oﬃce
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Utah Board of Water Resources in conjunction with the Washington County Water
Conservancy District (WCWCD) plans to develop an additional portion of Utah’s Colorado
River for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) in a manner consistent with the “Law of the River.”
Utah currently does not use all the water available to it under this law. The LPP will use only
6% of Utah’s annual average reliable supply from the Colorado River. In addition, the LPP will
deliver 0.5% of the average annual amount of water in Lake Powell according to Reclamation’s
statistics. Any impact will, therefore, be minimal.
The Utah Division of Water Resources’ support for the Lake Powell Pipeline is consistent with
our mission and exempliﬁed in its legislative authority to: (1) protect Utah’s rights to interstate
waters; (2) provide comprehensive water planning; and (3) manage Utah’s water resource
project construction programs. The Division supports the Board of Water Resources in moving
forward with obtaining the permits for LPP, and we will continue to be guided by state and
federal water and environmental laws, interstate compacts, and the full body of regulations of
state and federal agencies.
When I joined the division in 1990, Washington County had a population of about 50,000, and
the state had 1.7 million people. Fast-forward 30 years, Washington County has about 200,000
people, while the entire state has over 3.2 million people. It is currently projected that
Washington County’s population could grow to more than 500,000 residents over the next 50
years. Washington County was one of the ﬁrst to adopt a water conservation plan, the ﬁrst
county in the state to meet the governor’s previous statewide water conservation goal to
reduce use at least 25% by 2025, and established a desert demonstration garden to provide
conservation education to the public. Even with these conservation eﬀorts, the level of growth
and water demand are expected to outpace the local water supplies. We have to have a
multifaceted approach including water development projects like the Lake Powell Pipeline to
meet the increased water needs.
1594 West North Temple, Suite 310, PO Box 146201, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6201
telephone (801) 538-7230 ∙ facsimile (801) 538-7279 ∙ TTY (801) 538-7458 ∙ www.water.utah.gov

0392
Page 2
June 30, 2020

As a professional civil engineer, I developed models of water demand projections and
hydrology of river basins. In fact, I modeled the Virgin River when we were in the planning
stages that culminated in Sand Hollow Reservoir. Through this experience, I recognize the
importance of a diversiﬁed water supply for the Washington County area because of the
varied ﬂow of the Virgin River. The Lake Powell Pipeline is important to improving the quality
of life for future generations of Utahns.
Let’s continue to work together to complete the ﬁnal LPP Environmental Impact Statement
and ensure the success of the Lake Powell Pipeline for our respective stakeholders.

Sincerely,

Todd D. Adams, P.E., Director
Utah Division of Water Resources
1594 West North Temple, Suite 310
P.O. Box 146201
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

1594 West North Temple, Suite 310, PO Box 146201, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6201
telephone (801) 538-7230 ∙ facsimile (801) 538-7279 ∙ TTY (801) 538-7458 ∙ www.water.utah.gov

0393
0393-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Whitehead <treefrog002@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 2, 2020 6:53 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir
0393-1

I strongly disagree with this project. I think it is irresponsible to proceed with massive water
development projects in the face of a changing climate that will reduce already scarce water
supply. I will only support this project if you can fill Lake Powell in the next 10 years.
Washington County (and America at large) needs to recognize that there are limits to growth and
consequences for exceeding those limits. Moving forward with an unsustainable water
project puts all of us at risk.

Brian Whitehead
Springdale, Utah

0394
0394-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Evan Johnson <utah15@gmail.com>
Monday, June 29, 2020 8:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] For the Lake Powell Pipeline
0394-1

BOR,
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a long over due water project. It would be nice if the usual pork and
fluff could be kept to a minimum. We support the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Evan Johnson
327 N 200 E #2
American Fork, Utah 84003
801-369-3400

0395
June 6, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
Provo, UT 84606

302 East La Review Parkway

Dear Mr. Baxter:

I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) project as the most cost-effective alternative for
meeting the current and future water demands in southwestern Utah. As an appraiser, I can
attest to the rapid growth we have seen in our region.

Governor's Office of Management and Budget, estimates that Washington County's population

The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah, in collaboration with the Utah

District (WCWCD) is expected to supply approximately 75% of all municipal and industrial water

will increase by approximately 170% through 2060. The Washington County Water Conservancy
in the region by 2060 given most local public water providers have already maximized their
available water supplies. WCWCD is obligated to increase its supply to meet this significant
County residents.

water supply gap for its municipal customers constituting approximately 95% of Washington

The economic analyses conducted by the state clearly demonstrate that LPP is affordable.
impactfees and property tax increases in a manner that produces sufficient revenue streams

WCWCD has developed a general capital project funding strategy that will phase-in water rates,
while considering conservation pricing, generational equity and ability to pay.
me.currenfcapitai'T''undTng strategy calls for roughly 75% of the requir-ed funding to be sourced

new connections that-directly benefit from new water projects. The remaining capital costs will

to impajrt.feesrpteemg-a majority of the burden of constructing new water infrastructure on the
be funded-by both new-a nd existing residents through increases in water rates and property
revenue through 2060 for infrastructure projects, including LPP.

taxes. This capital funding strategy has the capacity to generate an additional $6.12 billion in

legislative audit by the Utah Office of the Legislative Auditor General. The LPP is estimated to

WCWCD can generate sufficient revenue to repay the LPP costs according to an independent
cost between $1 and $1.7 billion. In all hypothetical repayment structures, WCWCD revenues
exceeded the amount required to repay the state.
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0395

0395-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Page 2

June 6, 2020

Regarding the cost and affordability of LPP, the public interest will be served by this crucial
Environmental Impact Statement so WCWCD can fulfill its obligations to economically meetthe

water supply project. For this reason, I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the LPP

St. George, UT 84770

32 East 100 South Ste#201

Blake Appraisal Service

Kelly Blake

^p)^

Sincerely,

increased water demands for its municipal and industrial customers.

0395-1

0395

0396
0396-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
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0397

June 11, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter,
I proudly served on the Santa Clara City Council for twelve years. During that time, I worked
with the Heritage Committee, the Utah Association of Municipal Power Systems (DAMPS) and
others to plan for and deal with rapid growth in the city. In fact, in 2019, I was honored as
Elected Official of the Year at the 2019 Member Meeting ofUAMPS in Salt Lake City. In that
stead, I helped build Santa Clara's 12-megawatt generation building, with plenty of room for
growth. I supported new substations, transmission lines, and AMI metering that will soon be
installed. Also, I actively supported the Carbon Free Power Project and many other DAMPS
projects.
Part of planning for public power is making sure the public understands the intent, purpose and
benefit of the projects and how they will support our community in the future. To help facilitate
planning and public support, I regularly attended DAMPS conferences and seminars to educate
myself regarding power issues so I could explain them to Santa Clara citizens.
Water is no different. Just as we worked hard to plan for and promote public power projects, we
need to do our due diligence in supporting and developing our water resources to meet our
anticipated future growth with an adequate water supply. The National Environmental Policy Act
process creates an opportunity to teach people about the proposed project, its alternatives, and
reasons why our county and city need to plan our water supply carefully.
As one ofthe fastest growing regions in the country, Washington County needs a diverse and
secureMttersupplf"Weneecfthe redundancy a project like the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) can
provide:·elimate projections show warmer and drier conditions in the future, punctuated by more
severerninfall events, ftasli flOods, but also prolonged droughts. LPP provides a buffer to these
anticipated -climate changes th-at will help store water when it is available and provide water
when resources are scarce.
Just as we needed to build more infrastructure for power demand, we need to build infrastructure
to support future water demand. The LPP will bring the diverse and redundant water supply and
reliable delivery system our future water needs will require. With the capacity to deliver up to
86,249 acre'-feet a year, the LPP will help bolster 10 southwestern Utah communities, including
Santa Clara City, for decades to come.
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0397
June 11, 2020
Page2

0397-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

It is important the National Environmental Policy Act process cover all these needs and projected
demands. When it comes to water for Santa Clara, people deserve the right to know what is
proposed, why it is important, and how it will help.
0397-1

I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to complete a full assessment of all alternatives in its
Environmental Impact Statement and support a finding of the Southern Alternative as the
Preferred Alternative in its Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

)JJ~
Mary Jo Hafen
Santa Clara City Council (retired)

0398
0398-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Richard Passoth
2479 S. Clermont Street
Denver, CO 80222
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
To Whom It May Concern:
I am totally against this pipeline. A waste of public money for a community that
has overgrown its resources. And withdrawing more water from the Colorado
River that serves millions of others is a completely misguided policy. The river is
having enough problems as it is (and so is Lake Powell).
Washington County needs to figure out how to live within their limits.
Yo ssince~e
1

'i 11~--

~vv

,.

Ric;.hardY~$s.Qth
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0399
0399-1 Request for Extended Comment Period

From: Chandra Rosenthal <CRosenthal@peer.org>
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2020 5:48 PM
To: Baxter, Rick J <rbaxter@usbr.gov>
Cc: Kevin Bell <kbell@peer.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS public comment date: republication required

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on
links, opening attachments, or responding.  

Dear Mr. Baxter
We are writing you in regard to the Bureau of Reclamation Federal
Register Notice for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Draft Resource Management Plan Amendment - BLM
Arizona Strip Field Office (FR Doc. 2020-12382 Filed 6-4-20; 4:15 pm).
We have noticed a contradiction in the public comment period and
therefore respectfully request a correction to the Federal Register.
Additionally, we request an extension of the public comment period to
appropriately be 90 days from the republication date.
The Federal Register Notice, "Notice of Availability of the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Resource
Management Plan Amendment . . . ." states in the “Summary” section, “In
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as
amended, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), in coordination with

0399-1

0399
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and four other cooperating
agencies, announce the availability of the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and the Arizona Strip
Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) (Draft
EIS/Draft RMPA) for public review and comment for 90 days.”
Also, the "Dates" section states, "To ensure that comments will be
considered, Reclamation must receive written comments on the Draft
EIS/Draft RMPA within 90 days of the date that this Federal
Register notice is published. Send written comments on the Draft
EIS/Draft RMPA on or before September 8, 2020."
However, the "Supplementary Information" section of the Notice
contradicts the other sections by setting a 60-day comment period.
“The BLM Arizona Strip Field Office is considering amending a portion of
the Arizona Strip Field Office (ASFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP)
related to the Kanab Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).
Pursuant to 43 CFR 1610.7-2(b), the BLM is required to publish a notice in
the Federal Register of proposed ACECs, including changes to existing
ACECs, and specify the resource use limitations. This notice announces a
concurrent 60-day public comment period for proposed changes to the
existing Kanab Creek ACEC.”
A Federal Register correction should be published by the BOR to avoid
confusion. The Administrative Procedures Act ( 5 U.S.C. Sec. 500 et. seq.)
and the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 4321 et. seq.)
require that the BOR publish the correct dates in the Federal Register with
90-day comment period from the time of the corrected Federal Register
notice.
Thank you for your attention and for correcting this error to allow full and
meaningful public participation in this process.
Sincerely,
Chandra
Chandra Rosenthal
Rocky Mountain Field Office Director
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility
www.peer.org
(202) 265-7337 x501

0399-2 NEPA Process
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0399-3 NEPA Process
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July 8, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As a member of the Utah House of Representatives serving on the Natural Resources,
Agriculture, and Environment Committee; Public Utilities, Energy, and Technology
Committee (Chair); and Legislative Water Development Commission; I have a keen interest
in water policies affecting the state of Utah. I support the belief that Utah will meet its
future water needs through a combination of multifaceted solutions that include
conservation, efficiency, optimization, agriculture conversion and water development. Such
an approach will help us prepare, plan and sustain Utah's water future.
During this past legislative session, I supported the House Concurrent Resolution Concerning
the Protection, Development and Beneficial use of Utah's Colorado River Compact Allocation
affirming the State's commitment to beneficially use water apportioned to Utah. Under the
Colorado River Compact, Utah is entitled to 23% of the available water supply in the Upper
Basin. The State is using approximately 68% of the current annual reliable supply of 1.4
million acre feet. Based upon the state's water demand and needs analyses, the proposed
Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Project would use about a quarter of what's available.
Also, I paid close attention to the Performance Audit of the Repayment Feasibility of the
Lake Powell Pipeline conducted by the Utah Office of the Legislative Auditor General. The
audit was conducted in response to a legislative request to provide the state with an
independent review of the financial viability of the pipeline project. The audit confirmed
that Washington County Water Conservancy District can generate sufficient revenue to
repay the Lake Powell Pipeline costs in all the considered hypothetical repayment
structures.
As the former CEO of Garkane Energy, a member-owned energy cooperative that serves
areas including southern Utah, I understand the challenges for meeting the municipal
service demands of rapid population growth at fair prices. In addition,J rflf!B'a~,1,};' ;~P8}?,8,Et n!l=";cJf''f-'.°
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REPRESENTATIVE
CARL ALBRECHT

RICHFIELD , UTAH 84701
(435) 979-6578

DISTRICT 70

email: carlalbrecht@le.utah.gov

SANPETE , SEVIER, EMERY
AND GRAND COUNTIES

and promote efficient water use, water conservation and responsible water development.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a responsible water development project that will help
Washington County meet its projected demands while deploying industry best operating
and environmental management practices.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to support Washington County and the State of Utah by
selecting the Southern Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in the LPP Environmental
Impact Statement, and issuing the Record of Decision.

Sincerely,

{!/~/,

a~

Carl R. Albrecht
Utah House of Representatives District 70
752 Crestview Circle
Richfield, UT 84701
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City of Hurricane
Clark R Fawcett

John W. Bramall

City Manager

Mayor

Nanette Billings
Darin Larson
Joseph Prete
David Sanders
Kevin Tervort
Council Members

July 7, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo, UT
Mr. Baxter,
Planning for the future includes .preparing for anticipated population growth and ensuring
existing water supplies am suf.ficient. In the case of Hurricane, UT, where I have served as City
Manager for 3'7 years, and in:the surrounding Washington County; our growth rate is expected to
continue at about 34% for the .next decade. This makes us one of the fastest growing regions in
the country. However, our water supply for the entire region is dependent on one water source,
the Virgin River Basin. .·
·

It is each state's responsibility to guide water resource management in a way that best benefits its
citizenry economically and environmentally. Anticipating the increased demand and strain on
our water resources, the State of Utah developed a proposal for a pipeline project that will up to
bring 86,249 acre-feet of water to 10 southwestern Utah communities, annually; and, hopefully,
as early as the late 2020s. As civil servants, it is our duty to find the most responsible and
sustainable solution to meet growing needs and competing demands.
The State Legislature passed the 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act. In developing the
Act, Utah looked to the federal government, including the Bureau of Reclamation, as a model by
which to plan and build a sustainable water project that develops the state's Colorado River
water allocations per the 1922 Colorado River Compact in a way that balances environment with
future demands. This is important because in the development of this project, Utah is not seeking
federal subsidies, but planning to use its own water rights, development, and user-based fees and
taxes to support the pipeline. It is our moral obligation to do this in the most self-sufficient way
possible.
Our need is real: our population is growing and our supplies are constrained. These ·ar~ NOT
extreme projections of growth. In fact, our growth patterns have exceeded growth estimates
previously. All have underestimated our growth. The people of this basin, recognize the value of

Rnw-J~~ci~~ ~~ci~~~~~f;:~:=

147 N 870 W * Hurricane, Utah 84737
Phone (435) 635-2811 * Fax (435) 635-4284
www.cityofhurricane.com
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water and how to plan, conserve, develop and protect that water now and well into the future. As
a result, our plan is affordable. It uses a capital funding strategy based on repayment by direct
beneficiaries and project stakeholders. It is also responsible. Pipeline design and development is
continually reviewed to reduce or eliminate environmental and cultural impacts.
0401-1

The Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative is the best solution to the water crisis facing
Washington County and Hurricane. It is economically responsible, environmentally balanced,
and designed to meet growing water needs as our region and our county continue to grow in the
strong tradition of American innovation and drive. Your study confirms the need for the water
and the ability of Washington County to repay the state with the projected growth.
Manifest Destiny is not necessarily a thing of the past. As a town, a region, and a state, we are
still moving forward, corning together to make sustainable development affordable, efficient, and
real. Please recognize the Lake Powell Pipeline as the preferred and most responsible alternative
in your Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

™RJ;,wculu
Clark Fawcett
City Manager
Hurricane, UT
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SENATOR

DAVID P. HINKINS
TWENTY-SEVENTH DISTRICT

July 7, 2020

UTAH STATE SENATE

P.O. BOX485
ORANGEVILLE, UT 84537
(W) 435-748-2828
(H) 435-384-555 0
(F) 435-748-2089
dhinkins@utahsenate.org

320 STATE CAPITOL• P.O. BOX 145 115 • SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84 11 4
801-538-1035 • www.utahsenate.org

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I've had the honor of serving in the Utah State Senate for over a decade representing Carbon, Emery, Grand,
San Juan, Utah and Wasatch counties. Among other duties, I co-chair the Legislative Water Development
Commission. The Commission was created to determine the state's role in the protection, conservation, and
development of the state's water resources.
The initial policy regarding the"Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) was adopted by the Utah Legislature in 2006 with
the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act. Other policy declarations have followed reaffirming the state's
commitment to the project induaing the Concurrent Resolution Concerning the Protection, Development
and Beneficial use of Utah's Colorado River Compact Allocation. During the most recent session, our
Legislative Water Development Commission passed a motion that recommends drafting legislation further
clarifying in statute the terms for repayment including state bond interest costs for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
While Utah has successfully thrived despite its arid environment, the challenges of population growth, aging
infrastructure, and an uncertain climate will require creativity, determination and leadership. Utah
policymakers have done an excellent job setting the policies and direction for the LPP. The Utah Division of
Water Resources has effectively completed the design and scientific studies covering for the LPP. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District has done a great job developing and managing its required
infrastructure to deal with growth, maximizing the use of existing available water supplies and leading the
state in conservation. The Governor's Executive Water Finance Board has put in place water funding
mechanisms that ensure Utah maintains a financial role that is fiscally prudent and sustainable.
There's nothing easy or simple about large-scale water infrastructure in Utah. It's taken nearly 20 years of
policymaking, planning, engineering, financial and economic analyses, and permitting before a single shovel
of dirt is turned for the Lake Powell Pipeline. I'm confident Utah has taken a comprehensive view of its water
management strategies.
I look forward to seeing the Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement completed selecting the

:~nuc:::i:.~~ f~
David P. Hinkins
Utah State Senate
320 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
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Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
Hurricane was only established because we had visionary forefathers that did not only build the
canal for their needs, but for their children's children needs in mind. None of us would be here
without their efforts of bringing water to this valley. We need to be wise and visionary in our
efforts to secure water with the rights we own as our ancestors did. The Lake Powell Pipeline is
part of the visionary thinking here in Southern Utah. Utah State Legislature voted on this project
in 2006 and we as Hurricane Residents are planning on this additional source to sustain life here
in Hurricane. A long-term water supply plan that combines with water conservation will meet
new and growing water demands. Life blood in any location is Water. Here in Southern Utah we
must develop another source. As a City councilwoman of Hurricane, Utah I look for long term
solutions that promote the health of all residents. The Lake Powell Pipeline is the only other
water source that will help Hurricane and its citizens survive well into the future. In Hurricane,
we are limited to one water source: the Virgin River Basin. There are not only water quantity
issues with the basin, but also water quality issues. The LPP helps fulfill our future water needs.
I am asking the Bureau of Reclamation to sign the Record of Decision recommending the Lake
Powell Pipeline to move forward helping us with our water needs. Your study clearly reinforces
that we need the water, and we can afford to pay for the project.
Sincerely,

dt¼J:.t ,g!£lo/

Nanette Billings
City Councilwoman
Hurricane, UT
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July 7, 2020

Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing to urge the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to advance the Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) by completing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and issuing its Record of
Decision. I am the founder and owner of Stephen Wade Auto Center located in St. George, Utah,
and have served as President of the Utah Automobile Dealers Association and as Utah's
representative for the National Automobile Dealers Association. In 2011, I was elected the
National Chairman, representing America's new car and truck dealers. In January 2013 , I was
inducted into the Utah Automobile Dealers Hall of Fame. I have previously served as Chairman
of Dixie State College (now known as Dixie State University) and currently serve on the
Governor appointed Utah System of Technical Colleges Board of Trustees.
Our business has expanded along with the significant growth in St. George and Washington
County. We've made significant capital investments and added hundreds of new jobs to our
community. St. George is one of the fastest growing cities in the country thanks to an attractive
economy, cost ofliving, and a positive quality oflife. It also boasts robust education
opportunities with Dixie State University and has sµmning , red rock scenery. By all accounts, we
will continue to expand along with the local population and employment opportunities that far
surpass state growth.
Water has the potential to have a significant effect on our industry' s ability to grow and employ
residents. A stable water supply is critical to the success of current and future businesses and
continued expansion of employment opportunities in the area. While population growth does
drive the need for the LPP, having a second, reliable water supply is also critical.
Utah has the distinction of being both one of the driest states in the nation and one of the fastest
growing. Most of our population is totally dependent on an inconsistent desert tributary for
water. I'm concerned that periods of drought could create strain and distress on our water supply.
LPP introduces a reliable water source-the Colorado River-into the region, helping to ensure
uninterrupted water delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future. Reservoir storage
will allow us to weather frequent droughts. LPP will provide over 86,000 acre feet of water that
will be stored close to the communities that need it.
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Stephen Wade Toyota
150 West HIiton Drive
St. George, Utah 84770

Stephen Wade Ch evrolet Cadillac
1670 South Hilto n Drive
St. Georg e, Uta h 84770

Stephen Wade Honda & Mazda
1630 South Hilto n Drive
St. Georg e, Uta h 84770
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4 35.6 2 8.6100

Mercedes-Benz of St. George
1792 5. Black Ridge Drive
St. George, Utah 84770
435.634.7500

St ephen Wade
Chrysler Jeep Dodge Ram Fiat
1724 Sou th Hilton Drive
St. George, Utah 84770
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We all benefit from the planning done by our forefathers. Our families need us to exercise the
same vision. Most of our future residents will be our children and grandchildren who choose to
remain in the area. These families will require water for economic vitality, jobs and to sustain
their quality of life.
Utahns have to solve what may be one of the most daunting problems we have ever faced: how
to stretch limited water supplies to meet the needs of the estimated six million people expected to
call Utah home by the year 2060. Washington County is expected to have the highest growth rate
of229 percent by 2065. The total population should be about 509,000 at that time.
Our water providers have developed a comprehensive approach to supplying water for the future
including ongoing conservation. The State of Utah identified the need for the LPP two decades
ago. It's time for the federal government to approve this project so the state of Utah can begin
construction.
I appreciate your consideration of this request.
Sincerely,

:;;/,(pkt;;, {IJ,tlJJ.Ji

Stephen W. Wade
Founder & Owner
Stephen Wade Auto Center
150 Hilton Drive
St George, UT 84 770-673 7
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Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing to voice my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) and underscore the need for this
water project. Since 1996 I have served as the Washington County Board of Realtors Chief Executive
Officer. The LPP is critical to support the growing population and businesses of our region.
Washington County is home to many beautiful and growing communities. Nonfarm jobs in 2019 are
estimated to be over 3% year-o'ver.::year, a growth rate twice the national average. The St. George
Metropolitan Area has·rar1kecr·amurYg·the fastest-growing areas in the country for decades. Inmigration is amajodactor in·Washington County's rapid expansion.
The real estate markets in 'Washingfon County are vibrant and healthy with steady growth coming
from housenoTcfarid 15usihessT6fma1ions, and inbound migration. The housing market remains strong
with dwelling unit permits up abouf14% in 2019. The median sale price for a Washington County
home was $320,000 in 2019, a ?%increase compared to the $300,000 reported at the end of 2018,
according to the Utah Association ofHealtors.
Water _will remain a ne_cessary r~¥.~y(c~ for securing economic st~bility in the f~ture and has the
potential to affect any industry's ability to produce and employ residents. Washington County's 4,500
businesses a."re liighly inlefWoverrrrrtrre region and throughout the state of Utah. Any disruption in the
supply chain' could have econ_bm't'r/itnpacts beyond that of just one industry or business. Water is a
direct input into several critical'indusfries such as agriculture, manufacturing and utilities. A threat to
any of these key industries, among others, becomes a threat to the rest of the economy as the ties to
other industries become weakened or even disrupted.
We all benefit from the planning done by previous generations for the water we use today; future
generations depend on us to plan wisely. Most of Utah's growth is natural growth--our children and
grandchildren will need water.
Our water providers have developed a comprehensive approach to supplying water for the future. It
includes ongoing conservation, developing local water projects and building the LPP. I'm concerned
that we can't meet our future needs with our existing water sources and system. Most of Washington
County relies on one water source, the Virgin River. If drought or other issues were to surface with the
Virgin River, we have no other water sources. LPP brings a critical, reliable new source of water to the
area, the Colorado River.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to advance the LPP by completing the Environmental Impact
Statement and issuing its Record of Decision.

~~

Chief Executive Officer
Washington Country Board of Realtors
1070 W 1600 S A101
St George, Utah 84770
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Evan Vickers <bullochdrug@infowest.com>
Thursday, July 9, 2020 7:22 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Comments
LPP Comments 7.9.20.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see attached document.
Evan J Vickers
Bulloch's Drugstore
91 N Main St
Cedar City, UT 84720
P-435-586-9651
F-435-586-3473
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MAJORITY LEADER

SENATOR EVAN J. VICKERS
TWENTY-EIGHTH DISTRICT

UTAH STATE SENATE
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(W) 435-586-9651
(C) 435-817-5565
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350 NORTH STATE STREET • SUITE 320 • SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114
801-538-1035 • senate.utah.gov

July 9, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As a lifelong resident of southern Utah, I know first-hand the unique needs of our area, as I grew up
here, I've raised my family here, and I've built successful businesses here. I own and operate Bulloch
Drug, Township Pharmacy and Richfield Community Pharmacy, as well as three other retail stores
in Cedar City. I am very proud to call southern Utah my home.
I support advancing the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) project. The U.S. Census Bureau confirms that
recent population growth in Utah is among the most rapid in the nation. Washington County is a
powerhouse for growth, growing 30 percent during the past decade. The St. George metropolitan
area is a magnet for people wanting a high quality of life and economic prosperity.
I've represented this region as a city councilman from 1987-1999, and as a member of the Senate or
Utah House of Representatives since 2009. Currently I am the majority leader of the Utah State
Senate. As an elected representative, I know that water development and water conservation are
both absolute necessities for our continued growth. I believe the LPP is the best alternative for
Washington County to supplement its water supplies. The project has the fewest environmental and
water resource impacts on the area.
According to current state law, the State of Utah will fund the initial development and construction
cost of the LPP and the water users will repay the state. We expect that, given Washington County's
population growth, project costs will be proportionally borne more by new water users than those
residing in the region today.
As a businessman and part-time legislator, we must look at the infrastructure needed to support our
quality of life, health and safety, and economy for the residents in Washington County. It is our duty
and responsibility to get prepared for the growth projected for our area. For these reasons, I
encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to finalize its Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake
Powell Pipeline and issue its Record of Decision as quickly as possible.
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MAJORITY LEADER

SENATOR EVAN J. VICKERS
TWENTY-EIGHTH DISTRICT

UTAH STATE SENATE

2166 N. COBBLE CREEK DR.
CEDAR CITY. UT 84721
(H) 435-586-4399
(W) 435-586-9651
(C) 435-817-5565
(F) 435-586-3473
evickers@le.utah.gov

350 NORTH STATE STREET • SUITE 320 • SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114
801-538-1035 • senate.utah.gov

Sincerely,

~(}}~
Evan J. Vickers
2166 N. Cobble Creek Dr.
Cedar City, UT 84721
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cheyenne Bentley <Cheyenne.Bentley@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:57 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
Iverson.pdf; Cox.pdf; Almquist.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Baxter,
Please see the attached letters of support from the Washington County Commissioners in
regards to the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thanks!

Cheyenne Bent ey
COMM:tSS]ON ASSISTANT I DEPUTY CL!HRK

r.

WASHIN~T•NCDUNH

I!!"

435 .986.3349
cheyenne.bentley@ ashco.utah .go
197 Ea.st Tabernacle

I

St. George, UT 84770
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DEAN Co x, COMMI S SION E R

VI CTOR IVE RSON, COMMISS ION, CH AI R

G IL. AL M Q UI ST , C O M M I SSION ER

July 8, 2020

Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I learned to appreciate the value of water growing up in and around agriculture in Washington County.
Back then, our infrastructure included relatively simply canals and pumps to provide water for livestock
and crops. This lifestyle provided a keen understanding of water as the lifeblood of our economy and
prosperity.
As a Washington County Commissioner, it is my honor and duty to do what is best for our county today
and in the future. Making long-term investments in our infrastructure is one of the most consequential
actions we take as commissioners. That's why I strive to make well-infonned decisions on matters
impacting our region with future generations in mind. I believe we can and should do all we can to grow
sustainably and ensure this same quality of life for our children and grandchildren.
Because water supply is one of the most important components of our community's longevity and wellbeing, I have publicly declared my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline. St. George and the neighboring
communities rely on a sole water source, the Virgin River basin. This single source has been historically
unstable. With the Lake Powell Pipeline, we have the opportunity to bring online a second, more reliable
water source ensuring the safety of our supply. Having redundancy in our water system is simply a wise
measure.
Our county has adopted a responsible, multi-faceted plan for supplying water to our residents that
includes conservation, reuse, tiered water rates and the development of new water resources such as the
Lake Powell Pipeline. As commissioners, we have concluded that all of these components are required to
ensure that Washington County will have a dedicated and reliable water supply system in the future.
Over the past 20 years, our county has grown tremendously. In fact, we are one of the fastest growing
regions in the nation. Additionally, we have been voted one of the best cities in the nation to start a
business. Most communities aspire for these recognitions; halting this progress would diminish our
economy and the spirit of our community.
The Washington County Water Conservancy District has a solid record of financing, building and
managing water projects including pipelines, reservoirs, wells, storage tanks, treatment plants,
hydropower plants, a diversion dam and more. I am confident in our ability to do the same with the Lake
Powell Pipeline.

0408
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built and created to offer something of great value to all of our residents. We must continue to responsibly
plan for our future. The Lake Powell Pipeline, like the other great water projects of the past, will play an
integral role in keeping Washington County and the St. George metro area an inviting respite in an
amazing place to live, work, raise a family or retire."
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the LPP Environmental Impact Statement and issue its
Record of Decision so we can move forward with completing one of the most important components of
our community's longevity and well-being.
Sincerely,

~~~
Commissioner Victor Iverson
Washington County Commission
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
DEAN Cox, COMMISSIONER

I

VICTOR IVERSON, COMMISSION, CHAIR

I

GIL ALMQUIST, COMMISSIONER

July 7, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I appreciate the work put into drafting the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Environmental lmpact Statement. As a
life-long resident of Washington County, current Washington County Commissioner and the former
Washington County Administrator and head of emergency preparedness, I know firsthand how important it is
to plan for the future and be prepared for the unknown.
Ensuring our community has an adequate water supply is one of the fundamental roles of local government and
water providers. That is why the Washington County Commissioners unanimously support the Lake Powell
Pipeline. The LPP is the best alternative for meeting the water needs of our growing population
Most Southern Utah residents depend exclusively on the Virgin River basin to supply water. This water source
is extremely vulnerable and variable. If a water quality or quantity problems arise with the Virgin River, it
places us at great risk.
The Lake Powell Pipeline adds another reliable source of water (the Colorado River) to help ensure
uninterrupted water delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future.
LPP will use only 6% of Utah' s annual reliable supply of the Colorado River. The Lake Powell Pipeline will
also help protect against inevitable droughts by providing additional water supplies and allowing for more
local storage.
Because of our arid climate and propensity to drought, our region also experiences wildfires. The additional
water the Lake Powell Pipeline will store closer to our communities is critical for fire protection.
In summary, the LPP is necessary to avoid water shortage and quality threats to the residents of Washington
County.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to finalize its environmental review and issue the Record of Decision in
support of the LPP Southern A ltemative.
Sincerely,

De~ ~on~
197 East Tabernacle St.
St. George, UT 84770-3443
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Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline and believe it is in the best interest of the State of Utah that
this project move forward. I have studied the data, reviewed alternatives and listened to opposing
viewpoints. But the fact is: We need the water. Future generations depend on us to make the right decisions
now.
As a landscape professional for nearly 36 years, I have gained knowledge on how we can conserve water
outside the home as well as inside. I have applied xeriscaping principles for over two decades. I have
introduced plant varieties that take very little water and are still large and green. I also support the re-use of
water. Today the Washington County re-use system takes water from the sewage treatment plant to water
seven golf courses, 21 irrigated parks, 13 schools, and much more.
Southern Utah landscapes are the most water efficient in the state. Southern Utah's landscapes have half the
amount of grass, averaging 35%, compared to northern Utah's 70%. Washington County is water smart.
However, conservation is not a sole solution. Utah residents and leaders need to come together to protect
Utah's water rights and economy. We must develop Utah's rightful apportionment of water from the Colorado
River and develop the pipeline. I believe this, as well as other water resources, should be researched and
developed to sustain our valuable communities. If we do not, we will lose water that's rightfully allocated to
Utah to other western states.
The lifeblood of our communities has always been water. We can conserve, work to get more from the Virgin
River basin, and recycle. However, Southwest Utah is popular, families are growing and those who love this
community want to come here and stay here.
As a longtime resident, business owner, former planning commissioner, St. George City council member and
current Washington County Commissioner, I urge all leaders within the great state of Utah to support the Lake
Powell Pipeline and encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the Environmental Impact Statement
and move the project forward efficiently.

- ---.,
Gil Almquist
Washington County Commissioner
Owner, Almquist Landscaping
License number 4621681-5501

19 7

EAST T ABER NACLE

D E AN, c

•

x@ w AS HC

•

I S T,

, UTA H , G

•

G E
V

•

R G E,

UT B4770

V ICT

•

R , I VERS

•

IP

435 . 634 , 5700

N @ WA SHC

•

, U T AH , G

•

V

j

F" 435.634.575 3

j

WASHC

GI L , A L MQUIS T@WA SH C

•

•

. UTAH , G

.UTAH . G

•

•

V

V

0409
0409-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

carolyn dailey <daileycarolyn@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 11:24 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] My opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation I appreciate the postcard I received from you soliciting public comments, but I have been away
and only saw it yesterday. So I am writing quickly to voice my opposition to the project and
apologize that I am not able to make a detailed comment.
In my opinion it is totally untenable to pipe water to Washington County from our over taxed
Colorado River System to provide water for further development in a county that already is
more populated than resources allow.
Arid land is simply arid land and more development should not be fostered in the future when
we undoubtably will face drought and water shortages to provide water to homes in existing
development that has already been too widespread.
I see this as a power play by SITLA that Utah tax payers will end up paying for.
Please do not approve this project!!!
0409-1

Sincerely, Carolyn Dailey
560 Pack Creek Rd
Moab, UT 84532

0410
0410-1 Alternatives
From: Carrie Martin <ghaaji23@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 11, 2020 11:29 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment - Pipeline to Southern Utah

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Hello:
0410-1

Though, you have denied water conservation as an alternative resolution, it would be good to include
in your study an extreme water conservation data (actual data) by all municipal (Residences and
company usage) for at least 5 years. No Water parks, no grass yet Landscaping that only need minimum
amount of water, install water flow within homes or scheduled water usage by families, etc.
Include real data for water conservation before denying it and using theoretical data to deny water
conservation initiatives.
Please understand the Navajo people need water, as well. Though they do not have water pipeline
infrastructure, and are always in a drought each summer, they will soon have infrastructure so that
they have access to clean water. Thus, they will need the water from the Colorado River. Please be
considerate of all Native American water rights when conducting studies regarding Colorado River.
Regards,
Sent from my iPhone

0412

From: Jerry Atkin <jerryatkin@bajabb.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 11:23 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Support for Lake Powell Pipeline from Jerry Atkin
Attachments: [EXTERNAL] Support for Lake Powell Pipeline from Jerry Atkin

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0413
0413-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeanine Kuhn-Coker <jkuhncoker@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 1:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello,
This pipeline project is a very bad idea and will have lasting consequences on the environment!
The potential beneficiaries need to learn to use less water. It may involve a lifestyle and
landscape change. Please consider this.

0413-1

0414

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jacey Skinner <JSkinner@slchamber.com>
Thursday, July 9, 2020 4:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Pipeline letter
Lake Powell Pipeline Letter.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Good afternoon,
Attached you will find a public comment letter from Derek, B. Miller, President and CEO of the
Salt Lake Chamber.
Please let me know if we can answer any questions or provide any additional information.
Sincerely,
Jacey

Jacey Skinner
General Counsel and Executive VP of Policy

Mobile: 801.550-6455
jskinner@slchamber.com | slchamber.com
175 E. University Blvd. (400 S.) Ste. 600, SLC, UT, 84111
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0414-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
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July 15, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
As Utah’s largest and longest-standing business association, the Salt Lake Chamber has carefully
watched and helped plan as the state’s population and economy has grown over the last few decades.
Today, Utah is home to more than three million residents and more than 1.6 million employees who
support an economy that produces an excess of $188 billion dollars in gross domestic product every
year. Through it all, Utah has consistently ranked as one of the nation’s best places to live, work, start a
business, raise a family, retire, visit, and ski.
This didn’t just happen. For generations, Utah has carefully planned and prepared for the state’s
growing population and economy. Water districts, transportation agencies, education administrations,
healthcare organizations, nonprofits and others have been constantly engaged to ensure that Utahns
continue to enjoy the quality of life we value.
It is a major goal of the Salt Lake Chamber to ensure that Utah maintains its legacy as a great place to
live, work, and recreate. For that reason, we support the efforts of the many organizations that dedicate
their time to planning and preparing for the next generation of Utah residents. We have an obligation
to invest in and ensure the infrastructure and resources necessary to make that happen.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is one of those investments in Utah’s future. Water is essential for industry and
growth – it’s not a coincidence that communities with safe, reliable water supplies have stable
economies. This project will allow Utah to use some of its currently unused Colorado River allocation –
keeping the state’s water and the economic returns of that resource in Utah. It is in Utah’s best interest
to develop its available water resources, while continuing to promote the efficient use of existing
supplies.
The Chamber supports the Lake Powell Pipeline as a project that will serve current and future Utah
residents and businesses and encourage Reclamation to issue the permits needed to build the project.
Respectfully,

Derek Miller
President and CEO
Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce
175 E. University Blvd. (400 S.) Ste. 600 Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 Office: 801 .364.3631 Fax: 801.328.5098 www.slchamber.com

0414-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kenny Miller <Kenny.Miller@zionsbank.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 12:10 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP
0296_001.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Kenneth A. Miller
Region President
ZIONS BANK
kenny.miller@zionsbank.com
Phone (435) 817-4915
Cell (435) 669-1069
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THIS ELECTRONIC MESSAGE, INCLUDING ANY ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS, IS
CONFIDENTIAL and may contain information that is privileged and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If you are neither the intended recipient nor responsible for delivering the
message to the intended recipient, please note that any dissemination, distribution, copying or the
taking of any action in reliance upon the message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender immediately. Thank you.

0415
0415-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 6, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because of the wide range of benefits from investing in water
infrastructure for southwestern Utah.
The Utah Division of Water Resources (UDWR) has estimated the cost of LPP to between $1 and $1.7
billon. The U.S. Water Alliance estimates that every $1 spent on water infrastructure improvements
generates $6 in economic returns. In Washington County, the LPP will support an additional $11 billion
in gross metropolitan product.
The proposed pipeline will create employment opportunities for skilled and unskilled labor. Typically,
jobs in water infrastructure are stable, well-paying positions providing average wages above the national
average. In addition, every job created in the water sector helps add between 3-4other jobs in the
regional economy.
Investing in the LPP is just good business- improved water resource management and water supply will
significantly increase the economic well-being of southwestern Utah . Our tourism industry, educational
institutions, manufacturing and other economic sectors rely heavily on a stable and secure water supply.
Many of these industries and institutions would grind to a halt without a reliable and clean source of
water.
It's simply a reality that people will continue moving into southwestern Utah for its high quality of life.
We must be prepared for them, their children and their children's children. This growth requires our
communities to make long-term investments in water infrastructure now to make economic well-being
possible later.
I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to help make that future possible by finalizing the LPP Environmental
Impact Statement and issue its Record of Decision on the project.

;;;;;:~
Kenny Miller
Zions Bank Region President
St . George, Utah

0415-1
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0418-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Myron Fairbanks <mfairbanks@infowest.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 11:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipe Line

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0418-1

We have to say NO to projected growth of Washington County. Besides the massive price tag
for this pipe line by any estimates, The county better get prepared for massive new jails, drug
rehabs, massive homeless shelters, police force and countless other services that come with
over growth. I’ve yet to see any information about these types of costs associated with the
intended growth but it would likely exceed that of the pipe line. Crime is going to be that of
Vegas, LA or Phoenix, is this what you want Washington County to be? Think we have a crime,
drug, gang and graffiti problem now, go visit Vegas, LA or Phoenix to see our future all in the
name of greed. Our state and national parks in the area would become national dumps. Anyone
in favor of building a pipeline from Powell to bring water here is prostituting your self’s in the
name of legacy and pure greed.
Myron Fairbanks
St George Ut

0420

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicole Hancock <nicole.hancock000@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 8:40 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Support for the LPP for Southern Utah

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:

My family moved to the Washington Fields 40 years ago to extend the legacy of operating a
family horticultural business originated in Northern Utah. My grandparents and parents worked

tirelessly to create a life in the desert—farming alfalfa fields and growing bedding plants and
vegetable starts for wholesale and retail sale. Water resources were at the heart of our daily
operations and an essential function of our family’s survival.

We sourced and drilled our own wells, ran pipe and developed an expensive reverse osmosis
system to have potable water. We moved sprinkler lines several times a day to water our
fields, had to be quick with our showers, and would often have days where something
went awry and we went without water till repairs could be made or our storage tanks could

be refilled.

0420

We had conversations daily revolving around our water usage and the necessity of
conserving this precious resource. “Don’t waste water!” was a phrase etched into our little
heads by the constant reminders of our parents. I know what it is like to turn on a faucet
and have nothing come out. It was only after I left home for college and other adventures
that my parents’ home and business could be connected to the city’s predictable and
reliable water supply.

Now, my brothers and I have anchored our own business on the family property and work
with our children growing things for the beautification of our community and working with
our father to continue the legacy our grandparents began.

In addition to my personal business interests, I serve on the Chamber of Commerce Board
of Directors, the Utah State Agricultural Conservation District (UACD) Board, and as a
Supervisor of Zone 5 of the UACD. In addition, I’m heading a new initiative by Washington
County to create a roadmap for the long-term planning of agricultural preservation and
innovation. Most importantly, I am a mother of two boys whom I decided to raise in this
community after living in Northern Utah and Oregon.

Every day I see the evidence of the growth and change all around us. In my professional
pursuits and community service, I understand the dynamics and direction of the economic
development of this region, I mention these things by way of explaining my interest as
a long-term resident, a stakeholder, and active participant in the present and future path of my

beloved Southern Utah home. I am concerned about the results that may befall us if we do not
take decisive action in securing the water resources necessary to support the vibrancy of our
community.

Even if the doors were to close tomorrow to new development in Washington County, the
notion that our reliance upon the single source of the Virgin River watershed is foolhardy
and unsustainable. Our community has received the benefit of long-term planning and
preparation of those who understood the consequences and who decided they would carve
out a way for those who would follow.

I am an unabashed proponent of conservation

efforts, yet I recognize that they alone cannot
provide the dependability, nor the volume of water needed to sustain the needs of our
community.

0420
0420-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
As we strive to bring higher paying wages, technology, and educational opportunities

for the
generations that will follow, it is incumbent upon those making decisions today to adopt the
vision and foresight to prepare for what will come. In order to attract and sustain those
opportunities, we need to be ambitious in our undertakings and judicious in our methods.

I applaud the efforts of local leaders, legislators, and community members who have laid
the groundwork for the success of the Lake Powell Pipeline and I am grateful that we have a
viable option to supply water. The costs may seem high today, but they do not compare
with the penalties and complications others will endure if we fail to procure and develop this
most fundamental of resources and follow in the visionary footsteps of those who
came before us.

I appreciate the

Bureau of Reclamation’s (BOR) willingness to receive input regarding the Lake
Powell Pipeline and would like to express my strong support for its construction.
The availability of water is critical for our economy and allows businesses to open, grown and
thrive now and into the future.

Our national parks bring many millions of tourists to our region, and while we
enjoy welcoming the world and the strength this adds to our economy, the also tax

our limited resources. The Lake Powell Pipeline is a steady, cost effective option that we cannot
afford to bypass. The pipeline has been well researched, and carefully studied by BOR. It is clear
to me that it is reasonable, fiscally viable way to deliver water for our rapidly growing
communities in southwestern Utah. Please approve the Preferred Alternative in the Record of
Decisions.

Sincerely,

Nicole Hancock
President/CEO Botanicals, Inc.
Past Chair, St. George Area Chamber of Commerce

0420-1

0421
0421-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Douglas Woody <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Monday, July 6, 2020 9:04 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

This proposal is obscene. I vote NO! St. George, quit growing like a malignant CANCER!
Instead of this pipeline, build a SMALL pipeline to residents of the Navajo Reservation.
Sincerely,
Douglas Woody
dwoody413@yahoo.com
82072

0421-1

0422
0422-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cory Beal <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 1:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

This plan is unnecessary, too costly, and execution of said plan would be detrimental to the
future of the Colorado River and Lake Powell, which are already lacking the appropriate amount
of water to continue sustaining the needs of those downstream.
Sincerely,
Cory Beal
broncory@gmail.com
99705

0422-1

0423
0423-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

john worlock <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 5:40 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0423-1

My message is just this: Don't do it! Don't approve or in any way further the state's ambition to
pipe water from the drying-up reservoir at Lake Powell to the water-guzzling folks in SW Utah.
They can just as well live within their locally-sourced water supplies. And if not, they can just
dry up and blow away, for all I care. This would be a prohibitively expensive water project, that
they are not going to want to pay for. And the rest of the state doesn't need to support their thirst.
Sincerely,
john worlock
jjworlock@msn.com
84108

0424
0424-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alan Blackstock <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 1:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I'm writing to oppose the proposed Lake Powell--St. George pipeline, primarily because of
unresolved environmental concerns and objections of Native Americans through whose lands the
pipeline would pass. The answer to St. George's water needs is policies that encourage
conservation, as practiced in other desert cities like Las Vegas and Tucson.
Sincerely,
Alan Blackstock
alan.blackstock@usu.edu
84078

0424-1

0427
0427-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Neil Allison <oallison@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2020 4:29 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipe Line Opposition

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Greetings:
Southern Utah is a desert. Many people have located here because of the dry climate, beauty and
opportunities for outdoor activities such as hiking, biking, photography, etc.
As the population has grown ozone and other pollution levels have steadily risen to where the air is
uncomfortable to breathe for those of us are sensitive to such pollution. Additionally, people have
continually introduced new species of plants and animals that have displaced the native environment.
While the area was a blessing to those of us who have allergies and respiratory conditions triggered
various plants, Southwestern Utah has become like all urban areas and is becoming an inhospitable
place.
The proposed pipeline will allow excessive population growth and soon Washington county will become
just another Los Angeles on a smaller scale; Pine mountain will be visible for only a few days of the year
and people like me will have moved on to other places. To avoid this, Southern Utah must resort to
power sources such as thorium generated nuclear power as a source of electricity to power
automobiles, heating and cooling of homes, etc. The general public is largely misinformed about the
safety of nuclear energy and the local leader lack the ability to change the mindset of the public to
transition to nuclear energy as the only source of truly pollution free energy.
Wind generated electricity results in dependency on China for the rare earth elements needed for wind
turbine manufacturing and the wind turbines kill large numbers of birds and bats; solar panels also
require dependency upon China and solar farms fry large numbers of birds and other animals in the
once thought solution to pollution free energy.
During the recent drought, the was a large continuing drop in the level of water in Lake Powell, what
will happen when (not if) a ten or even twenty-year drouth occurs when the population has grown to
the expectation of the local planners and real estate developers? I won’t have to worry because I will
have moved on but those of you who wish to live here and wish to have younger family members live
here and proper will face that problem.
Neil Allison, DVM, DACVP
COL, USA(Ret)
1838 Red Mountain Dr.
Santa Clara, UT 84765

0427-1

0427

Ph. 435-669-7051

0428
0428-1 Other
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jill Merritt <onefootfirst@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 7:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Public Meeting July 8
0428-1

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I would like these questions answered during the meeting if possible.
Has any consideration been given to the idea of discouraging the projected growth that partly
motivates the LPP?
What companies and individuals stand to make the most money from construction of the LPP?
What are the current elevations of Lake Powell and Lake Mead?
Thank you,
Jill Merritt
Salt Lake City

0431

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Richard Spotts <raspotts2@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:40 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Baxter, Rick J; Duke, Marlon B; PAComments, BOR-sha-UC
[EXTERNAL] My LPP DEIS questions & comments re: tonight's
BOR LPP DEIS Webex meeting

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

July 8, 2020

Dear BOR officials:
Although there was some initial difficulty obtaining access to it, I "attended" the entire BOR
Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Webex "meeting"
tonight.
It was supposed to start at 6 pm, but did not actually begin until 6:15 pm. During that
unexpected fifteen minutes of waiting time, as instructed, I typed in several questions using the
chat function. Later, when the actual presentation began, folks were told to only submit one chat
question. That limitation should have been announced up front.
In any case, none of my questions were asked or responded to during this virtual meeting. Given
the obvious BOR bias in the LPP DEIS, this failure to respond to my questions tonight was
disappointing but not a surprise.
Since any public chat questions during this Webex won't be considered as formal DEIS input, I
am providing all of my exact Webex questions pasted in below. Please include this email and
these specific questions in the LPP DEIS project file, and treat the questions (and my comments
below) as formal input on this LPP DEIS. I intend to submit additional substantive LPP DEIS
comments at a later date, prior to the September 8 comment deadline.
My five questions were and are in italics as follows:
1) The Army Corps of Engineers recommended that the Local Waters Alternative be analyzed in
the LPP DEIS. When FERC was NEPA lead agency, it intended to analyze a water conservation
DEIS alternative. Many scoping comments requested this as well. Why did BOR decide to
ignore this and not analyze any water conservation alternative?

0431
0431-1 NEPA Process
2) Why did BOR improperly use the applicant's arbitrarily narrow purpose and need statement,
thereby fail to analyze any water conservation alternative, and likely violate the CEQ NEPA
regulation at 40 CFR 1502.14?

0431-2 Other
0431-1

3) In preparing the LPP DEIS, to what extent, if any, did BOR independently and objectively vet
the technical data that it received from the LPP applicant?
4) New Mexico needed Congressional approval for a similar water transfer under the Colorado
River Compact. Is Utah or BOR seeking such approval? If not, why?
5) I reviewed both the BOR LPP DEIS and associated scoping report. I believe that some
important and relevant issues and questions were raised in the scoping comments that are
ignored or not adequately addressed in the DEIS. For example, the questions about LPP
compliance with the Colorado River Compact. Legal scholars have indicated that the LPP may
be prohibited under the Compact as a transfer of upper basin water for a lower basin use. The
DEIS only says that this issue is being "addressed." Since any Compact state could challenge
the LPP on these legal grounds, what does being "addressed" mean? This seems like a flip
deflection on a potentially pivotal legal question. Are Utah and BOR willing to gamble more
public funds on the LPP quest without any firm resolution on Compact compliance?
In addition to ignoring my questions, I believe that Mr. Baxter made some highly
suspect statements on behalf of BOR in response to some of the questions that were
allowed. For example, he said something to the effect that "the county cannot mandate water
conservation." I believe that this is disingenuous because the applicants (Utah and WCWCD) do
have the legal authority to require and implement reasonable water conservation measures, such
as tiered water pricing, eliminating the artificial property tax WCWCD subsidy, and xeriscape
zoning ordinances. Other western communities and counties have already successfully
implemented these types of reasonable water conservation measures.
In response to another question on LPP financial feasibility, he said something to the effect that
the WCWCD could pay back the massive LPP debt "many times over." This, too, seems
disingenuous. The ultimate projected size of the LPP debt (including interest payments over five
or more decades), and the potential financial impacts on county residents (such as those raised by
over twenty university economics professors) are highly controversial. Where in the DEIS
analysis does it demonstrate that this LPP debt could be repaid by county residents "many times
over"?
In response to some other questions, Mr. Baxter also made some admissions about apparent LPP
DEIS deficiencies. On how the LPP diversion would affect Glen Canyon Dam's hydroelectric
function, generation, and revenue, he said that this analysis was not available for the DEIS, but
has since been done, and will be included in the FEIS. On potential impacts on the threatened
Mojave desert tortoise, he said that those impacts were not quantified for the LPP DEIS, but
would become available when FWS provides a BA or BO. He later said that he was informed
that the LPP may cause permanent disturbance to 36 acres of tortoise habitat, and about 500
acres of temporary disturbance. He further indicated that GIS spatial data on the DEIS proposed

0431-2

0431-3

0431-3 Other

0431

LPP alignments may not be currently available to the public. This prevents people from
comparing this LPP GIS data with other available GIS data layers on myriad resources and land
uses.
This LPP NEPA process continues to move forward at breakneck speed. With a September 8
public comment deadline, BOR apparently still expects to publish the NOA for the LPP FEIS by
November 27. To meet this rushed schedule, just as it did with the hasty scoping report and
deficient DEIS, the BOR will likely cut NEPA corners and sacrifice quality analysis in preparing
the FEIS. I continue to be appalled at the ongoing waste of public funds and the realization that
political expediency now "trumps" everything else.
Sincerely,

Richard Spotts
255 North 2790 East
Saint George UT 84790
raspotts2@gmail.com
cc: Interested parties

0433
0433-1 NEPA Process
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sacred Legacy <sacred4s@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 4:16 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Its Health concern Steal on Lake Powell water
pipline agenda

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Whom it may concern,
I think its not right to have meeting at this time of pandemic by any means such as social,
virtual and public on Lake Powell pipeline to St George agenda. Most of the people are limited
in so many ways through the pandemic and the your government is heading the issue for your
gain purpose using this pandemic crisis. You can not have virtual meetings with limited
attendance. The important people maybe be left out of the loop. The is not a public meeting..its
a private sign in meeting. Most of the people who has rights to the rivers don't have internet in
remote areas. Again, Do not have public or any meetings during this pandemic which most of us
Nations people have ties to these lakes and rivers. We are all under restriction to do anything.
Let us wait til the pandemic deplete. Not mentioning the sacred ties we have for the
waters...have been addressed under your Federal law in NPS section with our Tribal nations and
interested parties. Leland Grass, President, Dine' Medicine Men Association, inc.
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0436-1 Aquatic Invasive Species
From: Steven Shipley <sshipley53@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 12, 2020 11:51 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0436-1

What about invasive species being pumped from Lake Powell to Sand Hollow or Quail Lakes?
Sent from my iPad

0437
0437-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Tisa Zito <tisazito@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, July 7, 2020 3:49 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Re: Lake Powell Pipeline Project
wasted water.jpg

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

My question is regarding why we have not implemented a water limit like California has before
tapping into a new water source?
Attached is a photo from a typical scene in my neighborhood where someone waters their lawn
and ends up watering the driveway and street. There's an incredible waste of water happening.
If there were a limit and a fee for using more than an allotted amount, we could be helping
ease the issue before considering tapping into Powell.
please feel free to use my name and photo. I will try and log on if I can get back from work in
time.
thank you,
Tisa zito

From: Galileo Project, LLC on behalf of The Bureau of Reclamation <ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com>
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 3:45 PM
To: tisazito@hotmail.com <tisazito@hotmail.com>
Subject: Lake Powell Pipeline Project
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Reclamation to hold public meetings on
Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement
The Bureau of Reclamation, on behalf of the Department of the Interior, will host two public meetings on
its environmental review of Utah’s proposed Lake Powell Pipeline project. The pipeline project, proposed
by the Utah Board of Water Resources, would establish a second source of water for Washington
County, Utah, through an approximately 140-mile-long water delivery pipeline from Lake Powell near
Glen Canyon Dam in Page, Arizona, to Sand Hollow Reservoir near St. George, Utah. The State of Utah
is developing the project to help meet future water demands and diversify and enhance the reliability of
Washington County’s regional water supply portfolio.
The Department encourages robust public review and comment on its draft Environmental Impact
Statement and draft Resource Management Plan Amendment for the project. The meetings will be
hosted virtually using web-based participation platforms in order to facilitate maximum public participation
amid ongoing public health concerns.

What: Public meetings to discuss the Lake Powell Pipeline Project environmental review
Who: Reclamation and cooperating agency officials
When: Wednesday, July 8 at 6:00 p.m. MDT and Thursday, July 9 at 6:00 p.m. MDT
Where: Virtual via WebEx.
Web address for July 8 Virtual Public Meeting:
http://ow.ly/He8f50Am5HX
Web address for July 9 Virtual Public Meeting:
http://ow.ly/2glG50Am5HW
Note: Please log into meeting at least 10 minutes prior to 6:00 p.m. All participants will remain on mute
throughout the meeting. Questions and comments may be submitted during the meeting using WebEx
chat function. Comments posted in the WebEx chat function during public meetings do not constitute
formal comments for inclusion in the draft EIS.
Content for both meetings will be identical. To allow participation by everyone interested, please only
attend one meeting.

Formal comments must be received by 11:59 p.m. MDT on Sept. 8, 2020,
through one of the methods below.
Note that all information included in submitted comments, including the submitter’s name and contact
information, may be published with the final EIS. Please only include contact information with your
comment that you are okay making public.
How to comment:
Standard Mail:
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Online:

0437

https://www.usbr.gov/uc/DocLibrary/EnvironmentalImpactStatements/LakePowellPipeline/index.html
Email:
https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2020-12382

Galileo Project, LLC | 4700 South McClintock Dr., Tempe, AZ 85282
Unsubscribe tisazito@hotmail.com
Update Profile | About Constant Contact
Sent by ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com in collaboration with

Try email marketing for free today!

0438
0438-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Trish Greenfield <trishg.dennye@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2020 3:49 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] comments for the proposed lake powell pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

The proposed pipeline costs in total and impact to individual residents have not been communicated to
the public. It is not clear how the burden of the cost to build and operate will impact Washington
County and/or Utahn residents.
In addition water usage in Washington County is not adequately measured but estimates indicate that
conservation at levels of neighboring states such as Arizona and Nevada could result in sustained
growth without the pipeline.
The Colorado river is not expected to recover and emergency allocation plans are already in place thus
it is irresponsible to extract more water from lake powell.
In the absence of public transparency this project should not be approved.
thank you
trish greenfield

Reply to trishg.dennye@gmail.com

0438-1
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0439-1 Water Supply
From: Jonathan Upchurch <upchurch@ecs.umass.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 9:37 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] LPP virtual public meeting followup

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Thank you for hosting this evening's virtual public meeting on the LPP.
Here is a question that I submitted this evening that you did not have time to answer.
If the "Fill Lake Mead First" proposal is adopted at some future point in time, how would that affect the
ability to pump, and the cost to pump, water out of Lake Powell?
Thank you for taking the opportunity to reply.
Dr. Jonathan Upchurch, P.E.
1910 Cochise Way
Ivins, UT 84738
Phone: 435-673-2290
upchurch@ecs.umass.edu
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Wilford Clyde <wclyde@clydeinc.com>
Thursday, July 9, 2020 5:37 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Environmental Impact--Lake Powell Pipeline
Wilford Clyde 2020 Signed.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Rick Baxter:
Attached is a letter from me supporting the building of the Lake Powell Pipeline.

0
CLYDE
COMPANIES

Wilford W. Clyde
President & CEO
O 801.802.6900 C 801.592.2200
WWW.CLYDEINC.COM
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0440-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

0
CLYDE
COMPANIES

July 2, 2020

Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As a lifelong Utah resident and sixth generation Utahan, I support the development of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Nearly 100 years ago, my grandfather established our family business, now known as Clyde Companies, on hard work
and ethical principles. I am privileged to serve as CEO of this organization, which now has more than 3,500
employees throughout the state and region. My grandfather's values and ethics still serve as the guiding principles of
our companies as we work to achieve our corporate mission, "Building a Better Community."
Utah consistently ranks high in the country for its fiscal stability, economy and education. On the heels of a decade
long expansion, Utah's economy continues to prosper. Favorable demographics, a supportive business climate, and
economic diversity will continue to advance the economy.
Our state is filled with distinct and desirable communities, and Washington County is no exception. The culture is
educated, caring, industrious and hardworking. Low taxes, top-tier infrastructure, and effective local and state
governments make it an outstanding place to live and do business. The quality of life for families and individuals of all
ages can't be beat. I love Utah and am proud to call it home.
In both my professional and personal life, I have strived to continually implement this mission of "building a better
community." As a former city council member and two-term mayor, I know the challenges that face a growing region.
There are ways to ensure that growth is for the betterment of the community. I've been part of such growth--where
the community's history is preserved, where quality of life is improved, and resources are ensured for future
generations.
One of our company's core values is to "Give a Full Measure," meaning no matter the size, location or complexity of
the job, we pledge to do our part to make each project a success." In the area of water infrastructure, we are at a
point in time where public and private stakeholders need to "give full measure" to ensure that southwestern Utah
has the water resources to support its projected growth. By developing the Lake Powell Pipeline, we are securing the
future of Washington County and building a better Utah. It is for these principled reasons that I urge the Bureau of
Reclamation to complete the LPP Environmental Impact Statement and issue its Record of Decision to allow the

:1Vi:d::{: ~ent of the ~ke Powell p;pellne.
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State of Utah
School and Institu t ional
Trust Lands Admi n istra t ion

0443-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
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Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

July 13, 2020

Dear Mr. Baxter:
I'm writing to ask the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact
Statement and to issue its Record of Decision in support of the Preferred Alternative.
I am a fourth-generation dairy farmer in the Kamas Valley of Summit County, Utah. I also serve as director
of the Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA), and on the Utah Water Task
Force.

In 2017, the Task Force presented a vision for Utahns working together to solve what may be one of the
most daunting problems we have ever faced: how to stretch limited water supplies to meet the needs of the
estimated 6 million people expected to call Utah home by the year 2060, and to do so in a way that provides
enough clean and affordable water to sustain thriving communities and businesses, robust agriculture,
ample recreation, and a healthy and resilient natural environment -:-- all in the face of wide variations in
precipitation and uncertain climatic patterns. To do so, we envisioned using science, technology, education,
public deliberation, innovative policies and well-designed incentives to find the best ways to use water in
our homes, businesses and farms, while also protecting our natural environment.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is consistent with our recommendation to build new water infrastructure over the
next 40-50 years that: (1) supports a growing population and economy and makes investments consistent
with best scientific, engineering, management and accounting practices; (2) ensures that water users and
uses,with less financial capacity, such as rural areas, less wealthy communities and the environment, also
receive necessary infrastruc;ture investments to secure their water futures; and (3) incorporates energy
consumption and provision considerations into planning and financing to achieve energy efficiency in water
infrastructure.
·
When establishing the Utah Water Task Force, Governor Herbert said: "In Utah, we don't believe in sitting
back and seeing where growth will take us. We seek to be visionary and to actively secure our future."
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a crucial component of securing that future. We support the draft EIS and the
review of the project. Please issue a Record of Decision for the Preferred Alternative.
Sincerely,

David Ure, Director, Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration
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July 9, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter,
After three decades ofrepresenting the city of St. George, 20 of which I served as mayor, I have
learned its needs and growth patterns and how to plan for both. When I was first elected to the
city council, St. George was a small but growing town, around 20,000 people. By the time I was
first elected mayor in 1994, it was closer to 30,000 people. Through the 2000s, the city was listed
in national publications as the fastest-growing metro area in the country. Today, estimates show
the population of St. George as over 80,000. Continued growth, and how to support it, remain an
essential part of our municipal discussion.
In fact, all southwestern Utah is poised for growth. Over the next decade, Washington County is
expected to see a growth rate of more than 34%. In just the last five years, St. George has seen a
growth rate near 10%. That puts our limited water resource and delivery system at risk for the
future.
Southwestern Utah and Washington County need a long-term water supply plan that combines
water conservation with meeting new and growing water demands. The proposed LPP takes into
account the issues facing our region of the state: reliable supply, and the future water needs of a
growing community.
In Washington Couiity,·we 'are limited to one water source: the Virgin River Basin. There are not
onTy w·ater quan1ity~issues·with the basin, but also water quality issues. We run the risk that
fiittife 'weathef anff climafitevents like long droughts, forest fires, large storms and subsequent
tln'sh'ft6odrfig'W111"demgra'l:e our water quality and damage the infrastructure that keeps our
strpplyavai1abte·.·,~ys1em 1a1lure is a concern. Prudent planning should include additional sources
of supply to meet our denuihds in times of drought and provide additional storage facilities to
capture water during large storm events, or years of abundant snowpack and runoff.
':.

/',

:

)

Most importantly, the LPP addresses long-time uncertainty. From rate of growth to unpredictable
seasons due to climate change, it is not possible to predict the damages, water shortfalls, and
Mhet"'challenges· our 1imiteo water supply system might face. To counter this, the LPP offers an
aclditi~nal, reliable source· o'f water out of the Colorado River and one of the largest reservoirs in
the West and additional infrastructure to support delivery of those water supplies.
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July 9, 2020
Page2

0444-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
0444-1

Knowing that we are poised for continued growth, the LPP appears to be our best alternative
moving forward. After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I urge the Bureau
of Reclamation to move forward into the Record of Decision with the recommendation of the
South Action as the preferred alternative. The Southern Alternative is the best option for St.
George as it moves into its future.

Since~~

m~

Daniel McArthur
Former mayor and representative
St. George, UT

0445
0445-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am a former Washington County Commissioner and, in that role, spent a considerable amount
of time becoming educated on the need and purpose of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Our analysis showed with the expected growth in Washington County, the Lake Powell Pipeline
is the only reasonable option. All other options are too expensive. While our community has
supported and embraced conservation, it costs considerably more per acre foot to conserve.
Conservation is very important to us and we need to continue conservation, but the Lake Powell
Pipeline water is less expensive than extreme conservation. We can only conserve to a certain
point. We can't come close to conserving the amount of water we're going to need for the future.
Since the 1960s, the population of Washington County has roughly doubled every decade, and
that trend is expected to continue for the foreseeable future. We anticipate similar growth
moving ahead.
Arguments that our community can't afford the LPP are false. When the Washington County
Water Conservancy District built Quail Creek Reservoir it was a $30 million project on a $100
million property tax base. Today we are looking at $1 to $1.7 billion for LPP with a $19 billion
property tax base.
My ancestors were among the original settlers of the area, and I hope that my family will have
the option of continuing to reside here. It's been an important place for our family to live, and I
hope that my grandkids-most of them are in the area-if they chose to live here, they would
have the opportunity to stay.
The Preferred Alternative is the best option for Washington County. I request that the Bureau of
Reclamation issue a Record pf Decision for the Southern Alignment.

~;;· :;r~". ,/

.~~

.,, Alan Gardner .
St. George, Utah
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0446
From: Brogan L Fullmer <broganfullmer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 3:34 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO <BOR-sha-PRO-LPP@usbr.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Oppose Lake Powell Pipeline Project

0446-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Good Afternoon,
I am writing to oppose the Lake Powell pipeline project as a Utahn, a concerned citizen, and as a member of a generation already
facing the severe impacts of increasing global temperatures. Water is already the most precious commodity on Earth and
especially in the Western United States. Utah cannot afford to naively pump water from its natural river courses to support
unnaturally lush golf courses and retirement communities in our arid southwest. Please DO NOT construct the Lake Powell
pipeline.
Thank you,

Brogan L. Fullmer
801-499-7586

0446-1
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0448-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Betty and Ron Marianetti <bettyron62@gmail.com>
Friday, July 17, 2020 7:15 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Conserve Southwest Utah
[EXTERNAL] Water conservation is being overlooked.

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I



Water conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally at lower cost
and with greater reliability, obviating the need for the LPP altogether; such water
conservation practices have been very successful in other western cities.
 Water conservation has been shown by other communities (such as the Southern
Nevada Water Authority) to be much less expensive and less risky than investing in
water transfers from remote basins and sources.
We need to do our homework and conserve water in Washington County before we look
at the Pipeline. We live in a desert and need to think about xeriscaping. We formerly
lived in Entrada with waterfalls and grass. We now live in Kayenta. We have no
landscape water coming into our yard. The only water we use outside is for the raised
bed vegetable garden. Our desert plants survive with no drip or sprinkler system.
We need to raise the cost of water to encourage conservation. The pipeline will destroy
land as it is built. It will be very costly and in time will not provide the water that is
needed. We need to adjust our lifestyle to save water.
Betty Marianetti

0448-1
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0449-1 Climate Change - General
From:

Bruce George <bgeorge15@q.com>

Sent:

Tuesday, July 14, 2020 12:42 PM

To:

LPP, BOR-sha-PRO

Subject:

[EXTERNAL] Comments on Lake Powell Pipeline

Ir

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

We are in a continuing drought in the Southwest and have been for the past twenty years. Lake Mead
and Lake Powell are at historic low levels and have almost reached the emergency limit on releasing
water to further downstream users. Climate change is here and is causing desertification of the
Southwest. If you read any of the studies that have been done recently you will see that there is less
runoff from the winter snows into Lake Powell and it is down almost 100 feet as it is.
Please read: https://www.nps.gov/articles/climate-change-in-the-southwest-potential-impacts.htm or
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/16/climate/drought-southwest-climate-change.html or do your
own search on the internet and read any of the studies that show the same result.
So the last thing we need is another straw sucking water out of Lake Powell to go to St George, Utah. It
is unsustainable and will be a waste of money and resources.
Bruce M George
Lifelong resident of Arizona
Camp Verde, AZ

I
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christine Arlotti <Christine.Arlotti@dixie.edu>
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 10:58 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Paul Morris
[EXTERNAL] Letter of Support Dixie State University VP Paul Morris
LOS_LakePowellPipeline_July14_2020.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Rick Baxter:
Please find Vice President Paul Morris’ Letter of Support attached for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank you,
Christine

C hr is ti n e Ar lo t ti, M. A.
Ex ec ut i ve As s i sta n t to t he VP
O: 4 3 5 .8 7 9 .4 2 8 0 C: 4 3 5 .6 3 0 .9 5 9 0
Di x ie Sta te U ni v er si t y, St. Geo r g e UT
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0450-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Paul C. Morris
Vice President for Administrative Affairs
435-652-7504
morris@dixie.edu

July 13, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:

As the Vice President of Administrative Affairs at Dixie State University, it is my responsibility to oversee
building of the University's financial reputation, providing the campus and community with resources, and
supporting institutional growth. When I look toward the broader community, I see the same needs. For
Washington County, especially, growth and its related demands, are a central issue. The resource in
question is water. To support growth and water, we need an institutional plan. The Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) offers a plan and solution.
As it stands right now, our water supply will not be enough to meet the needs of our growing cities and
towns. Washington County and its cities represent one of the fastest growing communities in the nation. In
fact, over the last ten years, Washington County has experienced a growth rate of almost 35% with the
same rate expected for the next ten years. From 2030-2040, the rate of growth is projected to drop only
slightly to 27%. Such growth is likely bringing as many as 500,000 new people to Southwestern Utah by
the year 2060.
Washington County receives about 60,000 acre-feet of water from ground and surface water resources in
the Virgin River Basin. This limited resource is simply not enough for our anticipated population boom.
We need to firm our water supply and our management of that resource. If that rate of growth sustains itself
as projected, we face the possibility of outgrowing our water resources ifwe do not put proper planning in
place now.
The LPP outlines a responsible proposal for meeting our changing and competing demands. By providing
water conservation and new supplies, it offers an alternative to the single source of water our portion of the
state has come to rely on. The Virgin River Basin does not have the annual stream flow to match our
growing needs. The LPP will bring the water we need to build a robust economy and stable communities in
the future.
With the capacity to deliver up to 86,249 acre-feet a year, the LPP will help 10 southwestern Utah
communities for decades to come. The additional infrastructure necessary to bring that water to our county
will provide system reliability where we currently do not have it.
I urge you and your team to do what is best for the development of southwestern Utah and Washington
County. Please move forward and sign the Record of Decision recommending the Southern Alignment and
the LPP as the Preferred Alternative for growth and water in our region.

Paul Morris, VP of Administrative Affairs
Dixie State University

225 South 700 East

St Gs • rgs, UT 84770

Ph • ns : (435) B52 - 7500

www.dixis.sdu
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0451-1 Other
From: Gary Vesperman <garyvesperman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 8:57 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Supplementary documents for my comment re the Lake Powell Pipeline EIS
Attachments: Clean Energy Inventions list.docx; Lake Powell pipeline EIS comment.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Attached are two documents to supplement my comment for the Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental
Impact Statement.
I have designed an exhibit "Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions" that is linked at padrak.com/vesperman.
The caption is

The Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions exhibits profiles of 22 Larger Generators, 34 Smaller Generators,
26 Advanced Self-Powered Electric Vehicle Innovations, 29 Radioactivity Neutralization Methods, 29
Space Travel Innovations, 20 Technical Solutions to Water Shortages, and a Torsion Field School
Network. The exhibit also includes 49 movie posters and 88 colorful Hubble Space Telescope images.
The exhibit can be installed in conventions, festivals, and any suitable public buildings such as
universities, city halls, museums, shopping malls, and libraries.

The exhibit is also linked in commutefaster.com/vesperman.html.
A shorter more printable version with page numbers but without exhibit setup details nor movie
posters is linked at https://app.box.com/v/CLEANENERGYEXHIBIT.
Development and deployment of some of these clean energy inventions would yield significant
environmental and economic benefits.
Attached is a two-page list of Clean Energy Inventions. Note that its introductory paragraph happens to
state:

A portfolio of disruptive inventions has been accumulated after more than two decades of research and
collaboration with numerous inventors, a few of whom are among the world’s most productive. These
inventions are so radical that some may require tens of millions of dollars each to fully exploit. $1
billion would establish a comprehensive proactive clean energy inventions evaluation and development
organization headquartered in Nevada. Divisions would include Board of Directors, Corporate Library,
Consultants, Teaching Institute, Technical Evaluation and Advisory Board, and Incubator of Russian and
Ukrainian Inventions.

0451-1

0451

The exhibit may provide the Lake Powell Pipeline project two groups of inventions.
Attached is a detailed explanation of how some water inventions displayed in the exhibit could be more
practical and less costly than the $1.7 billion Lake Powell Pipeline.
Also attached is a list of "Clean Energy Inventions" which include generators in addition to the over 50
generators displayed in the exhibit. They could provide cheap, safe, emissions-free and abundant
electricity for water inventions and Lake Powell Pipeline water pumps.
At the bottom of padrak.com/vesperman is a 'grand' business plan for discovery, evaluation,
development and deployment of inventions.
Gary Vesperman
533 Tara Court
Boulder City, NV 89005-1152
702-435-7947
garyvesperman@yahoo.com
padrak.com/vesperman
commutefaster.com/vesperman.html

Clean Energy Inventions
A portfolio of disruptive inventions has been accumulated after more than two decades of research and
collaboration with numerous inventors, a few of whom are among the world’s most productive. These
inventions are so radical that some may require tens of millions of dollars each to fully exploit. $1 billion
would establish a comprehensive proactive clean energy inventions evaluation and development
organization headquartered in Nevada. Divisions would include Board of Directors, Corporate Library,
Consultants, Teaching Institute, Technical Evaluation and Advisory Board, and Incubator of Russian and
Ukrainian Inventions.
Larger Generators – hydro-magnetic dynamo, focus fusion, hydrino generator, thorium power pack,
Tesla’s global wireless transmission of electrical power, Kiev, Ukraine’s I.N. Frantsevich Institute of
Problems of Materials Sciences (IPMS) thorium-232 energy accumulator, cosmic induction generator,
colliding plasma toroid fusion reactor, wind turbine conversion, electrino fusion power reactor, induction
coil coating increases generator output by one-third, Magnatron – light-activated cold fusion magnetic
motor, Spintronic generator, WIN zero point electrical energy converter, plasma biomass gasification,
nano-membrane pyro-gasification process, high-temperature incinerator, gas-phase catalytic fusion,
phase-conjugate-resonator Tesla coil, protein nanowires, ball lightning fusion reactor, Nano-Boxx™
thermionic converter, direct energy conversion, and atmospheric liquified thorium reactor.
Smaller Generators – Casimer-layered electrodynamic generator, thin-film power generating disks,
Testatika free energy machine, high-density charge clusters technology, energy catalyzer, cold fusion
reactor with electric-to-thermal energy conversion, hybrid cold fusion hydrogen reactor, fiber-based cold
fusion power cell, buried contact multijunction thin film solar cell, thermoelectric generator, converter of
zero-point electromagnetic radiation to electrical energy, LANR, pulsed abnormal glow discharge
reactor, self-recharging energy generating gel cells, electronically shaded photo-voltaic glass, MulTask
Dome multiple-output omni-directional solar power generator, high-expansion magnetohydrodynamic
liquid metal generator, Power Chip thermo-ionic generator, gravity force generator, multifactorial
hydrogen reactor, protium H+ stoichiometric hydrogen gas generator, neutrinovoltaic generator, liquid
Hy-Fuel from hydrogn, advanced solar photo-voltaic crystal lattice cells, laser-induced fusion, closedloop phase-change gas system, geoexchange heat pump, self-recharging capacitive discharge thermal
generator, ceramic electrodynamic wafer, solid-oxide fuel cell, splitter of water molecules, motionless
electromagnetic generator, Richardson fuel-less electrical generator, Hawkings’ generator of cold
electricity, radiant energy pump/electricity generator, controlled electron capture reaction, Hendershot
magnetic motor, N-1 homopolar generator, atomic isotope generator, closed-path homopolar generator,
switched energy resonant power system, high-voltage injection of rain water into cold fog, magnetic
propulsion engine, Nova phase change engine, LUMELOID™ light-polarizing photovoltaic film, global
wireless power transmission via Zenneck surface waves, LEPCON™ femto diode photovoltaic glass
sheet, Spiteri water pump, magnetic drive generator, maximum velocity wind turbine, laser-induced
fusion in ultra-dense deuterium, Bedini SG charger, Nova-Neal compression engine, cold fusion
thermionic generator, harmonic sphere flux resonator, and reactionless AC synchronous generator.
Miscellaneous – super-conductive manganite substrates, amplified ionization filtration technologies,
Sola-Q self-focusing omni-directional solar cooker, Aaftaab furnace, domestic lens, hydrosonic pump,
IPMS-Chernovitsky super ceramics, IPMS micro-channels and filters, IPMS-Kiev and Arzamas-16 super
magnets, capacitive step-down transformer, super steam technology, and new propulsion devices for
space including gravito magnetic device, space drive engine, Moe-Joe orgone energy cell, Walden
inertial propulsion, magnetic vortex drive engine, double magnetic fields plasma reactor, magnetogravitational converter (Searl effect generator), electron spiral toroid Spheromak micro-fusion reactor,
internal rotating plasma rings, nuclear electric rocket, David Burns’ anti-gravity spacecraft, inertia-less
craft and anti-gravity, atomic powered plasma rocket engine, tubular shaped interstellar space craft,
gravity control, electric propulsion with asymmetric capacitors, Cannae microwave drive, Nikola Tesla’s
flying saucer, meta-stable helium, and magnetic propulsion using semiconductors.
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Advanced Self-Powered Electric Transportation Vehicles – switched reluctance motor, fuel saver
that nearly doubles miles per gallon of gasoline, Stanley A. Meyer’s water fuel cell-powered car, waterfueled internal combustion engine with Garrett electrolytic carburetor, Brown’s gas carburetor, water-toenergy electrolysis process, Richardson blade-less Tesla-type steam turbine, water engine, noble gas
plasma engine, Clem over-unity vegetable oil engine, motive power generating device, multi-chambered
rotary compression engine, closed-cycle Freon/rotary turbine, 90+ mpg carburetor, conical vortex heat
exchange engine, four environmental heat engines, liquid electricity engine, Volcheck: engine powered
by gas with unusual expansion properties, Muller motor/generator, conversion of aluminum internal
combustion engine to magnetic motor, perm-mag motor, Walden amplified magnetic motor, other overunity magnetic motors, orgone energy motor, torsion field radio, advanced computer-controlled
suspension systems, monocoque (unibody) basalt/carbon fiber foam body/frame made with IPMS hightemperature gas plasma detonator, low-temperature diamond or titanium nitride coating of vehicle parts,
Cool Chips thermo-ionic refrigerator, IPMS thermal electric cooling devices, Sky Train, compressed airdriven air conditioner/heater, salt water flow cell, Sirius ultra-capacitor battery, electrostatic motor,
melanin battery/generator, Manelas battery charger, and one of possibly more than a dozen candidate
on-board fuel-less battery chargers.
Batteries/Energy Accumulators – solid-state Quantum High-Energy Density Storage or Retrieval
(QUENSOR™) device, Casimer effect self-charging energy cell, Bedini battery charger, catalyst induced
hydrino transition cell, Maxwell Technologies ultra-capacitor, IPMS crystal lattice energy storage/battery
device, nickel-iron battery, Edwin Baldwin’s super-capacitor, nickel metal hydride batteries, solid-state
lithium-ion batteries, liquid metal battery, John Hutchison’s self-charged battery, endless electric field
generator, Brown nuclear battery, Joe’s orgone energy cell, Moe-Joe orgone energy cell, Yasunori
Takahashi’s ultra-capacitor, thin-film electrolytic cells, organic quinine-based redox flow battery, Fisker
flexible solid-state battery, melanin battery-generator, graphene polymer battery, thermal energy battery,
graphene magnesium battery, and torsion field energy storage applications.
Radioactive Waste Treatment Methods – refresher-regenerator, Purdue University patent, Hawkings’
generator makes yard-long white spark of cold electricity several inches in diameter - substances
inserted in spark sometimes transmute to heavier elements, Gillembardo’s method, collective ion
accelerator treats both solid and liquid nuclear waste, Radha Roy’s transmutation process,
dematerialization devices A, B, C and D using highest powered positive ions ever, Russian process
uses liquid lead bismuth to trigger transforming in the form of neutrons, Barker invented easiest, most
effective, and least messy method for remediation of radioactive waste, Searl effect generator or David
Burns’ anti-gravity spacecraft for one-way trips out of the solar system, implosion machine is electric arc
welder modified to duplicate nature’s ball lightning, photo-deactivation using gamma rays, transmutation
of low-level nuclear waste into glassy substance with super high voltage, 96% reduction of radioactivity
by welding with Brown’s gas – further reduction is possible by utilizing liquefied Brown’s gas, combining
Brown’s gas with bucking magnetic fields inside a plasma ball, Thomas Bearden’s electromagnetic
conditioning method, accelerator-driven transmutation of waste, Brown’s gas-metal matrix process,
photoremediation, ZIPP fusion process, RIPPLE fission process, low-energy nuclear transmutation
electrolytic cells, plasma induced/injected transmutation, Kervran reactions, recovery of uranium from
incinerated low-level radioactive waste using super-critical CO2, AmoTerra process, geomelting can
encase nuclear waste in glass that is harder than concrete and lasts 200,000 years, higher group
symmetry electrodynamics, plasma gasification melting, e.coli – Birmingham University, flame-free
incineration in a catalyzer, John Hutchison’s raygun, fusion-fission hybrid reactor, ‘oranur effect’ method,
graphene oxide, thorium reactor, bacteria neutralizes liquid nuclear waste, and low-energy nuclear
remediation with ultra-low momentum neutron generator.
Gary Vesperman, 533 Tara Court, Boulder City, Nevada 89005-1152 702-435-7947
garyvesperman@yahoo.com
padrak.com/vesperman
commutefaster.com/vesperman.html
http://the-door.net/the-colorado-center/radioactivity-neutralization-methods-and-more/
“Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions” exhibit pdf – https://app.box.com/v/CLEANENERGYEXHIBIT.
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July 16, 2020
Bureau of Reclamation
Please include the following comment in the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement:
I have designed an exhibit "Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions" that is linked at padrak.com/vesperman. The
caption is

The Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions exhibits profiles of 22 Larger Generators, 34 Smaller Generators, 26
Advanced Self-Powered Electric Vehicle Innovations, 29 Radioactivity Neutralization Methods, 29 Space
Travel Innovations, 20 Technical Solutions to Water Shortages, and a Torsion Field School Network. The
exhibit also includes 49 movie posters and 88 colorful Hubble Space Telescope images. The exhibit can be
installed in conventions, festivals, and any suitable public buildings such as universities, city halls, museums,
shopping malls, and libraries.

The exhibit is also linked in commutefaster.com/vesperman.html.
A shorter more printable version with page numbers but without exhibit setup details nor movie posters is
linked at https://app.box.com/v/CLEANENERGYEXHIBIT.
Development and deployment of some of these clean energy inventions would yield significant environmental
and economic benefits.
Pertinent to the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline is the exhibit’s group of 20 Technical Solutions to Water
Shortages. Each of these water inventions should be proactively investigated and implemented where practical.
I have little doubt that some of these water inventions would be far less costly than the $1.7 billion cost of the
Lake Powell Pipeline.
The more promising water inventions include:
Air Wells
Everywhere on Earth, even in deserts, the surrounding atmosphere contains at least some water. The quantity of
water vapor contained within the air is commonly reported as a relative humidity, and this depends on
temperature – warmer air can contain more water vapor than cooler air. When air is cooled to the dew point, it
becomes saturated, and moisture will condense on a suitable surface. An air well is a structure or device that
collects water by promoting the condensation of moisture from air.
Designs for air wells are many and varied as reflected in that at least five dozen patents have been issued.
Active collectors collect water in the same way as a dehumidifier. Although the designs work well, they require
an inexpensive source of electricity to be practical. New, innovative designs seek to minimize the energy
requirements of active condensers or make use of renewable energy resources.
Kiev, Ukraine’s I. N. Frantsevich Institute of Problems of Materials Sciences has developed specially designed
capacitors which absorb energy when subjected to a flow of electrical current – producing a cooling effect. All
other known materials generate heat from electric current. Temperatures of -259 degrees Fahrenheit have been
produced.
Lake Powell Pipeline EIS
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Gary Vesperman
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The leads from a 9-volt battery are attached to the corners of a tarot card-sized flat black sample of this
material. Within 20 seconds, a layer of ice crystals covers the top surface. Within 30 seconds, a continuous
cloud of frozen ice crystals begins to pour off the upper surface of the suspended card. This material could be
used to extract abundant water from air with small amounts of electricity.
The Gallery of Clean Energy Inventions includes approximately three dozen candidate generators that could
provide cheap electricity for air wells. Generator/air well combos could be installed in the immediate vicinity of
buildings, farms and other water users.
Hydrosonic Pump
The hydrosonic pump is a mechanical rotating machine which converts plain water to steam at zero pressure
without the need for hot surfaces and consequently without the buildup of scale. The process seems to be
actually a form of fusion where collapsing microscopic bubbles momentarily create extremely high pressures
and temperatures. This controlled cavitation generates shock waves. The effect is immediate when the shaft
rotates in contrast to boilers which often take hours to reach boiling temperatures. The efficiency of conversion
of mechanical energy into heat energy is around 130%.
One application is to use a windmill to turn the shaft. Out of the nozzle emanates steam which drives a steam
turbine to produce electricity. The steam then enters a condenser from which can be obtained potable water and
hot water for space heating. The hydrosonic pump can also desalinate sea water and mineralized underground
water.

NASA engineers solved B ,
with Hydro Dynam,cs' fOIOI
Hydrosonic Pump lll The !
produce microscopic bub
buildup of unpunttes (scale

Primary Water
Japanese laboratory experiments have shown that there may be up to five times more water deep underground
than in all the oceans, lakes and rivers combined. Enormous quantities of pure virgin water can be located with
the aid of dowsing and withdrawn from crystalline rocks – particularly hard desert rocks. Primary water
originates through chemical processes deep within the earth.
Locating sources of primary water promising enough to justify the expense of drilling usually starts with
dowsing and observation of geological and biological indicators generally associated with sources of primary
water. Ground electrical resistivity measuring methods often help pinpoint narrow, conductive fractures in the
underlying bedrock which serve as conduits for water generated at depth.
Lake Powell Pipeline EIS
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A mining engineer has successfully located and drilled over 75 primary water wells in arid East Africa.

Near Damascus, Syria there is a spring
which resembles an underground river
several meters across which flows up and
out of a limestone formation. Its total flow
has averaged about 132,000 gallons per
minute at least since Roman times.
Fifty miles northeast of Las Vegas the very
short Muddy River apparently originates as
beautifully clear primary water (shown in the
photo).

In Boulder City, Nevada where I live there is a ridge along the north side of Boulder City. East of the top end of
the zip line there is a fault between red rocks and black rocks. Well drilling equipment could be hauled up a
road to the fault. It seems possible a well can be drilled down to a source of abundant pure primary water.
There may be other candidate locations in Utah and Nevada that seem to justify scouting as possible primary
water wells. I can provide the name and phone number of the mining engineer who knows how to locate
potential primary water wells.

Lake Powell Pipeline EIS
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Atmospheric Water Generation
An unlimited supply of fresh water in the form of water vapor is present in the atmosphere. The Atmospheric
Water Generation (AWG) process comprises of adding post-processing units to existing air conditioners and
refrigeration units to produce potable water. The AWG business uses refrigeration processes to cause water to
condense onto cold surfaces. The water is collected and processed for human consumption. The AWG units are
functionally identical to air conditioners, dehumidifiers, freezers, etc. These other systems that condense water
vapor typically waste the collected water. The AWG process adds a post-processing unit to a typical air
conditioner to produce clean water made acceptable for human consumption. The AWG process is better than
other forms of producing potable water such as rivers, lakes, wells, processed sea water, etc.

..

- - - - - - - - - - - - " " " ' : ' - - - . -......- - - - , Electrostatic
Evaporalor
Air Filter
Warm Air

.,

Out

Moist Air In

Warm Air

Out

At the bottom of padrak.com/vesperman is a 'grand' business plan for an inventions discovery, evaluation,
development and deployment organization.
Gary Vesperman
533 Tara Court
Boulder City, NV 89005-1152
702-435-7947
garyvesperman@yahoo.com
padrak.com/vesperman
commutefaster.com/vesperman.html
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0454-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jill Berglund <jillberglund@rocketmail.com>
Sunday, July 19, 2020 11:17 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] STOP LAKE POWELL PIPELINE

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Please do not build the Lake Powell pipeline. Do not want another Phoenix or Las Vegas to live
in.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

0454-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jimi Kestin <jimikestin@gmail.com>
Friday, July 17, 2020 6:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
Jimi Kestin EIS Letter.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Greetings;
Please see the attached letter to express my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline project which
is critical to our future in Southern Utah. Thank you
Jimi Kestin
(435)669-9070

I
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0455-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
July 20, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) as the best alternative to serve the growing needs of
southwestern Utah. Southwestern Utah grew 4.4% in 2019 while Washington County grew 5.6% in 2019,
the highest growth rates in the state. Over the past decade, Washington County’s population rose by
nearly 31% with 138,579 in 2010 to nearly an estimated 181,000 in 2019.
The economy in southwestern Utah continues to prosper. Total nonfarm employment grew at an
estimated 4% in 2019. Planning for this growth is a challenge for all public service providers including
our electric and water utilities. Due to its long-range water planning and engineering technologies, the
Washington County Water Conservancy District has developed enough water in Washington County to
adequately keep up with its demand to date.
But even with the best planning, given limitations on Virgin River supply and diversions to the district’s
off-stream reservoirs, local supplies will not meet the projected long-term demand. The LPP is the only
water source available to meet this demand. Conservation will also play a vital role in minimizing the
need for additional water, but development of new water sources, including LPP water, will be critical in
maintaining a safe and reliable supply of water for communities in southwestern Utah. Furthermore, the
long range reliability of the Lake Powell supply avoids the drastic economic losses that can occur if
businesses see a risk of unstable water supplies and cease to maintain and invest in the area.
Southwestern Utah is expected to continue growing given its high quality of life, business friendliness
and quality education system. The Lake Powell Pipeline is a crucial project that is needed to provide for
the future water needs of 10 communities in this region.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to complete its environmental impact statement and promptly issue its
decision to allow the construction of the LPP to begin.
Best regards,

Jimi Kestin
Assistant Vice President
State Bank of Southern Utah
St. George, Utah

0455-1
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0457-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Megan Bettilyon <megan.bettilyon@gmail.com>
Monday, July 13, 2020 5:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Say no to the LPP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
As a life-long resident of Utah, and a frequent visitor to the beautiful landscapes of Southern Utah, I am very opposed
to the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. Due to global climate change, community efforts towards water conservation
are more important now than they have ever been. I simply do not understand the logic of securing a secondary
source of water for a community that already uses more water per capita than other desert cities like Phoenix and
Tucson. If water consumption is truly an issue, then conservation efforts should be the first action, and based on the
comparative water consumption per capita per day of a resident of St. George vs a resident of Phoenix, there is much
that can still be done in Washington County. Water conservation efforts are much less expensive to the taxpayer than
investing in multi-million dollar water transfers that cannot guarantee the long-term availability of the water source.
The over taxation of the Colorado River that already exists will only be exacerbated by this expensive, risky and
superfluous pipeline. Not to mention that since UDWR has not yet secured the consent of the six other Colorado
River states, or the United States Congress, meaning that Utah has no legal claim to the water that would be
accessed by the LPP. Why have taxpayers already paid $36 million for a project that might not even be legal? Utah is
not the only state, nor is the United States the only country, that relies on the Colorado River. Continuing to use
taxpayer dollars for such a project before it has even been approved by all national stakeholders is selfish and
shortsighted.
In addition to the legal ramifications of allocating water that Utah does not yet have any legal right to, the
environmental impacts of the LPP would be significant and long lasting. Lake Powell is infested with quagga mussels,
and it is extremely likely that the completion of the LPP would result in similar infestations in other bodies of water in
Washington County, The cost of fighting these infestations alone is cost prohibitive, not to mention the negative
impacts it would have on drinking water and the beautiful natural habitats that Southern Utah is famous for. These
natural habitats would also be put at risk during the construction of the pipeline, requiring months and years of
construction in the Utah wilderness. Lake Powell and the construction of the Glen Canyon dam already destroyed
the cultural significance and historical beauty of Glen Canyon. To put this area through additional destruction is
irresponsible stewardship of stolen native lands.
I love Lake Powell. I grew up going there every summer with my family, and some of my most treasured memories
are framed by that blue water and those red and white cliffs. As I have gotten older, I have come to recognize the
environmental cost of that lake, and the emotional cost of losing such a lush indigenous heritage site, burying
centuries of history under water, just so I could go tubing with my family. My knowledge and experiences have
created a complex set of emotions towards this landscape, and this particular body of water. I love it and resent it at
the same time, and in the same breath. I don’t want to get rid of Lake Powell, but I don’t want to do more damage to
that area, and to the people from whom that land was stolen.
The construction of this pipeline is irresponsible for many more reasons than the few I have outlined here. Please
consider all the factors and stakeholders that will be affected by this project. The ends do not justify the means.
Yours in community,

--

0457-1
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Megan Bettilyon
She, her, hers
801.419.7140
megan.bettilyon@gmail.com
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0458-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ir

M'Leah Woodard <mleahwoodard@hotmail.com>
Saturday, July 18, 2020 12:42 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Greetings,
I am mostly really sad and sorry that USBR got stuck with this project. More than anything, it
seems that USBR is being strong-armed by the state of Utah, specifically under this federal
administration, to move quickly with this project. I feel bad for the USBR employees because
their days are filled with the political pressures and stress of Utah's Governor calling
Washington, and Washington turning around and putting pressure on USBR's Area Managers.
This project is not needed. More sane is aggressive water conservation for the next 20 years.
Washington County and St. George need to first learn how to conserve (and recycle!) before
they put a straw in Powell Reservoir. Before we go to the extremes contemplated in this
project, Washington County residents and businesses should be required to reduce use; they
need to cultivate a culture of good practice. Alas, they have not given a thought to conservation
and thus they have not earned the right to disrupt the environment, displace first nations burial
sites, harm wildlife, and invite invasive species to the disturbed area. The gallons per day per
capita in Washington County is among the highest in the world. It is unacceptable that the state
is even considering this project without aggressive conservation first.
This project seems to be driven primarily by fear on the state's part - fear that they will lose
their share of Colorado Compact water if they don't use it. I will look forward to the ensuing
lawsuits from the Kaibab Tribe, the State of Arizona, and environmental groups.
Reduction of agricultural water conservation was eliminated because it didn't meet the purpose
and need. Agriculture uses at least 60% of the water in Utah - often for alfalfa in the desert
and/ or at high elevations. A very poor policy indeed. I question the purpose and need - how it
was defined, who defined it. The scope of that question is driving this tragic and corrupt
process.
I urge you to choose the no action alternative.
0458-1

1. Southern Alternative. Four booster pumps. How much energy will those use? Will that
energy be solar and if not, why not? Where is the energy coming from to pump that
water uphill? What are the carbon effects of that pumping? The climate change effects?

0458

The BLM and NPS are being strong-armed into issuing easements across my public
lands. It is not clear whether the pipeline will be above ground or below.
2. Sub Alternative 2: Here, the pipeline crosses an Area of Critical Environmental Concern. I
am pissed that you plan to shrink the Area of Critical Environmental Concern. The BLM
took the time and spent the energy to put that area into their planning documents and
to manage accordingly. You now wish to blast through there, fouling yet another
beautiful place in the Grand Canyon ecosystem. This is unacceptable and unreasonable.
If you do not choose the no action alternative, then I urge you to stick with Sub Alternative 1
because no other reasonable alternative exists.
This project should be disallowed due to climate change concerns alone. Dewatering the Green
and Colorado rivers is unacceptable and unreasonable.
Cultural resources: Two hundred + identified cultural sites. This is a mere percentage of the
accurate number of sites. The damage is irreparable. Would the mormons allow disruption to
200+ of their burial and cultural sites? Additional action to further this country's genocide of
first nations peoples and cultures is unacceptable and unreasonable. Kaibab Tribe: "No formal
agreements have been reached." Read the Tribe has rightfully told USBR and the state of Utah
to fuck off?
Aquatic species: How will you ensure that muscles don't get into pipes and affect water quality?
This money is better spent taking down Glen Canyon Dam and draining Powell Reservoir - for
reasons that are obvious.
Threatened and Endangered Species: Death by 1,000 cuts, both plant and animal.
This project has bad vibes and should not be further pursued. Projects like this continue to rob
me of my natural resources and to rape Glenn Canyon and the greater Grand Canyon
ecosystem. Further affront is that I am paying for this project twice - federal taxes to BOR and
state taxes to Utah.
I am confident that your decision-maker is in Washington. I am confident that this person does
not know the strength, breadth, or depth of the community that opposes this project. I am
confident that this project will be delayed by years due to litigation. What a tragic waste. A two
billion dollar project is better than aggressive conservation? Interesting logic.
"In the abundance of water, the food is thirsty." Bob Marley.
It seems harder and harder these days to simply do the right thing. The right thing here is the
no action alternative.

In closing:

0458

" Conflict researchers argue that 'governance grounded in conventional bureaucratic rationality
too often produced results grounded in adversarial rather than deliberative processes'
(citations omitted). Although technical expertise remains a necessary part of the policy
development process, relying solely on professional expertise can often result in conflict over
which expert should make the final decision and which scientific evidence to rely on. Further,
communication with the public of such decisions often takes on a 'decide, announce, defend'
approach (citations omitted). Without involvement of the public in the decision-making
process, public acceptance and adherence is minimal or nonexistent. This often leads to
dissatisfaction among stakeholders and the public, perpetuating the division between the
government and the public (citations omitted). Inadequate representation of interested and
affected parties is one of the leading criticisms of these traditional processes (citations
omitted). If decision makers involve the public through formal public involvement processes
such as the . . . NEPA, they often conceptualize communication as a one-way transfer of
information from experts to public.
Although community members and organizations are invited to comment, . . . participants are
dissatisfied and distrustful as they feel their input has little or no impact. Critics suggest that
such procedures often give only the appearance of participation, since the agencies may not
seriously consider the comments and testimony when they implement policy. Many feel this
approach could be characterized as inform, invite, and ignore" [Emphasis added].
Clarke, T. and Peterson, T.R., Environmental Conflict Management. California State University
(Channel Islands, USA) 2015.
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0459-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ashley Gries <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, July 16, 2020 9:11 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Contrary to your very one-sided form letter, the potential effects of the Lake Powell Pipeline are
enormous and would set a horrendous precedent. I urge you to reconsider.
Sincerely,
Ashley Gries
ashleygries@gmail.com
53716

I
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0461-1 Other
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 4:49 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Heather Dove: Washington County doesn't need Lake Powell Pipeline water The Salt Lake Tribune

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
0461-1

https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2020/07/13/heather-dove-washington/

Sent from my iPhone

0462

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

richard kohler <rrkarchitect@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 16, 2020 10:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
rrkarchitect
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline cost of conservation
Conservation Cost through Water Rate Increases.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see attached.
Richard Kohler
1020 Bloomington Drive
St. George, Utah
702.445.3650
rrkarchitect@gmail.com

0462
Conservation Cost through Water Rate Increases
Lake Powell Pipeline

0462-1 Socioeconomics

Conserve Southwest Utah has advocated the use of tiered water budget rates as a means to
reduce water use, and suggested that Washington County should adopt water rates similar to
those of the Irvine Ranch Water District in Southern California. Current rates shown below.
Note the Irvine Ranch Base Rate is $2.67/1,000 gallons with a top rate of $18.22/1,000 gallons
Monthly Water Rates for Fiscal Year 2020-21
lrvme Ranch Rate Area - Res1dent1al Water Rates

Tier

% of Monthly Water Budget

% of Monthly Water Budget

Residential with Outdoor

Multi- Family with No Outdoor

FY 2020-21 Rates
Per CCF
1 CCF = 748 gallons

Tier 1 Low Volume

0-40%

0-50%

$1.47

Tier 2 Base Rate•

41-100%

51-100%

$2.00
$2.67 /1000 Gallons

Tier 3 Inefficient

101-140%

101-120%

$4.86

Tier 4 Wasteful

141+

121+

$13.63
$18.22/1000 Gallons

$1.96/1000 Gallons

$6.49/1000 Gallons

*your monthly water budget

St. George City has adopted a tiered water rate structure also intended to reduce water use. Note
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the St. George’s Base Rate is $1.00/1,000 gallons with a top rate of $3.55/1,000 gallons.
Conserve Southwest Utah insists that “conservation” accomplished by higher water budget rates
similar to those of Irvine Ranch will eliminate the need for the Lake Powell Pipeline, but CSWU
neglects the cost of such “conservation”. If we simply take the difference in base and top rates
between St. George and Irvine Ranch, we can estimate what that suggested conservation cost
might be.
Base
Top

$2.67 IR
$18.22 IR

$1.00 SG
$3,55 SG

=
=

$1.67/1,000 gallons
$14.67/1,000 gallons

The Lake Powell Pipeline is projected to deliver 86,249 acre feet of water. There are 325,851
gallons in an acre foot or a total of 28,104,322,899 gallons/per year. At $1.67/1,000 gallons the
cost of “conservation” is $46,934,219 per year. (At $14.67/1,000 gallons the cost of
“conservation” becomes $412,290,416 per year.) In any case, suggested rate increases are a cost
of conservation.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ryan Gers <ryangers@gmail.com>
Monday, July 13, 2020 7:49 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Hello,
Im not sure if this is where I send my comment regarding the Lake Powell pipeline since the
instructions on the website were not clear. If this is not the venue, please let me know where I
can submit my concern.
Based on what I've read and seen, I believe a pipeline from the lake is more of a short term
answer but not feasible in the long run. Lake Powell cannot sustain an additional community as
large as Washington county especially with global warming and less water available in the
southwest.
The true solution for the long term is for the county to impose strict water conservation laws and
actually enforce them. The people in this county are quite wasteful with water and we cant afford
to keep living like that in this climate especially if the population is expected to increase. For
example, everyday I walk to work and see water sprinklers over saturating lawns to the point that
the water runs like a river down the street. And its not just one complex or house, its across the
whole neighborhood. And they run everyday which is completely unnecessary. Those sprinklers
need to be regulated not only in quantity of water usage but frequency of operation.
Another example to reduce water usage is to require businesses to install sensors for the taps in
their bathrooms. For homes, the county can increase the monthly fees for overuse of water,
which can also be placed on businesses. If a home goes above the limit set by the county, then
the owners get either fined or their water bill increases exponentially. That way, people reduce
their usage and the county can gain some new sources of funding for additional water
conservation efforts.
Overall, the pipeline will help but its a bandaid covering the main problem which is overuse of
water in the county. We need to cure the underlying problem by enacting strict conservation
laws, not just develop a short-sighted, environmentally unfriendly and expensive short term
solution.
Hopefully our community opinions and suggestions are being taken seriously. I await to see what
the county's decision will be. Thank you for your time.
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Respectfully,
Ryan Gers
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

steve@rainbowsign.net
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 7:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
LPP Letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Baxter, please consider my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Letter attached
Thank you,
Steve Davis
Rainbow Sign & Banner
181 East Riverside Drive
Saint George, UT 84790
Cell: 435-862-7612
Office: 435-628-5107
email: steve@rainbowsign.net
web: Visit our product gallery!
we love reviews: Tell us how we did!

l'Rll1'NBOW
SIGN & BANNER

GRAPHICS, SIGNS AND SERVICE

DONE FAST. DONE RIGHT.
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July 14, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo, UT
Mr. Baxter:
I am the owner of Rainbow Sign & Banner in St. George, Utah. As a businessman, I am honored
to have served the state of Utah for over 25 years, growing from a local shop to a state-wide
enterprise. Trust is the foundation of my business. It is the philosophy I have used to help
promote other businesses and our community. By investing in one another, we promote
economic stability for St. George, Washington County, and all of Utah.
Four years ago, Forbes magazine named Utah as the best state in the nation for business, careers
and overall economic outlook. From 2008-2016, it listed Utah as one of the top four states for
economic diversity. In response to the announcement, Val Hale, executive director of the
Governor's Office of Economic Development said, "Utah's unprecedented partnerships between
business, government, education and our communities ensure a winning economy."
Our region's most recent challenge of continued growth and limited water supply provides
another opportunity for developing partnerships that will engender trust, ensure success, and
build the economy. The proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) will meet our growing need for
water and will bring economic diversity to the area.
First, LPP will be funded locally. The Washington County Water Conservancy District's Board
has developed a payment strategy that will collect fees, water rates, and property taxes from
direct beneficiaries of the water pipeline. This means that the project is self-sufficient, for and by
the people it is designed to serve. The plan is affordable.
Second, water supplies derived from LPP deliveries are anticipated to generate an additional $11
billion in income tax revenue through the year 2060. Sales tax revenue supported by the LPP is
estimated to generate another $9.4 billion in that same time frame. These dollars will support
new roads, schools, improvements to public safety, and other public initiatives. Investing in LPP
is investing in our communities.
Third, it is anticipated LPP will also support 120,000 new jobs and more than 10,000 businesses.
Monies from these new endeavors associated with the project inject diversity into the local
economy, creating the possibility for new investment and the opportunity for entrepreneurs like
myself to start businesses.
181 East Riverside Dr. St. George, UT 84790

435-628-5107 Ralnbowslgn.net
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The LPP represents an economic opportunity for all of its water users, stakeholders and
beneficiaries. I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to select the preferred alternative and move
forward with its Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Steve Davis
Owner, Rainbow Sign & Banner
St. George, Utah

181 East Riverside Dr.

St. George, UT 84790

435-628-5107

Rainbowsign.net
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Steve Handy <stevehandy@le.utah.gov>
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 3:19 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Letter of Support
Lake Powell Pipeline Letter of Support 7-15-2020.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir
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HOUSE
Stephen Handy
Layton, Utah
REPRESENTATIVE
STEPHE G. HA DY
DISTRICT 16
DAVIS COUNTY

OF

0466-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

REPRESENTATIVES

STATE

OF

UTAH

1355 E. 625 N.
LAYTON, UTAH 84040
CELL (801) 979-8711
HOME (801) 529-1287
EMAIL: stevehandy@le.utah.gov

June 12, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I have served on the Utah Legislature since 2010 representing the 16th legislative
district. My committee assignments include: Chairman, Public Utilities, Energy, and
Technology; Member, Natural Resources, Environment, and Agriculture; Member,
Natural Resources, Environment, and Agriculture Appropriations. In that role I have
worked on environmental issues including clean air and energy issues. I have supported
clean air initiatives in Utah including those to encourage reduction of tailpipe pollutants.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline project to help meet the water needs of southern
Utah. I am encouraged that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement shows there will
be negligible to minor impacts to short-term and long-term air quality from the project's
construction and operation. The impacts were so minimal it was eliminated from further
consideration.
Among the impacts studied, the majority appear to show minor or negligible impact. For
those that have a moderate to major impacts, appropriate mitigation is recommended.
Since it appears the project can be built in an environmentally responsible manner, I ask
the Bureau of Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision for the Southern Alignment.

/
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July 2, 2020
Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As the past director---6£-the --Ut1th"-Bivisiert-ef-Water Resources, I believe water

development and wateL.coDs.eoratiou are both ab:mlute necessities. The Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) is the best 'Ya~for Washington County to supplement its water supply. It
has the fewest environmentalanci' water resources impact on the area. The proposed
water supply for the·J:::PPfromtheCotorad-cr·Riveri~Utah's by compact and will be used
somewhere in Utah atsom@.tim,e,............ ---•=-.·"·
Water conservation is also essential in Waph#~gton County, and equally important
throughout the entire state of Utah, however, ron~ervation alone will not solve the water
resource issues. Water conservation has 1ruid'~iiiiljnish back the demand for additional
water and the willingness oflocal residences to,inafw significant landscape modification
as part of its water conservation effort could also:.stretch the existing water supply. But
even then, additional water will be needed at ·some time to meet future population
needs.
-...,~:~.,, '.;•sr. ,,c!\. -~, - ~
Washington and County currently has appr~xi~ateiy 60,000 acre feet of annual reliable
water supplies and most local resources are developed. Studies estimate an additional
100,000 acre feet of water will be needed annually by 2060. The quantity of water
needed to meet this demand is not available locally.
Utah needs to continue growing to provide jobs and housing for our posterity and those
who want to live here. I believe that the LPP is the best way for Washington County to
gmw responsibly. LPP must move forward to meet water demand and system
reliabHity.
Water projects take decades to permit, plan and build. I urge the Bureau of Reclamation
to complete its Environmental Impact Statement and issue its Record of Decision. It's
time to develop the LPP to secure the state's Colorado River.

Dennis Strong, P .E.
Former director, Utah Division of Water Resources
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July 2, 2020

Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East LakC'view Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:

It was my honor to serve as.the Citylvlanap;er.for my hometown of St. George, Utah for 41 years.
Being a city manager brings opportunities.and.challenges. You gain an understanding of the citizens,
economy, infrastrw::tµrt;SllYjfQP.U.)J:JJtaLqw.aJity ~nd everything else required for the ebb and flmv of

life.
' ,'f·; ·,·

. Growing up in St. George, it was understoqd that, if you \,Vanted opportunities--advanced degrees,
career, etc.--you had to leave the area. Th6re was vei-y little industry, the economy was poor, and
there were only a handful of businesses. \1(/henI was eventually able to come back as city manager,
one of my main goals and biggest challenges .was developing and ensuring economic opportunity.
Today St. George is a thriving city. From 2005c-2010, it was the second-fastest growing rnctro area in
the United States. By 2019, it had reached #1 in that ranking. It is also frequently listed as the most
secure place to live, one of the best small cities for building businesses and careers, and is often
included in the "Best Places to Live" in the United States.

In St. George, we have a history of respecting our environment including water resources and its
use. Living in the desert, you learn to respect water and be a good steward of it. Water is the key to
our economic security and having a consistent water supply is essential to the survival of this
community.

Together ,vith the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD), the City of St.
George has been able to continue this legacy of resourcefulness. In fact, a recent audit conducted by
a nationally recognized water conservation expert concludes that the WCWCD's conservation
program is "on par with other notable programs in the western United States and exceeds those of
other entities of a similar size and customer base." Maddaus \Xi'ater Management compared
WCWCD's conservation program of that of 10 other similarly situated western ,,Tater agencies with
vigorous conservation programs. Maddaus concluded that \'vCWCD's program budget, spending
and staffing efforts equal or exceed those of se,'eral other similarly situated water agencies. I
Over the years, St. George bas developed an array of conservation and efficient water use practices
saving millions of gallons annually, including:
• Tiered water rates
• Using re-use water for golf courses and city properties
• Passing water efficiency building codes
• Watering restrictions and schedules
• Offering conservation rebates
• Providing conservation education and outreach opportunities via classes and events
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Housing the state's first desert conservation garden, Red Hills Desert Garden

Our communitv. is criticized bv. some who claim ,vc use much more water than other desert
communities. Utah has one of the most comprehensive water reporting practices in the nation,
reporting all treated and untreated water use. While this practice is important for planning purposes,
it often gives the false impression that Utah uses more water than other states.
·Cities and states have different ways of calculating water use there isn't a national standard. These
varied calculation methods drastically alter the numbers, which is why using gallons per capita per
day (GPCD) is not an accurate number to compare communities' water use numbers.
As the hottest, most arid county in Utah, water conservation is critical for our city. \\:,'e ha,Te worked
closely with \X,'CWCD on making significant changes to save water. Southern Utah's landscapes have
half the amount of grass, averaging 35 1'.lii, compared to no1·thcrn Utah's 70(1/!i. Washington County
was the
county to meet the governor's statewide water conservation goal to reduce use by 25
percent. And we plan to do more.
Through my decades of experience, I've learned that "seeking balance" is the most effective
solution. \Xlhile balancing water availability, use and conservation along with growth, development
and quality life is not an easy task, I believe it is our duty to do so.
It is for these reasons that I support the development of the Lake Powell Pipeline and urge the
Bureau of Reclamation to complete its Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.
This water project is one of the
to achieving the balance in this region and ensuring this
community thrives for generations to come.

0470-1
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Mr. Rick Baxter
. , . '· - ... , . ., .............. . .
,.
Program Manager ·····--·· .
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office __,, _ · ,. · ···•· .... · ,. · ·· · ··•·•··' ~·
302 East Lakeview Parkway
~ "·· • ....... ··
. .. . -··-.
Provo, UT 84606
.v

..

.. •,,.

Mr. Baxter:

I

' ..-;•, ,::.1...,_ '

-:JI ,,. ,

.. . ,

'..,;•,

I am Chief Marketing and Communications Officer for Dixie State University and in that role, I
teach leadership and Mrnmunication eourses . .J .ha:v.e been impressed with the leadership of the
Washington County Water Conservancy;Di•strict ,has shown in the planning and pe1mitting of the
Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Project. .· · , · . 1, . l, 1
Extensive studies of alternatives to the LPP have shown it is essential to meeting the region's
water needs. While no one water project will provide all the water we need in the future, the LPP
is a critical part of our district's comprehensive, long-term water supply plan. That plan includes
both new water sources and continued water conservation. Washington County was the first
county in Utah to meet the Governor's 25 percent conservation goal and has plans to reduce water
use even more.
The LPP is a regional water project developed by the Utah Division of Water Resources
in partnership with the Washington County Water Conservancy District. At full capacity,
the LPP will deliver up to 86,249 acre-feet of water each year. The LPP allows Utah to
use water it already has aright to and stores in Lake Powell. 'Ve ne~d the LPP to improve
our water system's reliability, to protect against inevitable drought, and to meet the needs
of growing communities.
Today, the Virgin River Basin alone supplies most of southern Utah's residents. If there is a
drought, contamination or a delivery system failure, the Virgin River will have a crisis of the
magnitude only seen in other states. The LPP is an essential back-up, adding a second water
source to our system.
The area has suffered 12 droughts over the past 20 years, and that pattern will continue
with climate change. The LPP stores more water closer to home to protect our
community during droughts.
Finally, the LPP supports our growing communities. Today, our schools, hospitals,
utility companies and businesses are expanding in preparation for ongoing growth. Water

225 Soulh University Ave nue I Sl Ge or ge , UT 84770
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0471-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

providers must do the same-especially since most water projects take decades to plan,
permit and build.
Without the LPP, Southern Utah would attempt to meet water demand through mandated,
restrictive conservation measures and the use of less desirable water sources. This type of
conservation would severely limit or eliminate outdoor watering, dry up parks, kill trees,
and impact our quality of life.
We would need to buy water from farms, drying them up. We would be forced to treat
local water sources using an expensive, energy-intensive and environmentally damaging
reverse osmosis treatment. We would need to reuse more wastewater. In the end, these
alternatives are more expensive than the LPP and do not deliver as high of quality of
water.
0471-1

Like generations before us, I want to leave Utah a better place for our children and
grandchildren. No single generation can afford to build a water supply project. Previous
generations had the foresight to invest in the system we enjoy today. The LPP will keep
Southern Utah a desirable place to live, do business and visit. For these reasons, I ask the
Bureau of Reclamation to select the Southern Alternative in its Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Dr. Jordon Sharp
St. George, Utah

225 Sout h Univers i ty Avenue I St George, UT B4770

Phone : [ 435] 65 2- 7500

www . di xie .edu
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Suzanne Moore
Business Relationship Manager

Commercial Banking Group
1 South Main St.
St. George, UT 84 770
435.67 4.8015

Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.

July 13, 2020
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Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
.,.. -"-!--·· •,·
Provo, UT 84606
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Dear Mr. Baxter;
Our region has experienced significant job growth over the past several years. In 2019, Washington
County's total nonfarm payroll employment grew by 4%, with the largest private-sector employment
increases in education and health services. State governmental jobs grew by 4% and its local
government jobs by 6.2%. One primary driving factor for job growth experienced over the past
several years is the influx of new residents. Demand for water will increase as our population
continues to grow.
The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has implemented a comprehensive
plan that promotes greater conservation and facilitates the transition of its customers to more desertwise landscapes. However, given limitations on Virgin River supply and diversions to off-stream
reservoirs, as well as water quality limitations unique to the Virgin River, local supplies will not
meet long-term demand. Without the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP), WCWCD demand will exceed
supply with the shortfall starting in about 2028. The LPP is the only water source available to meet
this demand.
The economic analysis ofLPP indicates that Washington County's revenue sources will be more
than sufficient to fully fund its water infrastructure requirements, including the LPP and ensure a
safe, stable and sufficient water supply for the next half-century. The combination of water rates,
impact fees and property taxes have the capacity to generate more than $6 billion in incremental
revenue through 2060. Income tax revenue supported by the LPP is estimated to generate over $11
billion. Sales tax revenue supported by the LPP is estimated to generate over $9.4 billion.
Growing communities rely on well-functioning water and sewer systems. While more federal help
would be welcome, Utah is taking the lead with financing the LPP believing that higher-quality and
more efficient water infrastructure will boost productivity and support long-term economic growth.

!P(tlD-PP¥]l~O PJR~E~r~ lJC~Y.a::c
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We are fortunate to live in a state capable of underwriting this crucial infrastructure project, and in a
community with an economic engine able to pay for the water deliveries.
0472-1

We look forward to the completion of the environmental studies and the Bureau of Reclamation
issuing its Record of Decision so our communities can plan on benefiting from a sustainable water
supply for many years to come.
Sincerely,

1::2::::,:~~

Business Relationship Manager
Wells Fargo Bank
1 S. Main St.
St. George UT 84770
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Austin Taylor <12tayloaush@gmail.com>
Saturday, July 25, 2020 2:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Opposition to Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Dear Bureau of Reclamation

I am writing this letter to voice my opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
As a child growing up in St. George I was unaware of the waste all around me. As I've
traveled the US and come back to St. George, I've realized how much water residents
are wasting on lawns, non-native landscaping, and other home uses. Now I can't unsee
it--it's sickening.
You have used artificially inflated "needs" for water to justify this pipeline. Washington
County residents can and should use far less water than they do now.
Instead of spending $2 billion on a pipeline that will only induce demand for more water-an unsustainable proposition, let's change our habits and use less. I believe
Washington County residents would be willing to change if they realize how necessary it
is.
Let's start with increased water rates which could pay for rebates for investments in
increased water efficiency. Changing our habits will not only save taxpayers over $2
billion, but also be better for our environment.
-Austin Taylor
435-705-3519
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dan Hartman <dan@hmgrp.co>
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Baxter BOR Letter
BOR.Baxter.LPPEIS.Letter.07212020.pdf

Importance:

High

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Mr. Baxter
BOR
Please find enclosed my letter regarding the Lake Powell Pipeline for your considerations.
Dan Hartman
dan@hmgrp.co
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7/20/20
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Please find my letter of support for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). I am quite familiar with the project
dating back to the Utah Legislature’s action creating this State project just after the turn of this century. I
am also very familiar with the history of the Colorado River, the Compact and the wisdom and courage
of decisions made by our State and Regional leaders in the first decade of the 20th Century. Had they
not taken the actions they did, also in an era of political uproar, controversy and difference of opinion,
Utah would not be the economic and geographic envy of the United States today.
I do not currently own property in Washington County but I have in the past 15 years. I was previously
in the construction materials business in the County and I am very aware of the population growth since
the mid-1990’s. I am very familiar with the projection that the Washington County population will nearly
triple by 2060 and what that will mean for the demand for water.
I am very involved in State-wide water conservation efforts and commend Washington County and the
Washington County Water Conservancy District for their very successful work done in this area. But I
know that we cannot conserve our way out of what will be an exponential increase in the demand for
water. This State, as I have written above, is what it is today because of the decisions made over a
hundred years ago. We are again at a 100-decision point, this time on accessing our rightful share of
the Colorado River by virtue of the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
I watched very closely, as another, very recent action by the Utah Legislature in the 2020 General
Session, when HCR22 (Concurrent Resolution Concerning the Protection, Development, and Beneficial
Use of Utah’s Colorado River Compact Allocation) was passed by a very large majority in the House
and unanimously in the Senate and signed by the Governor. One section of that bill reflects my opinion:
“NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Legislature of the state of Utah, the Governor
concurring therein, encourage: (1) the state, through its agencies with water supply
responsibilities, including the Division of Water Resources and the Division of Water Rights, to
expeditiously develop and place to beneficial use wherever within the state the need may arise,
the water apportioned to Utah under the Compacts, consistent with the Law of the River…”
My knowledge, research and personal experience with the history of water in Utah, the history of the
LPP, and the concept financial plan to construct and pay for it, leads me to the unmistakable conclusion
that it is a vital project. It is necessary to not only meet the tremendous future growth but also to legally
and rightfully and FINALLY capture Utah’s existing water shares.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to issue its Record of Decision in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline
Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,
Dan Hartman
PO Box 901505
Sandy, UT 84090
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0477-1 Climate Change - General
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 8:02 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] What happens in Vegas, may come from the Arctic?

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI - What happens in Vegas, may come from the Arctic?
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/07/200722142739.htm
Ancient climate records from Leviathan Cave, located in the southern Great Basin, show that Nevada
was even hotter and drier in the past than it is today, and that one 4,000-year period in particular may
represent a true, ''worst-case'' scenario picture for the Southwest and the Colorado River Basin -- and
the millions of people who rely on its water supply.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Randy Aton <raton@infowest.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2020 4:57 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] comments on DEIS for LPP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
Thank you for allowing me to comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). I am writing to express my
opposition to the LPP. This project has been a disaster since its inception and the most recent proposal
has, again, refused to address the glaring flaws in attempting a project of this magnitude.
The mission statement of the BOR is “to manage, develop, and protect water and related resources in
an environmentally and economically sound manner in the interest of the American public.” So you
have a responsibility to us to manage the water that is in the Colorado River. That water has been
allocated by the 1922 Colorado River Compact. The compact further divides the water volume in acrefeet/year (AFY) between the Upper and Lower basin states. Utah is attempting to transfer water from
the Upper basin to the Lower basin so that it can run the LPP from Lake Powell to Washington County.
It has not secured the approval from the other states yet to do that, which the DEIS does not address
other than to to say that Utah is “addressing this question”. This is a huge issue since Utah must also
get Congress’ approval. In a time of serious water shortage, like we are experiencing now, it is highly
unlikely that either approval will be easy to get. The BOR’s DEIS must include a requirement that Utah
has secured the necessary permissions before it approves the LPP. If you don’t include this, you will be
failing “to manage…and protect water….in an…economically sound manner” in the interest of the
residents of Utah, in general, and Washington county, in particular. Utah taxpayers have already paid
over $36 million for the LPP studies and Utah may not even have the legal right to transport water in
the LPP. The fact that the 1922 Compact over allocated the water in the Colorado is common
knowledge. If Utah is able to transfer its allocation from the upper to the lower basin, it will be a
“junior” water right. Given the over allocation, the LPP might be pumping paper water (air) versus wet
water. But the residents of Washington county will still be left with the bill for the construction and no
way to pay it back. The BOR would be derelict in their DEIS and their mission if they approved this
multi-billion dollar project, and there was no water to pump through the pipeline.
The DEIS does not accurately consider the conservation alternative. It arbitrarily states that all
alternatives must provide an additional 86,000 AFY from a “second source.” A system loss of 15.4%
was added to justify this additional water and the need for a second source. The DEIS also says that
there is a 240 GPCD need, when this is way more than most other municipalities in the southwest use.
The conservation alternative is not only a more rational way of getting enough water, but it is by far the
most economical (remember the BOR mission statement!) alternative. It is not reasonable to not
consider the conservation alternative just because of a faulty “second source” perceived requirement.
We live in the desert and should align our life to that environment and not try to create an unnatural

0478-1
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0478-2 Water Supply
green grass-flowing water landscape. I am appalled that the BOR DEIS would favor a multi-billion dollar
pipeline when Washington county has some of the highest rates of water use in the country.
0478-2

Along this same line, the BOR DEIS introduced an arbitrary 15 year “reserve buffer” requirement that
stated a water demand for 2060, but calculated for a population in 2075. Also the DEIS does not
consider the potential that future technology can help with extending our available local water. The
population and water use projections that the Washington County Water Conservancy District
(WCWCD) used originally to justify the pipeline were wrong. Saying that an increase in population
would automatically require an increase in water was proven incorrect. In 2010 the water use for the
district was 27,000 AFY. In 2017 the use had gone down to 24,000 AFY, even though the population
had grown by 10,000 people. And this was without a serious effort by the WCWCD at conservation.

0478-3
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In closing I want to state in clear language my total and unequivocal opposition to this unnecessary and
costly pipeline project. As a Utah Washington county resident, I do not want to have to pay for this
boondoggle.
Sincerely,
Randy Aton
202 Valley View Dr.
Springdale, UT

0478-4 Alternatives

0478-5 Socioeconomics

NEPA requires federal agencies to prefer alternatives that minimize damage to the natural and human
environment (back to your mission statement). Construction of the LPP is far more environmentally
damaging than the conservation alternative. LPP construction would add to the industrialization of the
highway 89 corridor, which runs through some of the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument.
There would be pump stations, power lines, parking lots, substations, lights, access roads, maintenance
traffic, fencing, etc. required for the pipeline project. And some of this would be in areas that the
protected Mojave desert tortoise inhabits. The largest industry in Washington and Kane counties is the
tourism industry, which relies on the scenic beauty of the area. Building and maintaining this pipeline
would be a huge scar on and adversely affect both this landscape and the tourism industry that the
counties depend on.
Finally, the BOR is using a “benefits transfer” economic analysis to suggest that Washington county
residents would be better off with the pipeline. The analysis assumes great benefit from areas that
BOR fails to name. A full cost/benefit analysis study should be done specifically for Washington county
with input from third party and objective economists. As an example, a group of economists from the
University of Utah and BYU issued a report in 2015, which said that the cost of the pipeline would be
not be recovered in the way that the WCWCD has figured….new impact fees, population increases,
moderate increase of water rates, and increase of property taxes. None of the district’s calculations
added up to near enough to cover the construction and maintenance costs of the pipeline. This BOR
“benefits transfer” is a slight of hand short cut to avoid the hard work of identifying the real costs of the
LPP for Washington county residents. Look at what the U of U and BYU economists said about the real
costs and include that in your DEIS.
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From: Randy Vorhies <rbvorhies@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 5:06 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] LPP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0479-1

Dear Sir: As a mech. engr., I am well aware of the need to do adequate feasibility studies of projects.
I’m very concerned about this for the pipeline project. Please ensure a thorough review is done,
including alternatives that need fully considered. With climate change/drought conditions and water
shortages in the Colorado River basin existing today, it’s probable enough water won’t exist to supply
Southwest utah thru this project. We owe it to everyone’s future to do this right the first time. Thank
you very much. Randy Vorhies, Washington, Ut.
Sent from my iPhone
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E-Mail: blast@utah.gov

June 29, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
I am writing to urge the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) to advance the Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) by finalizing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and issuing a Record of Decision
for the Southern Alternative. The draft EIS confirms Washington County needs the water, would
benefit from a second water source and conservation alone will not meet future water demands
- these findings underscore the essential nature of this project to our future.
I serve as a member of the Utah House of Representatives and live in Hurricane, Utah, which is
part of the St. George Metropolitan area in Washington County. I have served in the state
Legislature for nearly 20 years and currently hold the position· as chair, Executive Appropriations
Committee (EAC). The EAC serves as the "hub" committee for eight subcommittees of the Joint
Appropriations Committee (JAC), and formulates a statewide budget for consideration of the
JAC.
In 2006, the Utah Legislature passed the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act with a vote of
96-1. The intent of the legislation was to secure the future of Southern Utah by making sure
current and future generations have a diverse and reliable water source. The bill had
tremendous support because we understood then, just as we understand now, that water is the
most precious resource iri our state.
This understanding was -demonstrated again by current leadership in the passing of HCR 22
(attached) in the 2020 legislative session. I was the chief sponsor of that Resolution that states
Utah's intent to use its Colorado River water in an efficient and responsible manner. Utah's
allocation "will be necessary to nieet the needs of an expanding economy and growing
population." Utah has a right to use its legal appropriation of Colorado River water for the benefit
of our current and future generations.
The Utah Board of Water Resources (Board) has broad authority to finance, construct and
operate large-scale water infrastructure projects throughout our state. This includes contracting
with local and regional water districts to develop and ultimately transfer title to water projects.
Most communities in Utah have borrowed money from the Board to finance a water
infrastructure project. The Board has financed approximately 1,500 water projects, at very
favorable terms, and all have been or are in the process of being repaid .
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0482-1 Socioeconomics

The LPP is projected to cost approximately $1.4 billion. I was pleased to read in the draft EIS
that the project is economically feasible and affordable. This same conclusion was reached in
the 2019 legislative audit, that stated the Washington County Water Conservancy District
(WCWCD) has the revenue capacity to pay for the project. The audit was conducted in
response to a legislative request to provide the state with an independent review of the financial
viability of the project. In all hypothetical repayment structures, district revenues exceeded the
amount required to repay the state.
The WCWCD is a not-for-profit wholesale water provider to several cities in southwestern Utah.
WCWCD has three methods of repaying the state, with interest, for its initial outlay of funds to
pay for the project: impact fees, water rates and property taxes. It's anticipated that up to 75
percent of repayment will come from impact fees - one-time fees collected from those who are
developing property that will depend on the district to provide water.
0482-1

With lower water rates than some other western cities, the district can increase water rates at a
measured pace. For example, an increase of $1 per 1,000 gallons, phased in at 10 cents per
year over 10 years, translates into $1.57 billion in incremental water rate revenue through 2065
when applied to total estimated water deliveries by WCWCD. Water districts throughout the
state work to keep rates reasonable and within the Environmental Protection Agency's
suggested affordability index based on average income levels. The current wholesale water rate
in Washington County is $1.34 per 1,000 gallons, less than one penny per gallon of water.
These rates are already expected to gradually increase over time along with the costs to secure,
treat, store and deliver water to our communities.
A single generation shouldn't be expected to pay for this water pipeline project. People who live
in Washington County today are benefiting from the investments that our parents and
grandparents made in the existing water system. By using bond funding, the cost of LPP will be
spread over 50 years or more so that future beneficiaries will share in the investment.
As a "Citizen Legislator," I represent the interests of all my constituents including those that
support and those who question the need for the LPP. Having served my district for years, I'm in
tune with the specific benefits and challenges associated with the LPP. It's with this
responsibility and knowledge that I respectfully ask the BOR to issue a Record of Decision in
support of the Lake Powell Pipeline so construction can start on this vital project.
Sincerely,

Brad Last
1194 S 180 W
Hurricane, UT 84737
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(435) 635-2581 (435) 635-2104 Fax
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0483-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Micah Gubler
Chuck Hardy
Ray Justice
Kelly Wilson
Patricia Wise
Council Members

July 21, 2020
Rick Baxter
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Mr. Baxter,
Since the publication of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) reviewing the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) Project, there has been a lot of discussion in public forums regarding whether or not the cities and towns in
Washington County can afford the LPP and if our need justifies the expense. I would like to explain our community's
motivation for seeking a more reliable and improved water delivery system.
In the case of La Verkin City, where I am a city council member representing the sewer and public works departments, we
face annual challenges and expenses directly tied to our culinary water system-the system that provides residents with
water. We often experience breaks in water lines and other maintenance challenges, which quickly and repeatedly absorb
our annually allocated budgets. As you will see from the description on our webpages (http://www.laverkin.org/culinarywater), these factors have caused the City Council and staff to look closely at the need for a rate increase to :
1) partially correct suppressed water rates resulting from approximately 18 years without a rate increase.
2) address growing operational and maintenance costs; and
3) more aggressively fund renewal and replacement projects on the aging system.
Based on the factors summarized above, effective Nov 1, 2018 there was an increase to the base rate of all culinary water
end users. As a City Council, we resolved to increase fees to pay for the rising costs of our older system. Those fees began
in November 2019.
The resolution also stipulates that after 2019, this amended, higher rate will automatically increase each year thereafter until
the Council r esolves.different!y .
._
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The LPP, described in detail in the DEIS as the Southern Alternative, is a solution that will assist our Public Works
departmentanci'the L~\f ~r~ City Council in controlling costs related to water provision and delivery. Without the LPP,
our costs
r{;£and ·our system will become more unreliable, eventually rendering it incapable of meeting our
future neecht ahcl....demands." ...

w1lt"confo1ue:"to

I am confident that the Southern Alternative makes the most financial sense for Washington County, its communities, and
its future. It is our most financiailly:practieal option.
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Ke lyW son
City Council
La Verkin City, Utah
laverkin.org
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0484-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
June 23, 2020
Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Interior Region 7 - Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Email: rbaxter@usbr.gov

Mr. Baxter:
I have been actively involved in public service for over two decades in Santa Clara, currently serving the 11th year as
Mayor, following five years on the City Council and six years as a Planning Commissioner. All of us in Santa Clara
have a keen interest in seeing the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) constructed and commissioned.
As a civil engineer and elected official, I understand the value and costs associated with providing critical
infrastructure services for residents within the community. I am encouraged to see that the draft LPP
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) confirms that the LPP project is feasible and the return on investment is
substantial. These conclusions are based upon water supply and demand assessments, preliminary design and
engineering estimates and the official state population growth projections.
Santa Clara officials have evaluated several project highlights while considering our support for the LPP:
•
•
•
•

Constructing the proposed pipeline is estimated to cost $1.4 billion;
Modest annual increases in wholesale water rates will be absorbed by Santa Clara residents;
LPP is affordable based upon the Environmental Protection Agency's affordability standard;
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has the capacity to generate an additional $6.12
billion in revenue, more than sufficient to fully fund Washington County's water infrastructure requirements
for the next half-century;
• The state of Utah and WCWCD will implement best design, value engineering and environmental
protection practices to effectively manage construction costs and impacts to the natural environment;
• The proposed pipeline will support 120,000 jobs, $3.5 billion in wages and salaries, $12 billion in personal
income, and $11 billion in gross domestic product; and
• The Scmthem-Alternative is the Preferred Alternative because it serves the purpose and meets the needs of
thepro.j.~c,t.and is hydraulically and geotechnically feasible.
' ....,.,.., ,.,. -· .....
I am a naci; ~-~f-;·~uthern 1:Jt~q,_ari,_~\:'."W fly fisherman and frequent guest at Lake Powell. I am confident that the
state of Utah"arid.Reci;rnation will successfully maintain Lake Powell reservoir levels taking into consideration the
LPP and affot'fi:e'treas'a';;_ably f~re; 11,\
~e~ble
basin depletions.
I,
'
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I request Reclamation to issut}Jpc~,rp of Decision for the Southern Alternative as soon as possible.
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From: Mullins, Shered K <s5mullin@blm.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 3:56 PM
To: Baxter, Jared J <jbaxter@usbr.gov>; Baxter, Rick J <rbaxter@usbr.gov>; Ellen Hopp <ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com>
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

JaredThe following comment was received by the BLM staff working on the Northern Corridor project in St.
George. We knew there would be a chance this would happen but this is the first and only misplaced
comment I have seen so far.
From: NorthernCorridor, BLM_UT <BLM_UT_NorthernCorridor@blm.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 3:31 PM
To: Mullins, Shered K <s5mullin@blm.gov>
Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Hi Shered,
This came to the Northern Corridor inbox so I forwarding it to you. Take care.
Regards,
Callie Goff

For more information about the Northern Corridor Project:
Website: https://go.usa.gov/xw8TX
Project Lead:
Gloria Tibbetts, Planning and Environmental Coordinator
gtibbetts@blm.gov
(435) 865-3063

From: Al Pappas <apappas94062@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2020 6:55 PM
To: NorthernCorridor, BLM_UT <BLM_UT_NorthernCorridor@blm.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Dear Bureau of Land Management,
•

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was intended to move agencies such as BOR to
prefer alternatives that minimize damage to the natural and human environment; however, the
BOR’s preferred alternative is the most damaging alternative.

n

0485-1
•

LPP construction adds to the industrialization of US 89, which is a scenic corridor in the Grand
Staircase Escalante National Monument (GSENM). The GSENM boundary was illegally reduced
by the Trump administration to allow fewer restrictions to building the LPP.
• LPP would include six hydroelectric plants and five pump stations with power lines, high steel
power poles connecting them to existing power grids, parking lots, substations, lights, new access
paved roads, regulating tanks and reservoirs, manholes, air release values, vacuum relief values,
blow off valves, fencing, buried forebay tanks, buried surge tanks, pipeline inspection gauge (pig)
retrievals used to clean the pipe, and surface overflow detention basins, all of which require weekly
maintenance.
• LPP infrastructure would scar the scenic beauty of desert landscapes, disturb wildlife, and expose
archeological and cultural sites along its route.
• LPP facilities would be visible from US Highway 89 and other highways along vast, scenic areas,
compromising viewscapes for untold thousands of visitors, and affecting tourism.
• Habitat for the threatened Mojave desert tortoise is already under stress due to development
pressures; LPP construction activities would add additional stress.
• These lands draw American tourists from around the country and provide valued outdoor
recreation opportunities and would be permanently scarred by LPP’s infrastructure.
• The scenic beauty of our public lands in Washington and Kane counties is world-renowned and
drives our economies, providing thousands of jobs in hospitality and tourism. Visitors driving to
different National Parks and the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument would be
adversely affected by the visible scars from building the LPP and the infrastructure to support it.
• Scars from the LPP would harm scenic beauty important to Utah’s economy which is transitioning
to tourism and outdoor recreation, an industry that provides 110,000 direct jobs and $3.9 billion in
wages in the state of Utah in 2017.
I strongly object to the construction of this pipeline. It is unnecessary and could be avoided with
sensible conservation efforts that Washington County has not even attempted. We cannot afford this
folly which I believe is politically motivated.
Thanks for your consideration.

Al Pappas
Executive Consultant
The Canea Group
Cell: 614.284.9125
Home: 614.920.0229
Fax: 614.382.2340
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City of La Verkin
4 35 North Main Street
La Verkin, Utah 84745
(435) 635-2581 (435) 635-2104 Fax
Kyle Gubler

Richard M. Hirschi

City Administrator

Mayor

Micah Gubler
Chuck Hardy
Ray Justice
Kelly Wilson
Patricia Wise
Council Members

July 20, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter,
After reading the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and joining the
virtual public meetings, I realize the necessity of clarifying why the Colorado River is a justifiable source of water
for La Verkin City and Utah's southwest.
First, those opposing the potential LPP do not fully understand its necessity. As is clearly outlined in the DEIS
Executive Summary, Purpose and Need, "The Virgin River Basin is the sole source for the Washington County
Water Conservancy District, which presents challenges in providing a water supply for a fast-growing
population." Because our region of the state is hindered by system vulnerability, changing supply and demand
scenarios, and difficulty ensuring reliable delivery for the future, something more than water conservation is
needed.
Second, our current source of water is over-stressed. While there are springs and wells in the region, our
groundwater and alluvial aquifers are causally linked to the Virgin River and its tributaries, et al, the Virgin River
Basin. As noted in the DEIS, this Basin is over tapped and deemed by the State Engineer to no longer be suitable
for development. For this reason, the Purpose of the DEIS specifies that future water supplies for the region come
from outside the Virgin River Basin. The LPP will help Washington County reduce its sole reliance on the Virgin
River by diverting from the Colorado River .
.J._•

,_
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·- ·

~~-• . . - ~

Various c0mpaets and·the Law·nfthe'R.iver give all Colorado River basin states have the right to develop and use
their wate» -1Jtah is--entitled·to~2-s-o/o·of'the water available to the Upper Basin. Unlike the Lower Basin states, the
Upper Basin states Feceive a percent·of available water rather than a set acre foot volume so their water supplies
are adjusted. based en---aerual-~f½e,ws-:-- Utah's annual reliable supply, or the amount of water available for
development, is approximately 80%~\ilf what was allocated to the state in the river's governing compacts. Utah
currently uses well below its aruiuaKiteliable supply. Utah's development of its currently unused Colorado River
water complies with the law-artd,<iloe( ~ot jeopardize other state allocations.
;{. r' ;)

I

l

I am perplexed by arguments put'f.6P\1/ard in comments and during the public meetings stating the LPP is a poor
solution beGause .the-Golorado·--River rs in perpetual drought and subject to climate change. Yet, this begs the
question o-Ppla'riflih'glfor' future 'Y~t~iin the face of climate change because the conclusion must be the same, no
matter which river basird~'b~'i:n'g an~fyzed. The Virgin River, which is smaller in annual run-off, seasonal flow,
and basin size than the Colorado, faces the exact same problems resulting from continuing drought and
unpredictable climate fluctuation. If the arguments to protect the Colorado River are applied to the Virgin, the
Virgin would be exhausted sooner and to greater detriment, with fewer sources for basin recovery, than the
laverkin.org
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Colorado. In short, by restricting its use of the Colorado and limiting Utah to water sources only in Utah, we are
harming Utah and its river basins.

0486-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
With that in mind, why shouldn't Utah be able to do what its sister states have done and look to the Colorado for
additional water supply? It is established that historically and legally, we have this right. It is understood that the
desert southwest is facing unprecedented change in population, demand, and climate conditions.
Just as a hundred years ago we had to come together to share a river for our future, so the seven inter-basin states
must come together again. This time it is Utah's tum.
0486-1

Please move forward with this responsible plan. Please sign the Record of Decision recommending the Southern
Alternative and the LPP.
Sincerely,

f ~ m -~
Richard Hirschi
Mayor, La Verkin City

laverkin.org
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Mayor Chris Hart
City Council Members:
Miriah Elliott
Sue Gordhammer
Jenny Johnson
Cheyne McDonald
Dennis Mehr
City Manager Dale Coulam

July 27, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
'

I

•

Mr. Baxter,
Thank you for your efforts on this important Lake Powell Pipeline project. I have served as
Mayor oflvins City for over ten years. As a developer when I moved to Ivins twenty five years
ago, I remember submitting my first Subdivision Plat for approval and it being returned to me
with a prominent note stating that water for the homes I intended to build was not guaranteed. I
was stunned that such a basic commodity as water might not be available to those who would
purchase niy homes and become Ivins residents;
Ivins at the time did not have sufficient water rights to support its future. Since then the
Washington County Water Conservancy District has made additional water available to Ivins to
sustain our rapid growth, so that shocking situation that I faced then has been remedied for the
time being. But in the not too distant future we in -Washington County will be facing it yet again.
I have studied thoroughly all the alternative solutions to Washington County's future water needs
and have come to the conclusion that the Lake Powell Pipeline is the most reasonable, reliable
and cost effective option. Every other alternative remains solely reliant on the Virgin River
. Basin for our water source that leaves us increasingly vulnerable to local draught conditions in
the future. The Lake Powell Pipeljne is the only option that provides a redundant source of
water.
Other alternatives suggest that we can conserve our way to eventual build out but I regard that as
fantasy. Perhaps it is possible under the most austere set of regulations, restrictions and penalties
but it is not realistic given the wide range of needs among our residents. Ivins City recently
received an award from the Governor's Office of Management and Budget for leadership in ·
water conservation across the State·. We have O.l}e of the most punitive rate structure for those
that overuse water, we have set ambitious water management goals for the City, we continually
promote more careful and efficient use of water and the residents of the Kayenta development
-that covers a quarter of our City use the least amount of water per household in the State. So, we
are the leader Statewide in water con~ervation and yet our policies and practices if adopted
County wide would fall short of securing ow future water needs.

1
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Washington County has a vibrant economy under normal conditions that has been and will
continue to be reliant on growth into the future. I assure you that "notes" appearing on future
development plats indicating that water cannot be guaranteed woulcl do far more than "slow the
flow" of business in our County, it would turn off our economic faucet. We cannot afford to risk
that for upcoming generations and the many that will choose to come here in the future .
Th~~

ce again.

,

· ~~
Chris Hart,
Ivins City Mayor
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STATE OF UTAH
GARY R . HERBERT
GOVERNOR

SPENCER

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
SALT LAKE CITY,

.J .

Cox

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

UTAH

84114-2220

July 20, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter,
I am writing today to express my supp01t for the Lake Powell Pipeline project in Southern Utah.
The state of Utah has one of the fastest growing populations in the nation. Our population is projected to
double by 2065 and it is critical for us to prepare for this growth. Ensuring access to a reliable water
source for all Utahns is of utmost importance. Most Southern Utahns depend on a single river basin to
supply water. The Lake Powell Pipeline will utilize one of the state ' s most reliable water sources, the
Colorado River.
Southe1:n Utah ha; be~n ~ffected by drought for twelve years in the past two decades, the Lake
Powell Pipeline will provide·additional water supplies and storage to protect against future droughts.
Having a reliable water source is essential for Utah' s growing population and economy. Utah is fortunate
to have additional Colorado River water rights that can be developed to meet our future needs. Investing
in additional water development, conservation, and infrastructure strategy will aid us in meeting future
demands. Environmental studies conducted for the Lake Powell Pipeline have indicated that we can
mitigate potential environmental impacts associated with the project.
My administration has.prioritized the efficient and sustainable use of water as a crucial part of
meeting Utah ' s future water t;1~eds. The Utah Division of Water Resources has recently finalized regional
water conservation goals, accounting for climate, elevation, the growing season, and other specific needs.
I am optimistic that Utah can reach our goals for utilizing the Colorado River through responsible
conservation, adequate water infrastructure and storage, and innovation.
Complete permitting for the Lake Powell Pipeline Preferred Alternative will ensure that Utah is
well prepared for our future growth and water needs. Thank you for your efforts and consideration.

Gary R. Herbert
Governor

BDR-PROUO t:RE1.:1 OFFICE
JUL 31 120AH11:02
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I DIXIE STATE UNIVERSITY
n•1t •-en .
ST.

GEORGE,

UTAH

Office of the President

July 28, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing to express my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline and encourage
the Bureau of Reclamation to sign a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern
Alignment. I am the president of Dixie State University with a primary campus
in St. George, Utah .and an extension campus in Hurricane.
Founded in 1911, our.institution has grown and evolved over the years. In
2013, the state legislature approved our university status. Today, we have
close to 10,000 students. We offer more than 150 academic programs,
providing an affordable education for students from Utah and beyond.
Our continued growth is dependent on a vibrant economy in southern Utah,
which is equally dependent on an adequate water supply. Additionally, our
campus requires water. The Trailblazers football and soccer teams play in
Legend Solar Stadium, a turf stadium. We also have acres of open space that
require water. The landscaped environment enhances the learning environment.
There are tremendous and often overlooked benefits of landscape to the
environment. In the report titled, "The Hidden Value of Landscapes: Implications
for Drought Planning," Colorado State University noted, "Significant health
benefits, both physical and psychological, are realized by everyday interactions
with urban landscapes. Landscapes improve property values, reduce heating and
cooling requirements, improve air quality, provide wildlife habitat and sequester
carbon. Some of our most prominent landscapes such as parks and cemeteries
also offer significant cultural and historical value." I would add university
campuses to that list.
LPP opponents often suggest that extreme conservation measures would
replace the need for the project. There are many flaws with this assumption. The
level of conservation that would be required has significant environmental,
economic and social consequences. Extreme conservation measures would

LiU~ri:it~;f,~t.;;1{:~~:t:
225 Sout h Uni vers i tv Aven ue
St George , UT 8477 0
Phone : 435 .652.7502 I www .di xi e.edu I preside nt @di xi e.edu
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require severe indoor and outdoor water restrictions including the elimination of
growing grass, trees and ornamental shrubs that currently comprise the
landscaping in the area. It would prohibit shade trees and vegetable gardens and
limit pools, golf courses, and other recreational amenities. It would require
inspections, audits and issuance of fines to ensure compliance. and limit pools,
golf courses, and other recreational amenities. It would require inspections,
audits and issuance of fines to ensure compliance.
Extreme conservation does not meet the stated purpose and need of the LPP as
outlined in the DEIS. The LPP project provides diversity and reliability by
introducing a new and more secure water source to Southern Utah.
Conservation alone would require Washington County be solely dependent on
the Virgin River watershed and fails to address the vulnerabilities in the face of
prolonged drought and climate change that come with dependence on a singlesource system. As a small desert tributary to the Colorado River, the Virgin River
is even more susceptible to climate change and drought than the larger river.
I applaud Reclamation for eliminating a conservation only approach from further
study. The LPP Southern Alignment is the only option that is economically and
technically feasible and meets the needs and purpose of the project.
Sincerely,

Richard B. Williams PhD, ATC
President, Dixie State University
225 S 700 E
St. George, UT 84770
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BELL

296

BIG SPRINGS ROAD

SPRINGDALE, UTAH
TEL:

84767

435,772,3748

CELL:

435,773,3513

SBELL@INFOWEST,COM

July 28, 2020
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
RE:

Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline as per points raised in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
• Washington County continues to be one of the most wasteful water users in the entire
· West. Resources and money would be better spent in educating residents in xeriscaping and
fest5~ctful water usage. There are certainly many conservation alternatives and measures that
···" --...€an-~e considered which would negate a need for a "second source" of water. Climate change
.,,has.dearly affected the flow of the Colorado River, and there is no certainty of reliable flow
,which would justify the exorbitant cost of the project. We practice goodxeriscaping at our
h.ome-I watch.some.neighbors and agricultural land users grossly abuse their \,\l'ater shares.
do not support a "secondary source" of water in Washington County.

I

• Again, Washington County water use is among the highest in the nation. Without factoring
ill' conservation measures, your water need projections for the future are highly questionable.
• I will state the obvious: We are in the middle of a global pandemic. When we are already
suffering under huge economic strain, we cannot possibly absorb the expense of this pipeline.
• The legality of this pipeline proposal has been entirely ignored. Assumption of transferring
water rights from the Upper Colorado River Basin to the Lower Basin requires consent
from six other Colorado River states and US Congress. That seems to me a huge oversight in
justification of this pipeline.
• Most importantly, I value this desert region beyond measure-its miles of unobstructed
visible landscape and all of the unique flora and fauna which flourish in a unique convergence
of the Colorado Plateau, Mojave Desert, and Great Basin. There is nowhere else on this earth
as unique as this. The impact of building this pipeline would forever alter and extinguish a
major part of this priceless place.

In sumro'ary, I strongly feel that other alternatives need to be thoroughly explored and
exhausted before even considering or resorting to this astronomically priced and monstrously
damaging pipeline, Educate the public and expand upon good water conservation measures.
Washington County owes it to themselves and to the rest of the West to do better-to prove
to be a more conservation-minded and shining example. We are better than this.
Sincerely,

Sandy Bell
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dori B. Phillips <007ladyinred@gmail.com>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 4:57 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
stop.lpp@conserveswu.org
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation: I am writing to let you know of our
objection to the Lake Powell Pipeline! Apparently, according to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) critical data
has been misinterpreted and is hard to understand. We are
especially concerned about all Utahns being responsible for the $2
billion or more of public debt if the Pipeline is constructed!











Apparently you have failed to analyze both positive and negative effects of
how a multi-billion-dollar project would affect residents and businesses in
Washington County that must eventually repay the state.
And your socioeconomic analysis ignores how this project would affect
Utah’s bonding limit.
Are you, BOR, acknowledging that education, social services, health care services,
and public employment are already facing many challenges competing for funding,
making paying for the LPP an even greater burden for Utah residents?
The following items are very troubling!!!
Since the terms of financing have not been determined yet, it’s difficult to Impossible
to assess the actual burden on the public and the state.
The State of Utah’s own Legislative Auditors found that the LPP’s financing terms are
vague, making the Lake Powell project’s financial viability questionable.
Already in 2020, the state has held five special sessions to address Utah’s expected
budget shortfall due to COVID-19 pandemic costs and decreasing tax revenue.
The LPP would be a Utah project that will encumber state bonding capacity for
decades, which means less funding for state needs such as education, highways,
and public health.
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The lack of transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of this size,
especially considering how long this proposal has been studied.
A 2019 Utah legislative audit found that Washington County’s ability to pay relies on
growth, but low population growth caused by high repayment costs for LPP could
make the project affordable.

My ancestors settled Washington county in 1857 and 1862. My children
live and work here. I've been hearing about this pipeline for way too
many years and it's getting more and more costly. I don't want my
children and grandchildren heavily taxed for water that we can't be sure
is ever going to get here from Lake Powell!!! The economic impact of
this 'pie in the sky' project could be disastrous!!
Thank you for your attention to this most important matter to those of us in
Washington County, Utah!
Sincerely,

Dori Brinkerhoff Phillips
St. George, Utah
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From: Michael Lorscheider <0403drmlorsch@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 8:44 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Water pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear folks,
I believe the pipeline is 100% necessary for future needs in hurricane, st . George and surrounding
towns..
I just returned from Alaska and marveled at the ‘ unwanted’ oil pipeline and how it has benefited so
many of us some 30 years after its construction.. the opposition said it would disrupt the migration of
many animals, especially the caribou.. not so! I’m gratetfor the forward thinking folks that saw it
through.
The same is occurring here, we have an opportunity to benefit our children/grandchildren and others
down the line..
Seems to me an empty box car rattles more and makes the most noise..
I’m ALL in favor of pipeline, I have 1 house in sand hollow and am building a second one shortly in green
springs with a son/daughter.
Dr mike Lorscheider
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Angie Frabasilio <angiefrab@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 2, 2020 3:25 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Commenting on the Lake Powell pipeline draft EIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Dear Bureau of Reclamation
I am concerned about how water is conserved in our area. The Bureau of Rec claims
that conservation is not a viable option as a water source. At present we use twice as
much water as comparable communities. In addition growth in the area is estimated in
the plan without considering limiting growth due to water availability.
In Rockville we limit growth to our town based off of available water. The growth
numbers in the plan does not take this into account.
A housing development that I pass on my way to work is planning a huge pond/lake in
their development. What kind of conservation is that in a desert?
This tied with the fact that the water is already over allocated based off of selective
reporting of water availability in the river, is a nightmare. The numbers in the plan need
to be recalculated to represent a realistic view.

Thank you for your time.
Signed electronically:
Angie Frabasilio, Washington County, angiefrab@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ROBERT & Margie READ <bread1@comcast.net>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 3:49 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] I am Against the St. George Pipeline from Lake Powell

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir
0495-1

Please record my vote as Against the Pipeline from Lake Powell to St. George.
This proposed project is a classic Utah proposal for something that will
benefit Developers and not the normal homeowners in the St. George area.
Bob Read
195 E 100 S
Moab, UT 84532
530-306-5648
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cathy Chambless <cathychambless@icloud.com>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 1:13 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS analysis

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

To: Bureau of Reclamation Officials,
I submit these comments as a resident and taxpayer of a Utah who has followed
western water policy for decades. I am gratified to have the opportunity to comment on
this analysis of the feasibility and impact of the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
I am deeply concerned that the EIS does not acknowledge Utah’s lower priority position
for water allocation stemming from the 1958 Colorado River Compact. This is a fatal
flaw in the EIS.
In 1990, I had the opportunity to hear former Governor Scott Matheson give a lecture on
the history of the Colorado River Compact. At the time he was an attorney in private
practice working in the area of water law, having left the governorship five years earlier.
Gov. Matheson explained that the State of Utah, along with other Upper Basin states
have lower priority for water rights on the Colorado. The 1958 Compact ensured that
Native American tribes, along with the more populous Lower Basin states of California,
Arizona, Nevada, would have higher priority for water allocation in the eventuality of
limited water resources. Even in 1991 it was recognized that 1958 measurements
greatly overestimated the amount of water to be divided among the arid western
states. Decades of drought since 1991 have only confirmed the insufficient quantity of
water to supply Utah’s desired share.
If LPP project proceeds based on this EIS, I can only imagine decades of expensive
legal battles and court fights between Utah, other Compact states and Native American
tribes over non-existent water. There are other flaws in the EIS, but this issue of

over-allocation of water is one of the most fundamental and fatal to the
feasibility of the LPP.
Sincerely,
Catherine E. Chambless
Cathychambless@icloud.com
Salt Lake City, Utah
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dirk Clayson <dirkclayson@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 5:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Letter of support for the Lake Powell Pipeline
Dirk Clayson Letter.pdf; ATT00001.htm

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

0499-1

0499

June 29, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Mr. Baxter:
Thank you for taking comment and hosting the information forums regarding the Lake Powell
Pipeline. As a local Realtor, I saw single family home prices increase in Washington County 7%
in one year. The trend is expected to extend through 2020 well into the future. It's related to
supply and demand. New home buyers are exceeding housing stock. Washington County is
among the fastest growing counties in the U.S. and that will continue. Fo1tunately, Fo1tune
recently ranked Utah among the top 10 state likely to recover quickly from the COVID induced
economic downturn.
Washington County can't continue to rely on one water source to meet its regional needs. It's
risky. Conserving its way out of needing a new water supply is also not feasible. Washington
County has reduced water use 30 percent and plans to cut it 20 percent more in the coming
decades. Conservation doesn' t bring in more water or improve the system reliability. Local
water supplies are limited, and we do not want to put farms out of business by using all the water
allocated to them.
Our only real solution is the Lake Powell Pipeline. The LPP and the Southern Alternative offer
what southern Utah needs: a realistic strategy for supporting our growing future. Please move
forward with the Environmental Impact Statement recommending the Southern Alternative as
the preferred alternative and sign the Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

£)~
Dirk Clayson
Kanab, Utah

0500

From: Don Cox <don@coxtrucking.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 11:30 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] FW: Scanned image from Parke Cox Trucking
Attachments: No-Reply@CoxTrucking_20200729_153605.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Lake Powell Pipeline,
Please see attached letter.
Thank you,
Don

Don Cox
CEO/Co-Owner
Parke Cox Trucking Company, Inc.
4250 South River Road
P.O. Box 911717 | St. George, UT 84791-1717 Phone 435-628-0886 | Fax 435-628-9324
www.coxtrucking.com
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4250 South River Road, P.O. Box 911717
St. George Utah 84 791-1717

July 29, 2020

®

Mr. Rick Baxt er
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter: ·
From its inception in 1947, Parke Cox Trucking Company has been a family run business located in St. George.
When our parents Pa rke and Emily Cox founded the company, St. George had a population of about 4,500. Seventy
years later the St. George metropolitan area had over 170,000 people. That's tremendous growth by any measure
and for any small community.
This level of growth has required significant public capit al investment in the physical infrastruct ure including the
complex system of water facilities and networks. Population projections and wat er demand studies indicate that
the scale of investment needs to increase substantially to meet the needs and avoid water shortages as early as
2028. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) introduces one of the state's most rel iable water sources - the Colorado River
- into the region, helping to ensure uninterrupted water delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future.
The LPP will require a large initial capital investment followed by a long pay-back period. But, investing in the LPP
will ripple throughout the economy generating opportunities for existing residents and future generations. In
Washington County, the LPP will support an additional 120,000 jobs, 10,000 businesses and $9 billion in gross
metropolitan product. The aggregate economic activity supported by the LPP exceeds the current gross domestic
product of all industries in Washington County.
Because we are reliant on water, a disruption of water and wastewater service, even for one day, can cost
businesses significant amounts of revenue and almost instantly sh rink the economy of Washington Coun t y. The LPP
represents the key driver of sustainable growth and development for the 10 communities in Washington County.
Therefore, we are asking the Bureau of Reclamation to uphold its commitment to the state's water infrastructure
by completing the LPP Environmental Impact Statement and issuing its Record of Decision for the Preferred
Alternative.

-~-~--,,d ;

~

Don Cox, Co-Owner and CEO
Dave Cox, Co-Owner and Chairman
Parke Cox Trucking Company, Inc.
4250 River Road
St. George, Utah 84790

Telephone: 435-628-0886 FAX: 435-628-9324
www.coxtrucking.com
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From: Don Cox <don@coxtrucking.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 11:27 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] FW: Scanned image from Parke Cox Trucking
Attachments: No-Reply@CoxTrucking_20200729_153605.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Lake Powell Pipline,
Please see attached letter.
Thank you,
Don

Don Cox
CEO/Co-Owner
Parke Cox Trucking Company, Inc.
4250 South River Road
P.O. Box 911717 | St. George, UT 84791-1717
Phone 435-628-0886 | Fax 435-628-9324
www.coxtrucking.com
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4250 South River Road, P.O. Box 911717
St. George Utah 84 791-1717

July 29, 2020

®

Mr. Rick Baxt er
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter: ·
From its inception in 1947, Parke Cox Trucking Company has been a family run business located in St. George.
When our parents Pa rke and Emily Cox founded the company, St. George had a population of about 4,500. Seventy
years later the St. George metropolitan area had over 170,000 people. That's tremendous growth by any measure
and for any small community.
This level of growth has required significant public capit al investment in the physical infrastruct ure including the
complex system of water facilities and networks. Population projections and wat er demand studies indicate that
the scale of investment needs to increase substantially to meet the needs and avoid water shortages as early as
2028. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) introduces one of the state's most rel iable water sources - the Colorado River
- into the region, helping to ensure uninterrupted water delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future.
The LPP will require a large initial capital investment followed by a long pay-back period. But, investing in the LPP
will ripple throughout the economy generating opportunities for existing residents and future generations. In
Washington County, the LPP will support an additional 120,000 jobs, 10,000 businesses and $9 billion in gross
metropolitan product. The aggregate economic activity supported by the LPP exceeds the current gross domestic
product of all industries in Washington County.
Because we are reliant on water, a disruption of water and wastewater service, even for one day, can cost
businesses significant amounts of revenue and almost instantly sh rink the economy of Washington Coun t y. The LPP
represents the key driver of sustainable growth and development for the 10 communities in Washington County.
Therefore, we are asking the Bureau of Reclamation to uphold its commitment to the state's water infrastructure
by completing the LPP Environmental Impact Statement and issuing its Record of Decision for the Preferred
Alternative.

-~-~--,,d ;

~

Don Cox, Co-Owner and CEO
Dave Cox, Co-Owner and Chairman
Parke Cox Trucking Company, Inc.
4250 River Road
St. George, Utah 84790

Telephone: 435-628-0886 FAX: 435-628-9324
www.coxtrucking.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Zangrilli <drzangrilli@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 6:51 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the Bureau “...does not attempt
to compel Washington County residents to modify, change, or curtail their current culture,
lifestyle or social expectations.” This statement astounds me! The residents of Washington
County use 302 gallons of water per capita per day (GPCD), nearly 80% more than the GPCD
for Utah, more than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson.

Washington County has reduced its GPCD by 30 percent since 2000, and should pursue further
reductions through water conservation. Even though the Bureau cannot require strict water
conservation practices, that does not mean that retail water providers cannot implement such
practices to dramatically reduce demand. Water conservation should be the first action taken.
Other communities (such as the Southern Nevada Water Authority) have shown that water
conservation is much less expensive and less risky than investing in water transfers from remote
basins and sources.

As a Utah taxpayer who does not live in Washington County, I object to my tax dollars being put
at risk on this unnecessary, huge construction project. I spent 40 years in the highway and heavy
construction industry and am all too well aware of cost escalation on projects of this magnitude.

Finally, if the Bureau does not require the residents of Washington County “...to modify, change,
or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social expectations,” what will happen when the
population there simply outstrips the available water supply? I also find it ironic that Washington
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County wants to take water from a lake named for a man who foresaw precisely this problem if
too many people settled in the arid West.

David Zangrilli

0503

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Edward Baca <edbacausa@gmail.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 11:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments Lake Powell Pipeline
Lake Powell Pipeline.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Attached please find my comments in support of Lake Powell Pipeline.
Ed Baca. 317 S. Five Sisters Circle, St. George, Utah. 84790. Phone (435) 229-3152. Thank
You.

I
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July 9, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LLP) because water is essential for maintaining the
quality of life we’ve come to enjoy in southwestern Utah. I was encouraged to read the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and see that the project can be built in a
responsible manner.
St. George is one of the most attractive places to live in the U.S. The St. George
metropolitan area continually ranks in the top handful of cities for population and
employment growth in the United States. In addition to our natural growth, people move
to St. George for employment, retirement, educational purposes, cost of living,
recreation and the climate.
As a former member of the St. George City Council, I am acutely aware of the need for
public infrastructure development to keep pace with the pace of growth. Our challenge
includes making sound decisions today while determining public service requirements
30-40 years from now.
St. George like most southern Utah communities depends exclusively on the Virgin
River basin to supply water. If water quality or quantity problems arise within the Virgin
River, it places our community at great risk. A multifaceted plan to meet our future
water needs is critical, but the LPP is the only option that provides a necessary second,
reliable water source to meet the demands of St. George’s growing population and
economy.
Water and transportation infrastructure development are two of the most significant
policy and management challenges that we face because St. George is going to
continue growing. Fortunately, we have the opportunity to work with our state and
county partners to plan, finance, construct and ultimately benefit from a world-class
water supply project capable of meeting our water needs over the next 30-40 years.
Similar to the other members of the St. City Council, I volunteered to effectively work
with others to take actions in the best interest of our city. I gave my time
and energy not to earn money or gain fame, but because I love this community.
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It’s in this spirit that I support the Lake Powell Pipeline because having an
adequate and reliable water supply is crucial to our continued economic vitality.
I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to finalize the LPP Environmental Impact Statement
and issue its Record of Decision to allow construction to begin on this project.
Sincerely,

Ed Baca
St. George, Utah
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gears Transmission <gearstransmission426@gmail.com>
Monday, August 3, 2020 10:18 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL]

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Sounds like to me the pipeline is not about water but state officials and local yahoos wanting their own
way probably for profit. I see the Utah River Council did studies and your statistics are not correct but
skewed to benefit those pushing it. Someone should do research and find out financially who will reap
the benefits of this deal. It sure isn’t going to be the tax payers or the land that will be affected by
ripping and tearing or the downstream water users. Oh, this sounds like the big Bangerter pumps in the
Great Salt Lake. Didn’t the gov that pushed that farce of a project have buddies and relatives that
financially gained? Typical Utah politics.
Regards,
Karen S Mccoy
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

0504-1

0507
0507-1 Climate Change - Hydrology
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kaki Hunter <kakihunter@gmail.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 2:47 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Please accept my comments in the form of the published article:
If constructed, the proposed 140-mile Lake Powell Pipeline would be a
multi-billion dollar project, one of the most expensive in state history.
Although the pipeline would only serve Washington County, its proponents
want the entire state to subsidize the LPP. As taxpayers who’d be required
to pay for this mammoth project, we deserve accurate information and
well-reasoned analysis that demonstrates the need and economic viability of
the pipeline. Instead, studies by the Division of Water Resources (DWR) and
the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) are biased,
incomplete and don’t fairly consider feasible, much less costly
alternatives.
By contrast, studies by reliable independent organizations prove the
pipeline is unnecessary, risky and cost prohibitive. To counter these
fact-based findings, pipeline proponents rely on misleading arguments,
skewed data and fear in an attempt to “sell” the LPP to taxpayers and water
users who are unaware of the facts and place undue trust in government
authorities.
Since its inception in 2006, pipeline sponsors have repeatedly pushed
misleading claims.
• *Claim: Water from Lake Powell will improve the reliability of Washington
County’s water supply.*
False: Drought and global warming are causing major decreases in Colorado
River flow resulting in considerable uncertainty about water availability.
Per the Colorado River Compact, the Lower Basin states (California, Arizona
and Nevada), Mexico and others have first priority to their shares of
water. Shortages are absorbed by the Upper Basin states, including Utah.
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While recent agreement among stakeholders allows cooperative sharing of
shortages, undoubtedly the needs of the Lower Basin states with their
enormous economies and political power will prevail should water shortages
become more extreme.
Consequently, Utah’s share of water could be reduced significantly or
eliminated completely. With no guarantee of water availability, building
the pipeline would be a multi-billion dollar investment in uncertainty.
• *Claim: Washington County can afford to pay for the project.*
False: The current construction cost estimate is $1.8 billion to $2
billion. Inflation, bond interest and additional infrastructure costs could
double the costs. A comprehensive study by University of Utah and Brigham
Young University economists examined costs, financing and bond repayment
scenarios for earlier construction cost estimates of $1.4 billion and $1.8
billion. Despite these lower costs, none of the scenarios provide a
feasible plan for financing the LPP.
The repayment plan favored by DWR and WCWCD requires the state to subsidize
the pipeline and defer paying interest, leaving the state holding billions
of dollars of debt for an undetermined time. This would impact the state’s
credit rating, divert funds from vital programs like education and health
care and impose an irresponsible burden on all Utah taxpayers and future
generations. Additionally, water users’ rates would increase more than 350%.
• *Claim: Washington County pursues effective water conservation but still
needs the LPP.*
False: Washington County has some of the highest water use in the nation.
Although the WCWCD claims it’s pursuing aggressive conservation, its
efforts are woefully inadequate -- a ploy to exaggerate the need for the
pipeline.
Washington County currently uses 303 gallons per capita per day. The
WCWCD’s conservation goal of 240 GPCD by 2045 and beyond is irresponsible
and will remain well above nearly every county in the West. 240 GPCD
compares with current use of 165 GPCD for Pima County, Ariz., and 147 GPCD
for Bernalillo County, N.M.
DWR and WCWCD documents show available sources can “conservatively” provide
100,000 acre-feet of water annually without the pipeline. A study by Water
Resource Advocates proves by implementing reasonably achievable
conservation, Washington County can reduce water use to 175 to 180 GPCD.
This would allow 100,000 acre feet of water to serve 509,000, the county’s
projected 2065 population, without the pipeline. Instead of considerable
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up-front costs required by the pipeline, water supplies could be developed
incrementally as needed at a fraction of the cost.
Given the high cost of the LPP, no feasible means of financing the debt, no
guarantee of water supply and alternative measures that will provide
sufficient water at less expense, building the pipeline is unwise and
unnecessary.

Sincerely,
Kaki Hunter
256 east 100 south
Moab, Utah

0508
0508-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ken Hunt <kpja58@gmail.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 5:39 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP comment period

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

The WCWD via a GRAMA request for 2009-2010 shows 19,234 acre feet of water for the
District.
The EIS for 2015 show up to about 50,000 acre feet of water being distributed. That is a 200%
increase in four years.
The data being submitted to justify the $2B+ project does not stand the test of truth.
Thank You
Ken Hunt
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0509-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marcia Scoville <loriencourt@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 1, 2020 5:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
It is clear to me, after reading your draft Environmental Statement that it is rife with
misinterpreted data and is also missing critical information, especially with reference to the
impact on indigenous peoples who have always lived in the areas around the Colorado River.
I was particularly appalled at the insertion of an arbitrary new requirement that Washington
County "must have" a new "second source" of water. The county's current water sources, that
have been adequate for reasonable needs for hundreds if not thousands of years, suddenly needs
to have a new "second source" of water. What about the indigenous peoples who have lived on
reservations we pushed them into without running water from the rivers, lakes and lands we
stole?
I have spent considerable time in St. George as a healthcare professional who drove back and
forth from Salt Lake City to my second practice office in ST. George. I observed first hand the
rapid influx of population that created the desire to syphon water from Lake Powell to the
hundreds of homes and condos developers conjured up from the sand and rock of the desert. If
Washington County had facilitated conservation measures - "right sizing" their cities, required
Xeriscaping, possible reclamation of flood and rain run-off , reclamation of house- hold grey
waste water and sources yet to be imagined- we might spare some Lake Powell water for the
hundreds of Native tribes people who have no water at all, unless they drive sometimes a
hundred miles to fill tanks and carry it in buckets to their homes. Not to mention the people of
Northern Mexico who used to have Colorado river water flowing to their cities as it passed onto
the sea. Please refocus your deliberations on a document that uses facts to reveal the untenable
nature of this fantasy waterfall for the developers and those who want a corporate swim at the
expense of lives and living along the Colorado and River and Lake Powell. Marcia A. Scoville
MS CNM APRN retired.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marinakis,Marie A <marie_marinakis@vanguard.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 11:34 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am writing to express my disapproval of the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. If this disastrous project is
approved, Utahns would be responsible for over $2 billion of public debt. In addition, this project
violates the 1922 Colorado River Compact, and the quagga mussels in Lake Power would threaten our
local reservoirs.
Water is always at a premium in the desert. If you divert it from one area to help another area,
someone always suffers. The answer is for Washington County to use its current water resources more
responsibly and limit development to what is reasonably sustainable with the current water supply. The
county should offer incentives for homeowners to replace their grass lawns with native vegetation and
plant trees that are drought tolerant. No one should be growing rose bushes in the desert! Please
abandon this disastrous and ill-conceived project immediately.
Marie Marinakis
140 N. Tuacahn, #26
Ivins, UT 84738

CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT. The information contained in this e-mail message,
including attachments, is the confidential information of, and/or is the property of, Vanguard.
The information is intended for use solely by the individual or entity named in the message. If
you are not an intended recipient or you received this in error, then any review, printing,
copying, or distribution of any such information is prohibited, and please notify the sender
immediately by reply e-mail and then delete this e-mail from your system.
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0512-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

marjean mckenna <marjean3mck@gmail.com>
Monday, July 27, 2020 2:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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NOTE: The “stopspp@….” from your website didn’t work. Forwarded email came back as
“undeliverable."

Begin forwarded message:
From: marjean mckenna <marjean3mck@gmail.com>
Subject: Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
Date: July 27, 2020 at 12:18:04 PM MDT
To: lpp@usbr.gov
Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
Don’t do it! This is a ridiculous idea.
Please stop all consideration of a Lake Powell pipeline. Good grief—Lake Powell
is only half full and projections don’t have it getting any fuller in the next decade.
Use less water!
Start a movement in the St. George area with equal funding to this effort, which
would encourage (and teach) the populace there to xeriscape their landscaping.
Xeriscaping doesn’t have to be all cactus. In Salt Lake City I have beautiful lawns
of buffalo grass, thyme, and veronica, which is evergreen. These coverings could
all make great surfaces for golf courses, consuming a fraction of the water.
The damage that this construction project would do to Utah open spaces is
untenable. The futility of taking yet more water from Lake Powell will fuel its
draining.
The Bureau of Reclamation had its heydays last century. We will be paying the
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price for decades more to come. Please abandon this idea.
Sincerely,
Marjean McKenna
Salt Lake City

0513
0513-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: marjean mckenna <marjean3mck@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 2:18 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
0513-1

Don’t do it! This is a ridiculous idea.
Please stop all consideration of a Lake Powell pipeline. Good grief—Lake Powell is only half full and
projections don’t have it getting any fuller in the next decade.
Use less water!
Start a movement in the St. George area with equal funding to this effort, which would encourage (and
teach) the populace there to xeriscape their landscaping. Xeriscaping doesn’t have to be all cactus. In
Salt Lake City I have beautiful lawns of buffalo grass, thyme, and veronica, which is evergreen. These
coverings could all make great surfaces for golf courses, consuming a fraction of the water.
The damage that this construction project would do to Utah open spaces is untenable. The futility of
taking yet more water from Lake Powell will fuel its draining.
The Bureau of Reclamation had its heydays last century. We will be paying the price for decades more
to come. Please abandon this idea.
Sincerely,
Marjean McKenna
Salt Lake City

0514
0514-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Rice <maryrice51@msn.com>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 3:35 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
stop.lpp@conserveswu.org
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern (all citizens of the south western U.S.),
I am very much AGAINST building this pipeline! Lake Powell is currently at low levels and
there are no quarantees of future percipitation. This seems very reckless and financially
disastrous for Utah residents. All St. George residents and business's should and could do a
better job of minimizing their water needs and really conserving like people who live in a
dessert should. When I drive though St. George I see many flowers, lawns, green golf
courses etc. Rather than spending billions of dollars and indepting the entire state and
future generations for such a wasteful project encourage, rebate or pay people to replace
current landscape with natural landscape that can survive in that climate and make it a
requirement for new construction.
I know there are huge homes in this area that have large pools, waterfalls, etc. and it is
very self centered even if they can personally afford it.
Thank you for your consideration of my opinion.
Regards,
Mary Rice, registered voter
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Megan <meg-n-bo@infowest.com>
Sunday, August 2, 2020 3:04 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0516-2 Water Supply

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation--

Some very basic facts have been called into question the efficacy of the LPP
project. They are:
The DEIS does not guarantee that this “second source” of water is reliable, available and
that it can be a permanent water supply.

Approval from other compact states and Congress for the transfer from upper to
lower basin in keeping The Colorado River Compact seems unlikely.
The warnings of scientists about climate change and the over-allocation of the river
were ignored and there will not be enough water to supply current obligations.
The need for this project—Population growth projections have been reduced since
the LPP project was initiated. BOR used stats and figures from State of Utah rather
than doing their own
Current water use projections are flawed and do not accurately reflect actual use
Conservation alternatives were not considered
The water right/rights Utah has are already allocated meaning there will not be
water for the LPP now or in future dought conditions
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0516-3 Aquatic Invasive Species

Serious doubts about the cost to benefit, cost transparency and vague financing
projections, make the burden on our descendents unknown, reduced population
growth impacts on repayment
Quagga mussel infestation will be transported to our drinking water along with the
chemicals to treat them. The cost to control & effect on water quality is not
addressed.
Impacts to us--Costs to Washington County residents and all utahns through the
project costs and bonding for the project are unknown. Water rates could be as
high as 3000% over current rates. EIS ignores Utahn’s ability to repay the debt.
Why we care: risky costly unnecessary impacts for our children, grandchildren and
great grandchildren.
WCWCD claims that more water is needed to supply growth. Many of us do not
want unbridled growth. We’ve been there, done that. We appreciate the smaller
more intimate atmosphere of Southern Utah.
Studies that were not considered have shown that Conservation can supply water
for smart growth.
-"Most of the important things in the world have been accomplished by people
who have kept on trying when there seemed to be no hope at all." — Dale
Carnegie

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

monsensgu@infowest.com
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 7:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) pertaining to the Lake Powell Pipeline
needs to be corrected and revised with accurate and complete unbiased information on
costs, water consumption projections, availability, and full consideration of conservation
alternatives. As a resident of St. George, I will be the recipient of LPP benefits and pay the
costs and consequences if the proposal fails to live up to expectations.
Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water within its
Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent use of the LPP
water right during current and future droughts. The LPP water right is junior to priority
given to the Northern Ute Tribe, Navajo, water rights prior to 1958, and the Central Utah
Project’s Bonneville Unit. Consequently, the water right used by the LPP does not have high
enough priority status to guarantee the water will be available over the long term and it will
take a long-term profitable operation to pay for the construction and maintenance of the
LPP.
The BOR owes it to the other states in the Colorado River Compact to ensure that Utah is
not over allocating its physical water and making it even more difficult for Utah to meet its
Compact obligation to supply water to the Lower Basin.
I support water conservation and the BOR must consider water conservation alternatives
such as the Local Waters Alternative that would rely on local sources of water and could
provide predictable, stable, less expensive, and incrementally implemented method for
satisfying water needs. Washington County has excessive water use compared to other
desert communities--more than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson.
Other communities such as Southern Nevada Water Authority have shown that water
conservation is less expensive and less risky than investing in water transfers from remote
sources.
I am disturbed that the BOR would favor a multi-billion-dollar pipeline when Washington
County has among the highest rates of water use in the country. The BOR needs to revise
the DEIS pertaining to the Lake Powell Pipeline and include complete unbiased information
regarding costs, water consumption projections and availability and fully consider
conservation alternatives before moving forward.
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Sincerely,
Karen Monsen
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0518-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PAUL ZUCKERMAN <p-zuckerman@comcast.net>
Sunday, August 2, 2020 3:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I appreciate the work and good faith effort represented in the Lake Powell Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I believe their are inadequacies in it that raise
concerns for me as a Utah citizen.
I have made personal changes in my water usage. I have installed a 1.5 gallon per
flush toilet, have xeriscaped my parking strips, purchased a rain barrel for our garden
watering, use drip irrigation in all of our planting and garden beds and have an
automatic timer for all outdoor sprinklers and drip lines that I alter at various times in the
watering season and have bought a front load water efficient washing machine.
I mention these personal changes because I believe that it is of utmost importance,
for each of us who live in the second driest state in the country, to change our own
behaviors and lifestyles. To conserve. I believe that sharing this precious resource for
people and wildlife is ethically appropriate for living in a desert. It troubles me that
Washington County, arguably the driest area of our very dry state, consumes 302
GPCD; more that twice the usage of Phoenix and Tucson. The DEIS appears to me to
support the pipeline and status quo consumption while glossing over the benefits of
conservation alternatives. State audits and scientific models have proven that
conservation measures could achieve the target of 1760 GPCD, even considering
projected population growth and reliance on the Virgin River as a single source.
Related to conservation is the financial aspects I feel are left unaddressed in the
DEIS. Washington County residents, as well as most of the state's residents, do not
see the real cost of their water. This veiling of costs promotes over consumption. Water
is subsidized through property taxes thereby misrepresenting its true cost through water
bills. This is exacerbated by our state's almost flat tiered rate system. It does not
increase, to any appreciable extent, the price per gallon for those who consume varying
and greater amounts of water. Other states around us do have larger incremental
increases in the billing as residential and business users consume more.
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A second aspect of the DEIS concerns me. I believe that WC residents will be unable
and unwilling to start paying the real and greatly inflated cost for their water when the
pipeline repayment is factored in. We do not even have a defined budget for how much
the pipeline would cost. And whatever the initial cost, it will surely rise during
construction when all the mitigation of impacts to the environment and native peoples
are confronted. This all seems to me to be analogous to the rates paid by those who
are made to use nuclear generated electricity and have their power bills inflate to pay
the ongoing debt for construction of those plants. So if WC residents cannot, and/or
will not shoulder the burden of repayment through their water bills, taxes and impact
fees, then I, and others across the state will be asked to subsidize repayment through
our taxes for a relatively small community with no direct benefit to our own.
For the ethical and financial reasons I've stated, I believe the DEIS as currently written
does not present a balanced view of the options of pipeline versus conservation. I fail to
see how building an expensive and permanently placed "rail" system can miraculously
deliver more water when the water available at the source is already over allocated and
decreasing. If justification is all about a 'second source' of water than this strikes me as
a very costly "spare tire".
Respectfully,
Paul Zuckerman
Salt Lake City
p-zuckerman@comcast.net

0518-2 Socioeconomics
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From: Peter Hovingh <phovingh@xmission.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 2, 2020 5:39 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Draft LPP comments
Attachments: DEIS Part I ake Powell Pipeline ProjectBureau of Reclamation.wpd

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Attached are some comments concerning the environmental impact of the
LPP project on the Utahn's who will be paying for this project. A clear
line of the project financing is certainly needed.
Thanks for the opportunity to examine this LPP project.
Peter Hovingh

0520
0520-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Brown <rabbitandraven@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 12:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Lake Powell Pipeline. I would like to comment as follows:
1) The project will lead to the continued destruction and industrialization of public lands along
its entire route with all of the deleterious impacts to wildlife, scenic vistas and ecosystems
endemic to such activities.
2) The water in Lake Powell and the Colorado river system is over allocated as it is and will only
get worse with what science and recent experience tells us is the coming climate change crisis
with mega droughts in the entire drainage.
3) Inter basin water transfers on such a massive scale always have unforscene negative impacts
on the environment.
4) The pipeline will only encourage unmitigated land speculation. urban sprawl, air pollution
and a boom and bust real estate bubbles.
4) The costs will be tremendous, the burdens placed on those least equipped and the project
will ultimately fail to deliver as promised.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
My best,
Jeff Brown
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 1:16 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] How a tiny fish is helping Utah and the West tackle big questions about the
Colorado River's future - The Salt Lake Tribune

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2020/07/29/how-tiny-fish-is-helping/

Sent from my iPhone
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 12:35 AM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Andrew Kramer: Pipeline project based on inaccurate studies - The Salt Lake
Tribune

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2020/07/29/andrew-kramer-pipeline/

Sent from my iPhone

0523
0523-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Barry Sochat <rubrpoet@infowest.com>
Saturday, August 1, 2020 3:48 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation
Please consider the following areas of concern before rendering a final EIS for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project.
BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County must have a
“second source” of water and made this a critical “purpose and need” for the
LPP. Water conservation alternatives were summarily rejected based on this
assertion
 BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation
alternative.
 BOR artificially inflated Washington County’s need for water.
 Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt
if the LPP is constructed.
 The LPP water right violates the 1922 Colorado River Compact.

Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water
within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent
use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.

The quagga mussel infestation in Lake Powell would threaten the LPP and our local
reservoirs, municipal infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water
quality.
 The LPP will inflict tremendous environmental damage. Federal lands are owned by
all Americans and the BOR should look beyond economics to protect public lands for
future generations.
 BOR uses a questionable technique called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost
of the LPP.
Therefore, I ask that the above concerns be addressed before any decision to go forward with
construction is decided.


I thank you for your time and consideration.
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Barry Sochat
PO BOX 630218
Rockville, UT 84763
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rusty Hughes <Rusty@growsga.com>
Thursday, July 30, 2020 3:51 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Letter of Support for LLP
LPP Support Letter_SGAED.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Mr. Baxter,
Please find our letter of support for the Lake Powell Pipeline attached.
Best regards,
Rusty
Rusty L .Hughes
Deputy Director
O: 435-879-4399
M: 435-256-5384
E: rusty@growsga.com
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Executive
Committee
La Del Laub
Chairman
President, Dixie
Power

Dean Cox
Commissioner,
Washington
County

Jon Pike
Mayor, City of
St. George

Richard “Biff”
Williams
President, Dixie
State University

Mari Krashowetz
Southern Utah
Home Builders
Association

July 30, 2020

Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Mr. Baxter:
Thank you for the comprehensive preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Project. I support the LPP as the
only alternative technically and economically feasible to meet future water demands of
Washington County through 2060 with a more diverse and secure water supply. The LPP
will propel us forward as we expand our current economy.
Looking at the economic trends of Washington County and Utah is instructive as the
Bureau of Reclamation evaluates the water needs of our region. Consider the following
trends from 2000 to 2018:

Lowry Snow
Snow Jensen &
Reece

Linda Baker
Director, Habitat
for Humanity of
Southwest Utah

Morris Peacock
Partner,
HintonBurdick
CPAs

Derek Hadlock
VP of College
Services, Dixie
Technical College

Steve Brough
Senior Vice
President
Commercial
Banking Regional
Director Southern
Utah, Zions Bank

Historical Trends
2000-2018
% change
Population growth
Employment
Personal Income
Average Earnings per Job
Per Capita Income

Washington
County

Utah

88.3%
112.3%
161.0%
15.1%
38.7%

40.8%
49.3%
84.3%
13.3%
30.9%

Data Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce. 2019. Bureau of Economic Analysis,
Regional Economic Accounts, Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Labor. 2020.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, Washington, D.C.;U.S.
Department of Labor. 2019. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment
and Wages, Washington, D.C.; reported by Headwaters Economics’ Economic Profile
System, headwaterseconomics.org/eps.

Washington County’s long-term, steady growth of population, employment, and real
personal income is an indication of our healthy, prosperous economy. Furthermore, the
economic indicators demonstrate that Washington County is growing at a faster pace than
the state as a whole and with a high standard of living.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Executive
Committee
La Del Laub
Chairman
President, Dixie
Power

Dean Cox
Commissioner,
Washington
County

Jon Pike
Mayor, City of
St. George

Richard “Biff”
Williams
President, Dixie
State University

Recently, some opponents of the LPP have suggested that the effects from the
Coronavirus epidemic will slow our economic growth and the need for additional water
supply infrastructure. While our economy is not immune from these downturns,
Washington County has demonstrated relative resilience during and after three national
recessions. For example, from March 1990 to March 2019, Washington County
employment grew from 17,654 to 73,060 jobs, a 314% increase. In addition, Washington
County is attracting significant numbers of new residents while diversifying its economy;
thereby, becoming even more resilient to economic downturns. Any slowdown in
population growth simply provides us an opportunity to continue our planning for
infrastructure development.
The St. George Area Economic Development Department is focused on pursuing the
future while honoring our roots. In addition to securing our water supply, the LPP will
also help us diversify our economy as we preserve the warmth of our culture. Finally, the
LPP helps us meet our goal of lasting success.
I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to conclude its studies and move the Southern
Alternative forward as the Preferred Alternative and sign the Record of Decision.

Mari Krashowetz
Southern Utah
Home Builders
Association

Sincerely,

Lowry Snow
Snow Jensen &
Reece

Linda Baker
Director, Habitat
for Humanity of
Southwest Utah

Morris Peacock
Partner,
HintonBurdick
CPAs

Derek Hadlock
VP of College
Services, Dixie
Technical College

Steve Brough
Senior Vice
President
Commercial
Banking Regional
Director Southern
Utah, Zions Bank

Rusty Hughes
Deputy Director
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Molly Scoville <scoville.molly@gmail.com>
Friday, July 31, 2020 4:10 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
 I oppose the Lake Powell Pipeline for several reasons, but I am focusing this comment on my
concerns about the financial impact of the project and the apparent bias evident in the recent
impact statement.
As a Utah resident of 37 years, I am passionate about the importance of the unique and
irreplaceable landscapes in Southern Utah. I am also a graduate of the David Eccles School of
Business' Master of Accountancy program and will soon be working as a public auditor.
Business majors learn early on that large capital investment decisions must be made objectively
after evaluating the potential costs and benefits. Accurately estimating financing costs is critical
to this type of evaluation, so I am concerned about the lack of detail in the BOR's analysis. The
State of Utah’s own Legislative Auditors found that the LPP’s financing terms are vague,
making the Lake Powell project’s financial viability questionable.
The complexities of discounting future cash flows and the impact of additional debt on a state's
bonding capacity certainly don't fascinate all residents as much as they do me, but Utahns
deserve transparency in these matters. Our ability to fund critically important programs statewide in the coming decades depends on rational decisions now. The impact of this decision is
even more critical now, in light of our state's expected budget shortfall due to the increased costs
and decreased tax revenue related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Now is not the time for irresponsible spending decisions.
Our state has been considering this project since 1995. In 25 years, the expected cost of the LPP
has increased more than 900%, the 2065 population projection for the area has decreased 41%,
and two counties have pulled out of the plan. Fewer residents expected to benefit from an
enormously more costly project should encourage us all to reconsider this plan.

I
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We've already spent $36 million of taxpayer's money on project analysis. While I understand the
desire to move forward with a plan we have already invested in, I worry that some of us may be
victims of the Sunk Cost Fallacy. Let's stop throwing good money after bad.
0525-1

Washington County residents deserve a complete, unbiased accounting of the full costs of the
LPP including finance expenses. They deserve to be told how much more they stand to pay in
impact fees, increased water rates, and property taxes. All Utahns deserve to know that Governor
Herber's own Executive Water Finance Board's study concludes that the WCWCD's current
proposal amounts to a $1 billion state taxpayer subsidy which will take funding away from other
state needs for decades to come.
Sound capital investment decisions must be made based on complete data, with as little bias as
possible. We must, in good faith, consider other solutions if we want to act responsibly. The
complete lack of consideration for conservation measures in the evaluation of this plan is
shocking. The WCCWCD's dismissal of locally available water development options suggests
that they may not be interested in finding the solution that will be best for Utahns.
None of us would approve this project based on the current proposal if we had to justify the
decision to a private company's board or to a public company's shareholders. We shouldn't act
with a lower level of fiduciary care with taxpayer dollars than we would with our own personal
investments.
Do not move forward with the LPP without a full and accurate accounting of the costs and
benefits.
Thank you,
Molly Scoville
1157 E 400 S
SLC, UT 84102
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Shauna Jo Larkin <shaunajolarkin@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 8:55 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
Shauna Jo Larkin.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

--

Shauna Jo Larkin
435-467-5050
"Lovin' Life"

I
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August 3, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because I want my children to enjoy the economic
prosperity that my husband and I have enjoyed over the past 40+ years.
I have built my professional career in St. George and surrounding areas and now I’m raising a family
in Washington. Fortunately, public bodies and private interests have collaborated to finance and
build the infrastructure needed to create a vibrant community with a strong and growing economy.
The LPP is needed to continue serving the area and providing for sustainable growth.
The population of Washington County has risen over 30% since 2010 — adding 42,435 people —
making it the county with the most rapid rate of growth in the state. The Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute predicts Washington County will grow to more than 500,000 residents by 2065, a 229%
increase over the next 50 years.
More and more since 2010, this growth is being driven by more net-migration. As a real estate
professional, I have seen this personally over the past decade. There are 6 million people that visit
Washington County often to enjoy our area parks and recreational opportunities. Even a fraction of
these visitors interested in either relocating to, or having a second home in, Washington County
creates significant demand for public infrastructure to accommodate new residential and commercial
real estate. The LPP represents the centerpiece for meeting this future water demand.
Over the next 50 years, our region will enjoy significant growth opportunities and confront
many challenges. Among the most critical will be water infrastructure development and water
conservation. I’m confident our businesses and residents will do their part to conserve water use.
But I’m concerned without the Lake Powell Pipeline there will not be enough water
to conserve and use.
For these reasons, I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the LPP environmental impact
statement and issue its findings to allow the water supply pipeline to enter the construction phase.
Thank you.
Shauna Jo Larkin
Washington, Utah
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Clark <srclark@sbcglobal.net>
Friday, July 31, 2020 9:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir
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I strongly oppose the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline because
it would cause great harm to our water resources. Its
construction would violate Washington County's
commitment to permanently protect the Red Cliffs Desert
Reserve. It would threaten the already endangered Mojave
desert tortoises since it will cut directly through its densest
population, and weaken the Bureau of Land Management's
Red Cliffs National Conservation Area, setting a worrying
precedent. Further, the $3 billion, taxpayer-funded pipeline
is a dubious investment because the Colorado River -- on
which it's dependent -- may be depleted as drought cycles
become more severe.
susan r clark
1229 Guerrero Street
SF CA 94110
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Cutchen, Taylor <Taylor.Cutchen@mail.house.gov>
Friday, July 31, 2020 11:53 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
omsanford@msn.com
[EXTERNAL] delegation letter
delegation letter pg1.pdf; delegation letter pg2.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern,
The attached files are a delegation letter regarding the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, signed by
Congressional members in Utah. Have a wonderful day,

Taylor Cutchen, Intern
Congressman Chris Stewart (UT-02)
2242 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
202-225-9730
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July 24, 2020

Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter,
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is a critical project for Utah. As authorized by the 1922
Interstate Compact on the Colorado River, each state has the right to develop its allocation of
Colorado River water. For Utah, that time is now. The LPP Project will help Utah access this
rnuch needed ,1Hotment.
In 2006, Utah's state legislature approved 96-1 the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act.
Fourteen years later to reiterate its support, in March 2020, the legislature passed HCR 22 calling
for the protection, development, and beneficial use of Utah's Colorado River Compact
.
allocation. These pieces of legislation bookend years of development and planning. After years
of analysis, we were very pleased to see the Bureau of Reclamation release the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the LPP project.
The DEIS considers the alternatives for meeting the future water demands of Washington
County and relieving the pressure on the Virgin River Basin. The LPP would beneficially use 6%
of Utah's Colorado River annual reliable water supply, a small portion of the state's total
allotment. This project is a responsible use of Utah's natural resources as Utah develops its share
of Colorado River water.

It is critical that Washington County develop a reliable water supply for its residents. By 2065,
the county's population is anticipated to grow by 229 percent. Washington County Water
Conservancy District is deploying aggressive water conservation strategies to manage water
demand now and into the future. The Virgin River basin has been identified by the Utah Division
of Water Resources as limited and closed to future water development. Projected increases in
water demand, even after implementing significant new water conservation, will ultimately
exhaust the capacity of the county's single water supply source. The Virgin River remains
subject to severe climate variability and multi-year droughts-it can't sustain Washington
County's water needs alone. The LPP project will augment existing water conservation measures
and Virgin River supplies with additional water development creating a flexible system that
offers a more secure water future.
1
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We support the suggested Preferred Alternative and encourage you to sign the Record of
Decision. Utah is in the arid southwest and the Lake Powell Pipeline project provides a necessary
water supply for southern Utah residents helping to provide a secure future for these
communities.

Sincerely,

C..k- S{

~Qq,~~-

~erj~ -

Chris Stewart

Rob Bishop

Member of Congress

Member of Congress

Ll"-I-

0

John Curtis

Mike Lee

Member of Congress

U.S. Senator
,

~~2
0

Mitt Romney

7

U.S. Senator

2
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg & Toni Adams <utahadams@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 1:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
In the draft EIS, BOR declares every alternative must provide 86,000 AFY of water
(from a “second source” outside the Virgin River watershed), based on its assumptions
of a 2075 population of 594,660, 240 GPCD, and a “system loss” of 15.4%.
The calculations appear to be contrived to show that conservation is not economically
feasible; that any “conservation-only” alternative is too expensive. Washington County
residents need to modify, change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle and social
expectations with regard to their frivolous use of water. This is high desert, not a green
belt. Residents need to be educated on native species with low-water requirements and
drought tolerant.
The county’s excessive water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is more
than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson. Creating a redundant
water supply eliminates any incentive for residents to practice wise stewardship of an
undeniably scarce resource. BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives
such as those relying on water conservation, which were requested by many people
during scoping.
I am extremely disturbed because the BOR would favor a multi-billion-dollar pipeline
when Washington County has among the highest rates of water use in the country. In
other parts of the country, conservation is encouraged and valued. It should be the case
in Washington County as well.
Sincerely,
Antonia Adams
utahadams@yahoo.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Richard Williams <williams@dixie.edu>
Tuesday, July 28, 2020 4:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Letter of support
Richard B. Williams Letter of Support lpp.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom it May Concern:
Please find my letter of support for the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
Sincerely,

n~II

Richard B. Williams, PhD, ATC

President
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Office of the President

July 28, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing to express my support for the Lake Powell Pipeline and encourage
the Bureau of Reclamation to sign a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern
Alignment. I am the president of Dixie State University with a primary campus
in St. George, Utah and an extension campus in Hurricane.
Founded in 1911, our institution has grown and evolved over the years. In
2013, the state legislature approved our university status . Today, we have
close to 10,000 students. We offer more than 150 academic programs,
providing an affordable education for students from Utah and beyond .
Our continued growth is dependent on a vibrant economy in southern Utah,
which is equally dependent on an adequate water supply. Additionally, our
campus requires water. The Trailblazers football and soccer teams play in
Legend Solar Stadium, a turf stadium. We also have acres of open space that
require water. The landscaped environment enhances the learning environment.
There are tremendous and often overlooked benefits of landscape to the
environment. In the report titled, "The Hidden Value of Landscapes: Implications
for Drought Planning," Colorado State University noted, "Significant health
benefits, both physical and psychological, are realized by everyday interactions
with urban landscapes. Landscapes improve property values, reduce heating and
cooling requirements, improve air quality, provide wildlife habitat and sequester
carbon. Some of our most prominent landscapes such as parks and cemeteries
also offer significant cultural and historical value." I would add university
campuses to that list.
LPP opponents often suggest that extreme conservation measures would
replace the need for the project. There are many flaws with this assumption. The
level of conservation that would be required has significant environmental,
economic and social consequences. Extreme conservation measures would

225 South Universitv Avenue
St George, UT 84770
Phone: 435.652.7502 I www.dixie.edu I president@dixie.edu
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require severe indoor and outdoor water restrictions including the elimination of
growing grass, trees and ornamental shrubs that currently comprise the
landscaping in the area. It would prohibit shade trees and vegetable gardens and
limit pools, golf courses, and other recreational amenities. It would require
inspections, audits and issuance of fines to ensure compliance. and limit pools,
golf courses, and other recreational amenities. It would require inspections,
audits and issuance of fines to ensure compliance.
Extreme conservation does not meet the stated purpose and need of the LPP as
outlined in the DEIS. The LPP project provides diversity and reliability by
introducing a new and more secure water source to Southern Utah.
Conservation alone would require Washington County be solely dependent on
the Virgin River watershed and fails to address the vulnerabilities in the face of
prolonged drought and climate change that come with dependence on a singlesource system. As a small desert tributary to the Colorado River, the Virgin River
is even more susceptible to climate change and drought than the larger river.
I applaud Reclamation for eliminating a conservation only approach from further
study. The LPP Southern Alignment is the only option that is economically and
technically feasible and meets the needs and purpose of the project.
Sincerely,

Richard B. Williams PhD, ATC
President, Dixie State University
225 S 700 E
St. George, UT 84770
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435 North Main Street

City of La Verkin
La Verkin, Utah 84745 Micah Gubler
Ray Justice

(435)635-2581 (435) 635-2104 Fax clmc kHardy
Kelly Wilson
Kyle Gubler Richard M. Hirschi Patricia Wise
City Administrator Mayor Council Members
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La Verkin City Public Works Director

laverkin.org
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Sincerely,

current and future water needs. ',

The LPP'represents an opportunity to strengthen our water supply and ensure continued success for communities like
La VerkilT.'Turge'the Bureau ofXeclamation to complete the Environmental Impact Statement and sign the Record
ofDecision-'reeOttliUendihg 'the 'Soutfiem Alternative and LPP as the Preferred Alternative for southwestern Utah's

,^.«.,- --•*--. • ^..' •'•••'• •"k"' • ''/' •w:"'*1-'"-"

our growing population, it is impossible to foresee all the challenges and needs that will put our water delivery
system to the test in the future. Adding the LPP to our water supply system now helps alleviate the various
uncertainties that can restrict availability of water.

system that currently has one source for water. Although we recognize our water demands will only increase with

Environmental Impact Statement, construction of the LPP will alleviate the pressures of competing demands on
small, local water supply systems like the Virgin River Basin. For example, having additional infrastructure for
delivery of water will alleviate concerns about water quality and the impact of forest fires on our shared water

The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) offers redundancy and diversity. As part of the Southern Alternative in the Draft

growing population.

of our water is derived from the Virgin River Basin, which is also a limited supply. We need redundancy and
diversity in our water supply system in order to balance competing demands and maintain water supply for our

stored water between tanks and springs varies. New development draws from one, reducing supply for another. All

We are already seeing competing demands between population growth and irrigation in La Verkin. Development of
water for municipal and industrial demands reduces water pressure for irrigation pumps. Distribution and use of our

surrounding water development in La Verkin and Washington County.

As a representative of La Verkin City's Water Board for over 15 years, I am familiar with the pressures and issues

Mr. Baxter:

302 East Lakpview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Bureau of Reclamation - Provo Area Office

Program Manager

Mr. Rick Baxter

July 31,2020
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July 30, 2020

St. George, Utah

Owner, Boulevard Properties fllJQ b "ZV9"^-A°'1--'

James 0. Coleman CTnS-PROW UR%%^°
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Sincerely, - • -

water for our region to support the quality of life we all want to provide for our children.

Securing a sustainable water supply for population growth is one of the top priorities for
southwestern Utah. The Lake Powell Pipeline will provide a continuing and reliable source of

maintain the LPP.

partnership ensures that financial and revenue strategies are adequate to finance, operate and

district receiving the water will pay the state back, through the purchase of project water. The

fund and'construct the L'PP. A sound economic partnership exists where the southwestern water

Development Act in 2006 that authorized the Utah Board of Water Resources to plan for,

development. That is why the Utah State Legislature approved the Lake Powell Pipeline

infrastructure. The Lake Powell Pipeline sits at the nexus for all of this planning and

Population growth creates the need for more housing, transportation, energy and water

and managerial capacities are required to prepare our future.

to prepare for this growth. Good regulatory policies along with significant technical, financial,

Planning and effectively managing the development of public infrastructure are two challenges

by 2065.

county is projected to have the most rapid rate of growth among all Utah counties, nearly tripling

exception. In fact, Washington County's population has grown 30% in the last decade and the

Utah has seen significant population growth over the past decade; southwestern Utah is no

on this crucial project for southwestern Utah.

Environmental Impact Statement and promptly issue its decision to allow construction to begin

I'm writing to urge the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)

Dear Mr. Baxter:

Provo, UT 84606

302 East Lakeview Parkway

Provo Area Office

Bureau of Reclamation

Program Manager

Mr. Rick Baxter

0536-1

0536

I 00

l0(j?
(^00

^^.z

a?^o
Action
Project
Classificaton
Control

Folder
Notice if you detach enclosure
insert code here:

0537

City of La Verkin
435 North Main Street
La Verkin, Utah 84745
(435) 635-2581 (435) 635-2104 Fax
Kyle Gubler

Richard M. Hirschi

City Administrator

Mayor

Micah Gubler
Chuck Hardy
Ray Justice
Kelly Wilson
Patricia Wise
Council Members

July 30, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Bureau of Reclamation - Provo Area Office
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
In 2019, the Utah Board of Water Resources Water Needs Assessment for the Lake Powell Pipeline stated, "To deny the
need for a second water source for Washington County and place a singular focus on the reduction of water demands, i.e.,
conservation, is to ignore the "big picture" issues associated with the development of a comprehensive, long-term water
supply plan." The future water demand of southwestern Utah is real. Washing County is one of the fastest growing regions
in the nation. More people are coming and they are going to need water.
From 2000 to 2018, Washington County reduced its per capita water use by 30%. Yet, water conservation measures,
combined with local projects, agricultural conservation, reuse and existing supply do not complete the "big picture" of what
it will take to meet future demands.
As a member of the Building Department for the City of La Verkin, I recognize the importance of planning for and managing
water in the face of growth. Recently, in public works, we've been fighting water tum-offs, breaks in water lines, and other
maintenance issues which threaten to raise operating costs. A redundant and reliable supplemental water supply is needed,
especially as we continue to grow. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP), what is called the "Southern Alternative" in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, is a good solution.
The LPP is part of the "big picture" framing Southwestern Utah' s future. Southwestern Utah and Washington County need
a long-term water supply plan that combines water conservation with meeting new and growing water demands. The
proposed LPP takes into account the issues facing La Verkin and our region of the state.
In Washingtorreounty,we are limited tO'one water source: The Virgin River Basin. There are not only water quantity issues
with the basin,~0ut al-so-wat6H]_ual-ity-~su0s. We run the risk that future weather and climate events like long droughts, forest
fires, large storms.and subsequent.flash fl.ooding will denigrate our water quality. Prudent planning should include additional
sources of _sµ,p,pli .to m!eeJ .Q.lJf d~.mi:\nd~ _!!]. times of drought The LPP accomplishes these goals, fulfilling our future water
needs better than other plans.
0

Most importantly, the LPP acWres_~_~{°icfo.~-time uncertainty. From rate of growth to unpredictable seasons due to climate
change, it is not possible to prl ai'ct'tbe'"~amages, water shortfalls, and other challenges our limited water supply system
might face. Knowing that we are pd1k'~f'for continued growth, the LPP appears to be our best alternative moving forward.
':-1:. "':•:f:, ;

Please namet'!te'Southem·A1mtrt::itive
i'fl:the Final Environmental Impact Statement and in your Record of Decision,
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John Postert
City of La Verkin Building Department
laverkin.org
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Sincerely,'

Kyle Gubler
City Administrator

K^Ie Guble'r
La Verkin City Administrator

City of La Verkin
43 5 North Main Street
La Verkin, Utah 84745

(435) 635-2581 (435) 635-2104 Fax

Mayor

Richard M. Hirschi

laverkin.org

Micah Gubler
Chuck Hardy
Ray Justice
Kelly Wilson
Patricia Wise
Council Members

Environmental Impact Statement and that the decision makers move it forward in the Record of Decision.

I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to approve Southern Alternative as the preferred alternative in the Final

provide foffKem'Jusf'as ourTorebears provided for us.

importantly,"our future generations, our children's' children, will have water upon which to rely. In this way, we

the Virgin~"River K'asm suffer a drought, our community will still be able to draw from Lake Powell. Most

source of water: The Virgin River Basin. The LPP will help to avoid water shortages. If the waters available in

including La Verkin City. It will make possible redundancy in a system that, to date, relies solely on one primary

Once constmcted, the LPP bring up to 86,249 additional acre-feet of water to 10 southwestern communities,

The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) provides that opportunity and solution.

upon my generation of municipal leaders is to continue our legacy ofwell-managed water supply into the future.

challenges that might impact our ability to deliver our supply to our future residents and visitors. The challenge

However, our water resources are not endless. They are limited by growth, by demand, and the unforeseen

acquired additional water assets to provide more reliable supply.

well. We have upgraded our water system to reduce leaks and waste, we employ water conservation, and have

of that hard work. Even though Utah is the second driest state in the nation, we have managed our water supply

My forefathers worked dedicatedly to make La Verkin a beautiful place to live. Today, we are the beneficiaries

a water supply that can grow and adapt to our needs as we grow and change over the years.

Administrator for La Verkin, I understand the needs of our community. We have a long history based on securing

Grand Canyon, Bryce Canyon, Monument Valley, and Lake Powell. We have a promising future. As the City

La Verkin City is positioned in what is referred to as the "Grand Circle", which includes Zion National Park, the

Mr. Baxter:

Provo, UT 84606

302 East Lakeview Parkway

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Provo Area Office - Bureau of Reclamation

July 31,2020
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June 24, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Kurt Ivie
Councilman
kivie@wash ingtoncity.org
w'0'w.washingtoncity.org

111 North 100 East
Washington ,UT 84780
Cell (435) 632-4950

Mr. Baxter:
As a member of the Washington City Council, I understand my duties are to represent the
legislative interest of Washington City, and the service delivery--quality oflife issues of the
citizens--all while respectfully listening, proactively considering different options and opinions,
and then acting accordingly. Today and for the coming future, acting accordingly means
planning for water.
Our water supplies need to meet our projected future demand. Currently, they are limited by
growth, by demand, and the unforeseen challenges that might impact our ability to deliver our
supply to our future residents and visitors. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) provides that
opportunity and solution.
From 2010-2015, Washington City sustained a 29.5% growth rate. We do not anticipate seeing
that rate slow down in the coming years and decades. As one of the fastest growing regions in
the country, Washington County needs a diverse and secure water supply. We need the
redundancy a project like the LPP can provide. Climate projections show warmer and drier
conditions in the future, punctuated by more severe rainfall events, flash floods, but also
prolonged droughts. LPP provides a buffer to these anticipated climate changes that will help
store_w,~t,~OY4~P. it js 11v~ilable and provide water when resources are scarce. With the capacity
to dttlLve!.,P:Rl!2.:.1i.~ i2-.,,..c)£.r.J;_-:- f~~t.,a year, the LPP will help bolster 10 southwestern Utah
co~~~ !i~~~!!1f!~~i~g_W~~N,rgton City, for decades to come.
1 encouragethe 13.;;;a~ ~f R~~la~ation to complete a full assessment of all alternatives in its
Enviroiiineii:fii1Trnpac:£s't atemeQ.t and support a finding of the Southern Alternative which
includes the LPP, as the preferred
option in its Record of Decision.
f, ,, !' If
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0540-1 Water Resources
Jim Starling
100 East Demille Road
Rockville, Utah 84763
Jimstarling09@gmail.com

August 6, 2020

0540-2 Colorado River Compact(s)

0540-3 Socioeconomics
Bureau of Reclamation,
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Re: Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS
Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the Lake Powel Pipeline as per
points raised in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS).
I have lived in Washington County since 1975 and have watched it be developed
over those 45 years with no concern for water use and conservation. I live in a
small community with a limited water source. We all practice water conservation
and live comfortably doing it. Washington County's present water use {302
Gallons per Capita per Day: GPCD) is twice that of Phoenix and almost 3 times
that of Tucson. It is time for Washington County to turn down the tap rather than
install a fire hose .
. . • Your DEIS -ignores the alternative of conservation or local water source by
, .. -. "'. insertingvot1r aYb'itrary "second water source" requirement. You basically
,. -- drbppec:f fllitconservation alternative completely. That sends the wrong
., . ··mes·s ij~ -~ij°t,~qre_ importantly, it is counter to the purpose of an EIS.
·~ ,J ... , . . .... ~
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The LPP violates the 1922 Colorado River Compact. Approval of the LPP by
the six Cdl6rad9 ,River States as well as the US Congress should be a
requirement in your EIS .
-
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•·• . Your DEIS g alsb deficient in that it does not determine the financial
feasibility of the LPP for the Washington County Water Conservancy
District. It also does not address the economic effects to the people and

BOR-PR~JV~J fiREfl O.FFI~GE
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businesses of Utah who will have to pay 2-billion-dollars for this
unnecessary project.
•

Your DEIS also does not address the issue of senior vs junior water rights.
This 2-billion-dollar pipeline could run dry during droughts because the LPP
water rights are junior to other existing rights which will take precedence
during water shortages.

Sincerely,

0540-3
Continued

0540-3 cont'd Socioeconomics

0540-4 Water Supply
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Kate Starling
100 East DeMille Road
Rockville, UT 84763
435-668-3810
katestarling@infowest.com

P.O. Box401
Springdale, UT 84767

August 6, 2020
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Re: Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS
Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline as per points
raised in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
I have lived in Zion Canyon since 1985. I grew up in Phoenix and have been aware, my
whole life, that water was limited and its careful use has always been an underlying
factor in the way I live. We practice water conservation by xeriscaping, water-wise
produce gardening and make sure that our appliances are low-flow. Because we live in
Rockville, where every citizen is aware of our limited water, we as a community have
been abl~!~ liv~w~_II. withirt this limitation--most of us, anyway.
However:··i·k11OV1t'th'a't Washington County boasts among the highest water usage per
capitaJnlb.e oa.tion....Withj:lctive campaigning for water conservation the culture of
Washi-AgtOA County can.change. As long as I have lived here, most of the political
leaders in the county have promoted unlimited growth without conservation and the
majority of residents of the county believe that more water will always found and
brought to them, negating 'the need to conserve.
'""'"'~---•-•'''"~-

'•"'•

>"s

If the.. pipeJ.ine. is built, providing that the many factors still in question are solved (that
the LL:P doesn't violate the 1922 Colorado Water Compact as it seems to do and that
Utah has already allocated water rights more than 100% of water within its Colorado
River watershed), the shear enormity of the cost of this project will be a economic
hardship for a huge proportion of our residents. This money is to be absorbed as public
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0541-1 Water Resources
debt and we residents will end up paying for it. I know members of my community that
are already living frugally at the extent of their resources and one more tax or fee will
cause their lives to become financially unstable.
I believe that an effort to live within our water means in Washington County must be
put into effect before any "secondary source" for additional water is built. It starts with
our leaders stating the goal of conservation, illustrating why it is important and then
asking the citizens of this county to follow these practices.
Sinc~rely,

45h ~
Kate Starling
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
August 4, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Mr. Baxter:
Dixie Power is a non-profit electric cooperative providing electric utility services to approximately
25,000 members in southern Utah and northern Arizona. We are the largest of the five members of
the Deseret Power Electric Cooperative. With an office in St. George, Utah, we supply one-third of
the power in Washington County. Dixie Power is growing at a rate of 6% annually in energy sales.
Similar to every other utility service, we must look ahead and plan for future growth. To serve our
growing customer base, we are completing a major infrastructure investment work plan that began
nearly 10 years ago amounting to $60 million in infrastructure investment.

It is imperative that our community makes similar investments in water infrastructure through the
Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). If our community does not have an adequate water supply, Dixie
Power-and thousands of other businesses-has a stranded investment. People expect the lights to
come on when they tum a switch and they expect water to come out of the faucet.
We learned a valuable lesson in the early 1990s that speaks to the need for advance planning. Energy
shortages in southern Utah forced rolling blackouts for our customers during peak times. Since that
time we have made considerable investments in our energy system to make sure customers have
pow er whefl tliey need it This ·includes ,idding a second source of power for St. George and
Washington County.
Our community is at risk ofovater shortages if we don't diversity our source of supply. LPP increases
the reliability for customers11tbday by introducing the Colorado River as another source of water.
Droughts, climate chil.hge, wiidfires place the Virgin River at great risk. We must have a second
source of water.
•

,·;
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Ks"a' local energy provider, we are encouraged by the inline hydropower component of the LPP.
•'1)i•; ,•,J•,
' I f ,< .,, i ,
Ultimately, LPi'>\villJ,e
a\Ji~. tp self-power a portion of the energy needed to run the water facilities .
. '
' J.
We recently worked with the Utah Division of Water Resources and Washington County Water
Conservancy District to use a new substation we plan to build near Sand Hollow Reservoir. The
substation could be an interconnect point for the Lake Powell Pipeline. This will allow the project to
minimize impacts to the Dixie Springs residents and would require minor changes to the project.
'1

i.••

•(

\

,

ii

A Tou ·hsmnc Energy"' Coopcrarivc

-

~f-

o.435-673-3297I f. 435-673-3315 I 145V\est:BiganRcad-Sl:George,UT84790 I DixiePower.com
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0542-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
0542-1

Our customers, our business and our communities all need reliable sources of energy and water. We
strongly encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision for the Southern
Alternative of the LPP.

Sincerely,

President and Chief Executive Officer
Dixie Power
145 W Brigham Rd
St. George, UT 84 790

A Touchston Energy' Coop ·rnt ivc

o.435-673-3297

If. 435-673-3315

-

~f-

\ 145V\estBig-arnRcoo-StGeorge,UT84790

I DixiePower.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
August 4, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Utahns enjoy a high quality of life thanks in part to the abundance of energy producing resources in
the state. But all methods of energy production also come with a requisite water requirement. This is
one reason why I support the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
As an elected board member of Dixie Escalante Rural Electric Association (Dixie REA), I
understand the value of adequately planning for current and future customer needs through long-term
resource supply and demand analysis. Similar to electrical power, planning for water infrastructure
systems requires special attention because these systems are expensive and long-lasting.
Dixie REA is a member of Dixie Power, an electric cooperative in Southern Utah including
Washington County. Dixie Power is a part of a large network of organizations that include Deseret
Generation and Transmission (Deseret). After years of mutual cooperation for electric system
improvement and planning in southwestern Utah, Deseretjoined other partner electric utility
providers to mark the beginning of operations at the Purgatory Flat substation, located in Hurricane
City, part of the St. George Metropolitan Area of Washington County, Utah. This addition to the
electric network will provide service for existing customers in the area and provide for growth. It will
also increase flexibility to reroute power in the event of service interruptions from weather or other
causes, and aid overall system reliability.
,.

-

•,

--- . ~

Ther.e.are..similarities-between the Purgatory Flat substation and the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPE),...Both,projects have·taken 15-20 years to plan and complete the necessary engineering and
envir.onmentaI,studies before construction. Each project will enhance the condition of infrastructure
asset~ver the·long term atan acceptable risk consistent with customer and community-supported
service levels. In addition, hotli ,projects deal with anticipated growth and system reliability goals,
I
and are designed to create
redundancy for dealing with critical infrastructure service disruption.
:1 't ,, ' , ,, '
1

1~ I

'

t

For these reasons, I support thy Lake Powell Pipeline and urge the Bureau of Reclamation to
complete the actions neces~ary to permit the project to proceed.
(; : I
1

Sin~erel~; .

#'J Q_____

Mark Anderson
3600 W 1600 S
Filmore, UT 84631
A Touchstone Energ,,•• Coopcrnrivc

o.435-673-3297I f. 435-673-3315

-

~t"

I 145V\es1:Brig,amRoad-St<?eorge,UT84790 I DixiePower.com
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August 5, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Subject: Letter of Support for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project as defined in the current Draft Environmental
Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Baxter,
For the past two decades, I have worked as a private consultant and a public servant in the water and wastewater
industry. For fifteen of those twenty years I have worked almost exclusively in southern Utah. I have dedicated
my professional life to the planning, design, and construction management of municipal water, wastewater, and
storm water projects in Utah, Nevada, and Arizona. I understand the importance of planning for and
appropriately managing the impacts of water resource development projects.
I am writing to you in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because it clearly demonstrates the type of
proactive engineering and environmental planning required to deliver needed water supplies to southwestern
Utah. In addition to the technical aspects of developing an alternative water supply, the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) has identified all of the potential cultural, environmental and social challenges
associated with this project.
-.

•~

-.•

•• •I

•• • .to,

•

•

I

-ti

As a coasu1tant to municipalities·-and water districts I had the opportunity to work on a full spectrum of projects
from new w.ells-and-surfaeewaterresource development to one of the largest wastewater reuse project in the
state of.Utah. at.fue..£t-:,GW!'ge-...\¥ater Reclamation Facility. Now, as the manager of a wastewater district tasked
with overseeing .the.bulko-0f eas-tem,Washington County, I oversee the collection, pumping, treatment, reuse,
financial planning, and environmental mitigation of water resource recovery projects. I can recognize the
consistent effort and the iterative irefinement required in undertaking a challenging project.
• f •:' •

I

•

)

',

'

As a utility provider in southem .-Utah, I witness on a daily basis the accelerating pace of growth in this part of
the State. Much of the growth in-Washington County will be taking place within the Ash Creek Special Service
District's.boundaries.- We will-be-treating the wastewater from many of the homes that will be built in the
decades to come,,· · ·
· •. ' , ',i<. i ·
,,.

·:

. ' . ' . •'~i .

1350 South Sand ho llow Road, Hurricane, UT 8473 7
phone : 435.635 .2 348
ema il: ashcreek@ in fowest.com
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riUG 10 ;20Pt~12:0:3

0544

~
1" c;.
(p~

r;'½,1/J
Cg :_ Action
Project
Classificaton
Control
Folder
Notice if you detach enclosure
insert code here:

0544

The entire state of Utah faces the reality of water shortage as a result of population growth in the years to come.
Project opponents have consistently cited conservation as a satisfactory alternative to the development of this
project. Across the state of Utah, elected officials and their constituents have agreed to a water conservation
rate of25% by the year 2025. Washington County has met that goal by reducing water use by 30%. The
proposed LPP project includes a further 20% reduction along with securing a second reliable source to meet
Washington County's growing need. The reality is that private land currently available for development will
outstrip conservation efforts' ability to offset demand.

0544-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

I am impressed with the efforts made to make LPP a viable and beneficial alternative for providing water to
Washington County and the broader southwestern region. It appears to be a robust approach to meeting these
competing demands.
I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to complete its assessments of the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline and
sign the Record of Decision approving the Southern Alternative as soon as possible. This is an important
milestone on our road to a sustainable water supply in southern Utah.

T@~

Michael A. Chandler, P .E.
Superintendent
Ash Creek Special Service District

1350 South Sandhollow Road, Hurricane, UT 84737
phone: 435.635.2348
email: ashcreek@infowest.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
August 4, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Utah is growing faster than most other states and the United States as a whole. Our state's
population has grown at an average rate of 3% over the past 40 years. Washington County
grew 5.6% between 2018-2019, growing at a higher rate than the state.
This rate of growth creates challenges for public utilities planning for the future. As chairman of
Dixie Power and representative for the Escalante Valley District, I understand the necessity for
getting the infrastructure decisions right. Dixie Power has completed extensive infrastructure
development over the past 10 years to expand our electrical system to accommodate growth in
southwestern Utah and we're planning more.
Dixie Power owns and manages the transmission lines in the vicinity of Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) near Sand Hollow Reservoir. We provide power to 25,000 members in southern Utah and
northern Arizona and supply one-third of the power in Washington County.
We have accelerated our plans to construct a new substation just west of Sand Hollow
Reservoir near the corner of West 3150 South Street and South 4900 West Street to meet our
customer need~. The. n1;:iw. s.ubstation will support the growth in the immediate area and serve
existing
. . _ , ... , , ._,..a'n-d __9~\/~l-~piQg .neighborhoods on the west side of Sand Hollow .
~

We··arec:lbini;f this iridep.e ndent of the LPP, but this substation is planned to be an interconnect
point fon he Cake Powei( Pipe line rather than the existing Dixie Spring substation previously
pro-posed:•·•·-· ··
···· ·· ... · · --~·
1

The Utah Division of Wat~t Resources and the Washington County Water Conservancy District
have listened to th'eJEbri'b'eihs from Dixie Springs neighbors about the locations of powerlines.
The ability for LPP to corih~d
at a different location will allow the powerlines to avoid the
,. ,I · ..
neighborhood and mini ';i~~~.impacts to these neighbors .

. ... .. ....... .... . . ., . ..
~

. .....

Dixie· Power' ana) h~ W,ast,'(n"gton County Water Conservancy District are in a constant state of
planning to serve the needs of our members and customers. Current and future generations
depend on us to plan wisely to sustain the quality of life we've come to enjoy in southern Utah.
Water and energy shortages are simply not an option. The Lake Powell Pipeline will add
resiliency and reliability to our water system.

-

Tnuchston Encri::y" Cnnpcrn ri vc ~

o.435-673-3297I f. 435-673-3315 I145\/\estB-igiamRced-Sl:George, UT84790

I DixiePower.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
0545-1
In our review of the Draft EIS, we believe the Bureau of Reclamation has done a thorough
analysis. I ask you to finalize the EIS and issue a Record of Decision.

Best regards,

Mike Brown, Chairman of the Board
Dixie Power

A Tuuchs1o nc Encr1,')'a Coopcrn 1i vc

o. 435-673-3297

If. 435-673-3315

~f-

I145\l\estBiga-nRm::I-StGeorge, UT84790

I DixiePower.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
8/4/2020
Rick Baxter, Project Manager
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
In public power, we organize together to take ownership of our natural resources making available to all
what might not be affordable on our own, as individuals. We reach deeply into the community to provide
service where for-profit conglomerates cannot. That makes us strong. Just as we at Dixie Power work
hard to keep electricity rates low following a long-term investment strategy, the State of Utah is doing the
same thing to make water available throughout our Southwestern Utah community at a reasonable cost.
As an elected member to the Dixie Power Board of Directors, I see daily how shared values merge to
build community solutions. Public power and water have this in common. The Lake Powell Pipeline
follows the public power model in three important ways:
1.

It is funded locally. The Washington County Water Conservancy District's Board has devised a
payment strategy that will collect fees, water rates, and property taxes from direct beneficiaries of
the water pipeline. This means that the project is self-sufficient, for and by the people it is
designed to serve. There is no reliance on federal subsidies or loans. This engenders trust,
encouraging local investment and grass root economic growth.

2. It generates revenue. Water supplies derived from LPP deliveries are anticipated to generate $11
billion in income tax revenue through the year 2060. Sales tax revenue supported by the pipeline
is estimated to more than $9.4 billion in that same time frame. These dollars will support new
roa~s, ~chools, improv_em~n~ to public safety, and other public initiatives.
3. It will create ·oppbffurlify. It iS' anticipated LPP will also support 120,000 new jobs and thousands
of new businesses. MO'tlies from these new endeavors associated with the·project inject diversity
into the .local economy; •creating the possibility for new investment.
, ~...

<J!

04

•

~

~·

•

It is not enough to just supply the water. It must be affordable. No one small town in southwestern Utah
could afford such a significant water;,project by itself. Instead, the region has united in its support of the
project through a combination o(water r,ates, impact fees and property taxes that will generate significant
revenues over the next 40 years. ·LPP' s-long-term plan for injecting revenues into local economies will
help build opportunities and keep·r~te; ·1ow. That is why the economic benefits of the LPP are important.
'

·,

I urge you tcrmo\7'e·forward with the Record of Decision approving the LPP Southern Alternative.
'llL! " :}

''

·I

(l,

t

1

___:.~~r.;-

, •

•
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.' ' .'
B:(~~~-PR~Jt~~] tqR'. EA OFF]~~E
F~!J(] 10 ~20PM12: 12

A T ouchsw n · Energy~ Cuopcra li vc ~

o.435-673-3297

If.

435-673-3315

I 145\/\estBig,amRooo-StGeorge, UT84790 I DixiePower.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
August 4, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am the vice chairman at Dixie Power, whose mission is to build trust by equitably serving our
members and communities with safe, reliable , affordable energy. Washington County Water
Conservancy District, our wholesale water provider, does that exact same thing with our water.
Utah is growing faster than most other states and the United States as a whole . This rate of
growth creates challenges for public utilities planning for the future. It has challenged us as an
energy provider and it also taxes our water resources.
Dixie Power has worked with the state of Utah and asked the Bureau of Reclamation to study a
change that would allow our new substation we plan to construct just west of Sand Hollow
Reservoir to help power the Lake Powell Pipeline. This substation could be an interconnect
point for the Lake Powell Pipeline rather than the existing Dixie Spring substation that was
previously proposed. This is a win-win for the project and the community. It helps mitigate
concerns by Dixie Springs neighbors about the proximity of the power lines to their
neighborhood.
We agree with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement eliminated detailed study of electric
and magnetic fields since buildings or homes would not be located near electric power facilities
at a proximity fo cause a concern.
Dixie PoweF·and the Washington County Water Conservancy District are in a constant state of
planning to-serve the ·neecls of our members and customers. Current and future generations
depend on us to plan wisely to sustain the quality of life we've come to enjoy in southern Utah.
Water and energy shortaQeS are simply not an option. The Lake Powell Pipeline will add
resiliency and reliabi iffy td our water system .
,ii;.•

In our review of the Draft EIS; we believe the Bureau of Reclamation has done a thorough
analysis. +ask·you to finalize the EIS and issue a Record of Decision for the Southern Alignment
as the·P/-efer'retl Alterh'ative -1 ' ,..rir .., :

1 .. •

BOR-P'RCiq}~J AREA OFFICE
AUG 10 '20PH12: 1i
Vice Chairman, Dixie District #2
A Touchs1onc Encri.:y~ Coopcrnrivc ~

o.435-673-3297

If.

435-673-3315 I145V\estBig,amRcoo-Sl:George,UT84790

I DixiePower.com
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DixiePower
ENERGIZING LIFE
August 4, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because I do not want to see the economic vitality of southern
Utah impeded by water scarcity. The LPP will help to fill the gap between future water demands and
existing supplies.
Utah is the second driest state in the nation and we grapple with a finite water supply, a changing
climate and a growing population. Planning for the future requires local, state and federal government
bodies to use the full range of strategies to meet the water demands of our expanding communities.
Longevity poses a planning challenge, given that new water infrastructure may need to survive more
than a hundred years.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP), a crucial project that will provide water for the future of 10 southern
Utah communities, is a case in point. Studies conducted by the state indicate current water resources
are not enough to meet the future needs of rapidly growing southern Utah. In fact, 100,000 acre-feet of
new water supplies are needed to meet the projected needs of southern Utah. The state is working with
the water district to provide for long-term water availability and sustainability.
wa·shington Co~_~ty _is one of the fastest growing regions in the nation. In fact, Washington County has
been
·gr'owing
faster
than
projections over the past 50 years. Based on the projected population growth,
, ~ .- • , "" , r ,~
.
.
. . , ..
current water use and con~ervatio.n goals, water demands will exceed water supplies, resulting in
.,,. to

'

. . .... . . •

~ '

• t

-

.. .

shott.a.!l~~:..!\'IO~t pf_Washi.ngton County's residents are dependent on a single water source of variable
quantity and quality- the Virgin River basin. Another source of water, such as the LPP, will be needed to
meet this demand. A multifacete·cll plan to meet future water needs is critical, but the LPP is .t he only
option that provides a neces'sary isecond, reliable water source to meet the demands of Washington
I1'

1·

County's growing population ard economy.
While LPP is a major investment for our community, it is one we can't afford not to build . Our water
1

managers'have a'·reas9 na'bie ..plan ,in place that lays out how our communities will be able to fund the
. .' .
project and repay the state.

A Touchstone Em:rgy~ Coope rative ~

o. 435-673-3297

I f.

435-673-3315
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ENERGIZING LIFE
The Bureau of Reclamation has completed a very comprehensive study. I urge you to finalize the EIS and
issue a decision to allow construction to begin on this crucial project.

Thank you.

Secretary of the Board of Directors
Dixie Power
St. George, UT
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August 4, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

P.J(~R-P~e;;~r~ f3~J:.R Oft=Ji(~E
(~!JttJ ]J) ~:2rr)PH12: 13

Dear Mr. Baxter:
Southwestern Utah is experiencing strong population growth from natural increases but even more
importantly from net migration. In 1970, Washington County had a population of 13,669.
With an estimated population today of 180,550 the Kem C Gardner Policy Institute, show Washington
County experienced the highest population percentage increase in the state at 5 .6% compared with 1. 7%
for Utah as a whole.
As population increases demand for water mounts. Current water sources in Washington County are
insufficient to meet projected demands caused by population growth. Climate change will only elevate the
risks associated with reliance on existing water sources. Conservation will play a vital role in minimizing
the need for additional water, but development of new water sources, including Colorado River water,
will be critical in maintaining a safe and reliable supply of water for communities in southern Utah.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because this crucial water delivery project will keep southern
Utah from relying solely on one water source - the Virgin River basin. It's painfully obvious that the LPP
is needed to diversify and strengthen southern Utah's water supply. The LPP will also support over
100,000'jobs ailowing our cii1ldren and grandchildren economic opportunities than might not otherwise
exist.
'

~.
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The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has been managing the water needs of
Washington County since 1962. WCWCD serves over 90% of the county's population, thousands of
second homes, 6 million tourists ~ach year, 11,000 Dixie State University students and a 285-bed hospital
complex. Significant piahhing 'is''r~quired to ensure a safe, reliable water supply for the county's growing
I ,
,
population and economy. ·
·,' i

It is estimated the 'tPP will need to be brought online in 2028 when the projected demand with
conservation exceeds the.total:t.eliable supply. WCWCD's plan takes into consideration the future water
needs of a growing region, and does so in a way that respects local social and environmental values, while
recognizing affordability constraints.
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During its 50-plus year history, WCWCD has a good track record of significantly expanding its
infrastructure, services and capabilities in an ongoing effort to serve the county's growing population. I
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ENERGIZING LIFE
am confident that WCWCD will continue this record of service with adding the Lake Powell Pipeline to
its portfolio of water sources.
I believe the LPP can be built in an environmentally responsible manner. I request the Bureau of
Reclamation finalize the EIS and allow this project to move forward.

Sincerely,

Scott Schill
Director, Dixie Escalante Rural Electric Association, Inc.
Newcastle, Utah

A Touchstone Enr rgy., Conpcrntivc
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August 4, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Dear Mr. Baxter:
Southwestern Utah is experiencing strong population growth from natural increases but even more
importantly from net migration. In 1970, Washington County had a population of 13,669.
With an estimated population today of 180,550 the Kem C Gardner Policy Institute, show Washington
County experienced the highest population percentage increase in the state at 5 .6% compared with 1. 7%
for Utah as a whole.
As population increases demand for water mounts. Current water sources in Washington County are
insufficient to meet projected demands caused by population growth. Climate change will only elevate the
risks associated with reliance on existing water sources. Conservation will play a vital role in minimizing
the need for additional water, but development of new water sources, including Colorado River water,
will be critical in maintaining a safe and reliable supply of water for communities in southern Utah.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) because this crucial water delivery project will keep southern
Utah from relying solely on one water source - the Virgin River basin. It's painfully obvious that the LPP
is needed to diversify and strengthen southern Utah's water supply. The LPP will also support over
100,000'jobs ailowing our cii1ldren and grandchildren economic opportunities than might not otherwise
exist.
'

~.

cl•

" ·

The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has been managing the water needs of
Washington County since 1962. WCWCD serves over 90% of the county's population, thousands of
second homes, 6 million tourists ~ach year, 11,000 Dixie State University students and a 285-bed hospital
complex. Significant piahhing 'is''r~quired to ensure a safe, reliable water supply for the county's growing
I ,
,
population and economy. ·
·,' i

It is estimated the 'tPP will need to be brought online in 2028 when the projected demand with
conservation exceeds the.total:t.eliable supply. WCWCD's plan takes into consideration the future water
needs of a growing region, and does so in a way that respects local social and environmental values, while
recognizing affordability constraints.
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During its 50-plus year history, WCWCD has a good track record of significantly expanding its
infrastructure, services and capabilities in an ongoing effort to serve the county's growing population. I
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am confident that WCWCD will continue this record of service with adding the Lake Powell Pipeline to
its portfolio of water sources.
0550-1

I believe the LPP can be built in an environmentally responsible manner. I request the Bureau of
Reclamation finalize the EIS and allow this project to move forward.

Sincerely,

Scott Schill
Director, Dixie Escalante Rural Electric Association, Inc.
Newcastle, Utah

A Touchstone Enr rgy., Conpcrntivc
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Andrew Kramer <akramer@infowest.com>
Tuesday, August 4, 2020 5:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Andrew Kramer
[EXTERNAL] COMMENTS - LAKE POWELL PIPELINE DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

4 August 2020 VIA EMAIL (hard copy to follow by US mail)
TO:

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Email: lpp@usbr.gov

FROM: Andrew Kramer
781 Indigo Court
Ivins, Washington County, UT 84738
RE:

Comments - Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
If constructed, the proposed 140-mile Lake Powell Pipeline would be a multi-billion
dollar project, one of the most expensive in state history. Although the pipeline would
only serve Washington County, its proponents want the entire state to subsidize the
LPP. As taxpayers who’d be required to pay for this mammoth project, we deserve
accurate information and well-reasoned analysis that demonstrates the need and
economic viability of the pipeline. Likewise for water users and builders in
Washington County who, in addition to increased property taxes, would be subjected
to increased water rates and higher impact fees (already among the highest in the
state).
Instead, since inception of the LPP in 2006, studies by the Utah Division of Water
Resources (DWR) and the Washington County Water Conservancy District

I

0551
0551-1 Water Resources

(WCWCD) have repeatedly been biased, incomplete and do not fairly consider
feasible, much less costly alternatives.
By contrast, studies by reliable independent organizations prove the pipeline is risky,
unnecessary and cost prohibitive. To counter these fact-based findings, pipeline
proponents rely on misleading arguments, skewed data and fear in an attempt to “sell”
the LPP to taxpayers, water users and builders who are unaware of the facts and place
undue trust in government authorities.
As a taxpayer and water user in Washington County I was hopeful the DEIS would
finally bring urgently needed, well-reasoned objectivity to this process. Unfortunately,
the DEIS continues many of the proponents’ misleading claims with similar flawed
and incomplete data, bias in favor of the LPP and unsubstantiated and illogical
conclusions. Instead of rational objective analysis essential for a project of this size,
the process has been politicized to the detriment of all Utahns.
Several of the flaws in the DEIS are listed below. They are refuted with fact-based
information/studies cited herein and with additional information found at Conserve
Southwest Utah’s website. In particular, CSU’s “Rationale for LPP Position”, is a 36page document based on extensive research supported by several reliable sources and
cited with numerous footnotes.
> The BOR assumes falsely that Washington County needs a “second source” of
water from Lake Powell.
Documents submitted to FERC (previous reviewing agency) by DWR and WCWCD
show available sources can provide “conservatively” 100,000 acre-feet of water annually without
the pipeline. (An independent study by Water Resource Advocates shows this estimate is low.
The available supply is actually 116,300 - 138,800 AFY.) By implementing
reasonable conservation measures, Washington County could reduce water use from the current
303 GPCD (gallons per capita per day) to 175-180 GPCD. This would allow 100,000 AF of
water to serve 509,000, the county’s projected 2065 population, without the pipeline.

This assessment is confirmed by Water Resource Advocates, a group of highlyqualified experts who specialize in water issues in several western states. Their
comprehensive study, the Local Waters Alternative, shows that developing available
sources within the Virgin River Watershed combined with reasonably achievable
conservation will allow “Washington County to meet projected water needs in a
reliable, flexible and cost effective manner through the year 2060” and beyond.
Instead of considerable up-front costs required by the pipeline, water supplies could
be developed incrementally as needed at a fraction of the cost of the LPP.

0551-1

0551

False claim: By arbitrarily asserting water from Lake Powell is needed as a second
source, the BOR rejects the Local Waters Alternative without due consideration. This
is a major flaw resulting from the BOR’s bias for the LPP and a disservice to all
Utahns who would be expected to pay for the multi-billion dollar pipeline.

0551-1
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False claim: The BOR’s justification for a second source of water is based on
projections of reduced flows in the Virgin River even though DWR and WCWCD
documents show at least 100,000 AF of water can be provided annually without the
pipeline.
In addition to the Virgin River, Washington County has dozens of wells, surface
diversions, surface and underground reservoirs, and other sources within the Virgin
River watershed. For example, about 140,000 AF of water is currently stored under
Sand Hollow Reservoir for drought-protection. This increases 10,000 AF annually and
is expected to eventually reach 300,000 AF. Moreover, as building development
replaces agricultural land there is a significant net gain in water supply.
Omission: Like the WCWCD, the BOR fails to include all available water sources in
its analysis, thus undercounting supply in an attempt to justify the need for the
pipeline.
> Water availability in Lake Powell is not guaranteed.
After 14 years and some $36 million in taxpayer money spent on DWR and WCWCD
studies, the crucial matter of water availability has not been resolved.
Extended drought and global warming are causing major decreases in Colorado River
flow resulting in considerable uncertainty about water availability. Per the 1922 Colorado River
Compact and supplementary agreements, the Lower Basin states (CA, AZ, NV), the Northern Ute Tribe, the Navajo, Mexico and
others have first priority to their shares of water (senior rights). Shortages are absorbed by the Upper Basin states, including Utah
(junior rights).

While recent agreement among stakeholders allows cooperative sharing of shortages,
undoubtedly the needs of the Lower Basin states with their large populations,
enormous economies and potent political power will prevail should water shortages
become more extreme - they will exercise their senior rights. Consequently, Utah’s
share of water could be reduced significantly or eliminated completely. With no legal
guarantee of water availability, building the pipeline would be a multi-billion dollar
investment in uncertainty.
Omission: The BOR’s analysis fails to demonstrate conclusively that water from Lake
Powell will be a reliable and permanent second source. BOR’s approval should require

0551-1 cont'd Water Supply
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Utah to obtain a legal guarantee from all stakeholders that its water supply will be reliable and
permanent regardless of how much river flows decrease in future years. Otherwise, if
constructed, the pipeline would risk running dry, leading to decades of bond payments without
any benefit and the consequential loss of water revenue.

0551-2
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0551-4 Socioeconomics

Concern: Should Utah proceed with the LPP without securing legal rights to Lake
Powell water based on the “encouragement” of the BOR, the state would be liable for
extensive, lengthy and costly lawsuits.
> Without approval, transferring water from Lake Powell to Washington County
would violate the Colorado River Compact.
The LPP would transfer water from the Upper Basin above Lee’s Ferry, AZ, to the
Lower Basin, the Virgin River watershed. Per the Compact, this transfer would
require the approval of all six Colorado River states and the U.S. Congress. With
drought, global warming and major decreases in Colorado River flow, this is very
unlikely. Legalities could require years and significant expense to seek resolution
which is not guaranteed. Even though a crucial requirement for the LPP to proceed,
and despite 14 years and millions of taxpayers’ dollars expended, the DWR and
WCWCD have failed to secure the necessary approvals.

0551-3

Omissions: The BOR does not require the DWR to resolve this impediment and only
states the DWR “is addressing this question”. This is irresponsible. BOR approval
should be contingent on Utah securing the legal right to transfer water before the pipeline
proceeds. Further, the BOR does not disclose that objections to this potential water transfer have
already been raised, specifically by the Arizona Department of Water Resources in a 2017 letter
to the DWR.

> The BOR’s financial analysis is incomplete.
It’s preposterous that the pipeline proponents expect to advance this multi-billion
dollar project without solid cost data and feasible financing plans. Again, after 14
years and millions spent on several studies, costs and terms of financing remain
vague. The DEIS does not bring clarity to this issue. This lack of clarity and
transparency is irresponsible, another disservice to those expected to pay for this
project.
Omissions: The BOR’s socioeconomic analysis includes only four counties and
ignores the financial impact statewide and its effect on Utah’s bonding limit. The
BOR does not consider the effects of different terms of financing nor consider the
economic impact of the coronavirus which is impacting the state budget. The BOR
does not acknowledge that paying for the pipeline would divert funds for decades
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from vital programs like education, social services and public health that are already
challenged and competing for funding.
More Omissions: The BOR does not address the economic impact on Washington
County residents, especially low-income residents, who would face more than a 350%
increase in water rates (357% wholesale rate increase per the 2019 Legislative Audit),
property tax increases allotted to the WCWCD increasing more than 50%, and a
doubling of impact fees on new construction (per the 2019 Legislative Performance
Audit impact fees will almost double between 2018 and 2025 alone). Note: The
economists’ study referenced below asserts water rates could increase as much as
678%, depending on variables.
Action: These omissions should be addressed and resolved in the final EIS.
> The LPP is cost prohibitive.
The current construction cost estimate for the pipeline is $1.8 to $2.0 billion dollars
which Washington County cannot afford to pay. Inflation, 50-year bond interest, and
additional infrastructure costs would double or triple these costs.

To date, the most reliable information regarding costs of the LPP is found in an indepth study by 21 University of Utah and BYU economists (submitted to Governor
Herbert, 26 October 2015) which is still relevant today. The economists examined
costs, financing and bond repayment scenarios for estimated construction costs of
$1.4 and $1.8 billion. Even though less than current estimated construction costs, none of the
scenarios provide a feasible plan for financing the LPP. The repayment plan favored by the
DWR and the WCWCD requires the state to subsidize the pipeline and “defer paying interest on
the entire project, leaving the State of Utah holding billions of dollars of debt for and
indeterminate amount of time”. This large debt, increased by negative amortization, would
impact the state’s credit rating and impose an irresponsible burden on all Utah taxpayers and
future generations.

The economists concluded their findings as follows:
“We conclude from our initial analysis that these debt obligations raise serious
questions about the project the Division of Water Resources is proposing. The State
should not facilitate Washington County’s acquisition of this debt without careful and
throughly detailed study of whether Washington County residents have the need for
this water, the will to pay dramatically more in water rates and/or impact fees, and the
financial capacity to repay this large debt owed to the taxpayers of Utah. Without this
study and subsequent discussion, there is no assurance that Utah taxpayers will ever
see their loan repaid. Indeed, if repayment really was highly likely, the District by
itself could have borrowed the money on the bond market from eager investors and

0551-4
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started construction already, without any State financial involvement, as the District
has done on many occasions.”

0551-4
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Omission: To date, the “careful and thoroughly detailed study” has not been
undertaken and is not included in the DEIS. The 2019 Legislative Audit stated:
“The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act leaves questions unanswered concerning
repayment of pipeline costs to the state. These uncertainties in the act’s repayment
requirements could seriously impact the state’s repayment revenues and the district’s
ability to pay.”
Action: To be complete, the final EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of the
LPP’s costs and repayment requirements including financial feasibility.
Per the economists, it’s important to note if the LPP was financially viable, bonding
companies would be soliciting the WCWCD. They are not. Also, original participants,
Iron and Kane counties have withdrawn from the project for reasons stated herein.

> The BOR arbitrarily avoids consideration of the water conservation alternative
and claims the “conservation only” alternative is too expensive and requires
extreme measures.
This claim is false. Water conservation has been implemented successfully in many
areas across the west. For example, arid and semi-arid areas like Clark County, NV,
Pima County, AZ and Bernalillo County, NM have implemented water conservation
very successfully. In California, “Water conservation has been an enormous success
in Southern California” per John Fleck, water expert. In these and other communities,
water conservation has proven to be much less costly than investing in water transfers
from remote sources.
False claim: The BOR’s claim that water conservation requires extreme and
unreasonably expensive measures is false. Many examples prove otherwise, however,
because it’s apparent the BOR is compelled to perpetuate the bias of the pipeline
proponents, the DEIS is biased and refuses to acknowledge the evidence. The BOR
has rejected water conservation arbitrarily.
As noted in the CSU analysis (page 20), “water conservation and management costs
are well known and incremental, occurring gradually as required, avoiding the need
for large capital projects. Implementing a conservation water use rate structure is very
inexpensive for the retailer and can reduce demand by almost fifty percent without
compromising community attractiveness and quality of life.” Other well established
conservation practices, such as water-saving building codes and ordinances, reuse of

0551-4 cont'd Socioeconomics
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secondary water, improved metering, public education and so forth required by a well
defined Water Management Plan would further increase water conservation.
Obviously, the cost of conservation is considerably less than building and maintaining
the pipeline. Western Resource Advocates estimate the cost to implement effective
water conservation in Washington County to be about $510 million, about one-third the
DWR estimate of $1.5 billion (skewed to justify the pipeline) and considerably less than the total
cost of the pipeline of $4 billion to $6 billion.

> The BOR supports the District’s claim that it’s pursuing effective water
conservation when facts prove otherwise.
For years, the WCWCD has used misleading data to attempt to hide the fact that
Washington County has some of the highest water use in the nation. High usage is due
in large part to Washington County’s water rates which are among the lowest in the
West. Because the District subsidizes its rates with property taxes on homes and
businesses, water rates are held artificially low. Low rates create artificially high
demand which the WCWD uses to overstate (falsely) the need for the pipeline. (Note:
In 2019, property taxes on my residence in Ivins paid for 23.2% of my annual water
charges. This will increase to approximately 27% in 2020.)
At the same time, the WCWCD claims to be pursuing aggressive conservation when,
in reality, its efforts are woefully inadequate - another ploy to exaggerate the need for
the pipeline.
Washington County currently uses 303 GPCD (gallons per capita per day). The
WCWCD’s conservation goal of 240 GPCD by 2045 and beyond is irresponsible and
will remain well above nearly every county in the West. 240 GPCD in 2045 compares
with current water use of 165 GPCD for Pima County, AZ and 147 GPCD for Bernalillo
County, NM.

Deception: Because the DWR and WCWCD are hell-bent on pursuing the LPP, they
dismiss the viability of water conservation and have no incentive to fairly consider
this alternative. The DEIS supports this bias - for example, by accepting 240 GPCD as
a reasonable goal and by using an arbitrary “system loss” of 15.4% to artificially
inflate demand. Instead of honest assessment, the DEIS continues the WCWCD’s pattern of
deception.

> The BOR’s premise to deny fair consideration of the conservation alternative is
absurd, biased and hypocritical.

0551-5
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The following statement in the DEIS (page 15) - the underlying premise for
dismissing consideration of reasonable water conservation - is absurd, biased and
hypocritical:
“The DEIS has been prepared in response to the Proposed (Lake Powell Pipeline)
Project and does not attempt to compel Washington County residents to modify,
change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social expectations.”
Absurd: Asking residents to be water-wise and change some of their high-water use
landscaping to native low-water plants, exchange some but not all turf areas for
xeriscape, as has been done successfully in many communities in the west, does not
“change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle, or social expectations”. This
statement is an absurd, exaggerated and false attempt to justify dismissing water
conservation. Implementing water conservation does not require extensive lifestyle
or cultural changes.
Biased: By failing to fully and objectively examine the cost/benefits of water
conservation, by rejecting it out of hand, the BOR supports and continues the bias of
the DWR and the WCWCD. As demonstrated in the unbiased independent study by
Water Resource Advocates, implementing the Local Waters Alternative proves that
with reasonably attainable water conservation the LPP is not necessary. The final EIS
should be changed accordingly.
Hypocritical: Building the pipeline would have far greater impact on the lives of
Washington County residents than requiring water conservation, as noted below:
~ With the LPP, residents’ property taxes allotted to the WCWCD would increase
more than 50%, water rates would increase more than 350% and impact fees would
double, maybe more. This would burden all residents, especially low income
residents, for several decades. In addition to higher taxes for county residents and
businesses, tax increases would impact taxpayers statewide.
~ Decades of paying off the bond debt would mean less funds for vital programs like
education, public health and social programs, etc. most of which are already facing
budget challenges. Budget cuts in these areas would impact residents’ “culture, lifestyle
or social expectations” far more than the relatively small expense/effort needed for water
conservation. Again, numerous communities throughout the west have successfully implemented
water conservation.

~ Instead of developing local water sources with minimal environmental impact, the
LPP would damage some 53 square miles of fragile desert landscape along its 140mile route and impose visual eyesores with new above-ground infrastructure. Most
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residents and visitors value Utah’s unique natural beauty and would be appalled at
these unnecessary intrusions.

0551-6
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Action: The BOR needs to acknowledge the absurdity, bias and hypocrisy of its
position and change the final EIS accordingly.
> Increasing water rates to pay for the LPP will force water conservation.
Irony: The irony of increasing water rates more than 350% to pay for the LPP is that
water users would reduce their demand significantly thus forcing themselves to
conserve. Consequently, if we’re to have water conservation with the pipeline, it would be far

0551-8 Alternatives
0551-7

more practical and much less expensive to employ water conservation without the pipeline.

Water rates required to reduce usage to 175-180 GPCD using the Local Waters
Alternative conservation approach would be enough to reduce demand but much less
than 350% required by the pipeline because: (1) The LWA rate increases would be
combined with other conservation practices. (2) The bulk of the LPP's 350% rate
increase would go to paying down the debt of the pipeline whereas the LWA’s rate
increase would not need to cover the pipeline’s multi-billion dollar indebtedness.
Action: This common-sense finding should be included in the final EIS.
> BOR’s analysis of the proposed pipeline routes ignores NEPA’s guidelines to
prefer alternatives that minimize damage to the natural and human
environment.
Of the 19 resources evaluated in the DEIS, both pipeline routes have major
cumulative environmental effects while the Local Waters Alternative (conservation
and local water supplies) would have little or no impact.
The LPP would require a massive extraction of soils along its 140-mile route across
fragile desert lands and use more concrete (contributes to global warming) than was
used to build the Hoover Dam. Construction of the pipeline with its six hydroelectric
plants, five pump stations, power lines and poles and various associated infrastructure
would add considerable industrialization along route US 89 which is a scenic corridor
and part of the disputed and unresolved areas of the Grand Staircase Escalante
National Monument. This industrialization would permanently scar the scenic beauty
of the desert landscape, disturb wildlife, and expose archeological and cultural sites
along its route.
These eyesores would adversely affect the unique beauty southern Utah is renowned
for and compromise the experience for residents and the thousands of annual visitors
who drive along US 89 and nearby highways. The scenic beauty of our public lands in
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Washington and Kane counties contributes to a large part of their economies that
employ thousands in the hospitality and tourism sectors. (Note: US 89 is one of my
favorite scenic drives in Utah.) LPP construction would add to habitat loss and create
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additional stress for the threatened Mojave desert tortoise.

Omissions: The DEIS does not consider the value of pristine land that would be lost
and scarred for perpetuity. The DEIS (page 99) only considers impacts within one
mile of the pipeline route and does not consider the impact of the associated
infrastructure necessary to support the pipeline. The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts
to the Mojave desert tortoises is insufficient. Further, the BOR fails to consider the
effects of greenhouse gas emissions that would result from construction of the LPP.
Given the urgency of mitigating climate change, this is a major oversight.
Bias: Once again, the DEIS study is biased in favoring the massive harm that would
be caused by construction of the 140-mile pipeline instead of the minimal impacts that
would be caused by implementing the Local Waters Alternative. This violates NEPA
guidelines that require preference be given to alternatives that minimize damage to the
natural and human environment.
Action: The BOR must acknowledge the consequences of its incomplete findings,
make appropriate revisions, include a fair appraisal of the environmental impacts of
the Local Waters Alternative for comparison and rectify the final EIS accordingly.
> The BOR’s “benefits transfer” economic analysis is incomplete and misleading.
Deception: The BORs “benefits transfer” analysis relies on hypothetical models and
unsupported assumptions in an attempt to quantify benefits of the LPP and,
consequently, is deceptive. A legitimate cost/benefit study would include analysis and
data specific for Washington County with objective input from third party economists.
The BOR avoids the in-depth study required to identify the actual costs and benefits
of the pipeline.
Misleading: For years, pipeline proponents have used misleading arguments, skewed
data and incomplete analysis to justify their bias for the multi-billion dollar cost and
major environmental damage of the LPP. The DEIS “benefits transfer” approach is
one more example of unsubstantiated justification.
Action: “Benefits transfer” should be fully and impartially examined or removed from
the final EIS.
> Recent examples of misleading claims by the WCWCD:
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Below are examples of misleading claims made by Ed Bowler, WCWCD board chair
(op-ed, Spectrum 6/6/20) and Zach Renstrom, WCWCD general manager (letter to
editor, Spectrum 7/19/20), all of which are refuted in the preceding pages:
~ “The LPP will improve the reliability of our water supply.”
~ “…conservation alone will not meet our future water
needs…”
~ “There is enough water in the Colorado River for the LPP and
Utah has the legal right to use this water.”
~ “Washington County can afford to pay for the project.”
~ “The LPP is estimated to cost between $1 and $1.7 billion
dollars.”
~ “Washington County’s water rates are projected to increase
51% from 2020 to 2045…”
~ “Two independent studies confirmed the Lake Powell Pipeline
is economically feasible and affordable for Washington
County residents: the draft Environmental Impact Statement
and legislative audit.”
> The LPP would bring quagga mussels from Lake Powell to the Virgin River
basin potentially reducing water quality and requiring expensive mitigation.
The DWR’s “November 2015 Draft Study Report 2 Aquatic Resources” noted
“[Quagga mussels] have demonstrated the potential to both damage ecosystems and to
require significant and costly, but often fruitless, investment to manage and control
their effects on structures and equipment in the water supply industry.”
Since 2012, thousands of quagga mussels have been found in Lake Powell. This nonnative invasive species can cause extensive damage to water supply systems and
impair water quality. So far, no treatment method has been infallible because filters
are unable to remove the microscopic early life-stage organisms. Chemical treatment
threatens water quality because it creates Trihalomethanes (a potential carcinogen)
when chlorine reacts with water-borne organic matter. Despite expensive mitigation,
the DWR acknowledges it “may not be possible to absolutely manage this potential
problem to any practical extent…”. Attempted mitigation would add millions of
dollars in maintenance costs to the pipeline, not identified in the DEIS.

Unnecessary risk: Currently, the Washington County water supply system is free of
quagga mussels. The LPP would introduce quagga mussels into the system resulting
in treatment costs of millions of dollars. Because complete control of this nuisance species
is not guaranteed, it makes no sense to create a problem where none exists, especially given that
the LPP is unnecessary and cost prohibitive.
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Omissions: The BOR has not analyzed the effect and cost of chemicals required to
mitigate quagga mussels, the effects on the quality and safety of drinking water, and
the potential pollution of quagga mussels throughout the system. Included must be an
analysis on the effects on water quality from quagga mussel waste products,
decomposition within pipe systems and their ability to spread toxic algae. Objectivity
requires this problem be fully addressed in the final EIS.
Summary and conclusion:
Independent, reliable fact-based studies demonstrate conclusively the Lake Powell
Pipeline is risky, unnecessary and cost prohibitive. These studies also reveal the
ongoing campaign by pipeline proponents to mislead the public with false arguments,
skewed data and incomplete analysis as they attempt to force the LPP through the
approval process regardless of profound negative consequences.
Unfortunately, the DEIS aligns with the biased goals of the pipeline proponents at the
expense of the public good. The BOR’s analyses do not meet the test for scientific integrity
and accuracy required by NEPA. I implore the BOR to make appropriate changes so that the
final EIS is a reliable, fact-based, scientifically sound document consistent with its obligation to
serve the public with non-politicized honesty and integrity.

As a citizen concerned about environmental harm and climate change, and as a
taxpayer and water user in Washington County concerned that rational objectivity
takes precedence in our decision making process, I am vigorously opposed to the LPP.
Clearly, the final EIS should be revised to fully meet NEPA standards and, accordingly, deny
approval of the Lake Powell Pipeline.

I’d appreciate your acknowledgment of receipt of my comments. Thank you for your
consideration.
Andrew Kramer
Ivins, UT 84738
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Austin Anderson <austin@ajconstructioninc.com>
Saturday, August 8, 2020 4:40 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
Austin Anderson DEIS Letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Rick Baxter
Please see my letter of support for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank You

Austin Anderson
AJ Construction, Inc.
265 West Tabernacle #200 St.George, Utah 84770
Ph.435.628.2125 Fax: 435.628.3185

I
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August 8, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As a general contractor located in St. George, I can attest to the fact that people have discovered
southern Utah as a place to live, work and play. The transformation in the region’s economy from
2010 to 2020 has been tremendous because of favorable economic policy and quality of life.
According to 2019 U.S. Census estimates, St. George continues to be in the top five fastest-growing
cities in the state, and surrounding areas also are seeing significant growth from 2018.
St. George added 2,474 residents between 2018 and 2019, with nearby Cedar City adding 1,770 and
Washington also in the top 10 growing cities with 1,475 new residents. Looking forward to 2030,
the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute projects people will continue to move into the region
adding another 65,000 people to Washington County. This level of growth will require sound
infrastructure planning and development.
Despite the upheaval in the region and across the country from COVID-19, I’m confident that the
residential market will remain strong in St. George. Our current situation is very different from
where we were over a decade ago. For example, we’ve had healthy market conditions in 2020 with
low real estate inventory, low-interest rates and moderate price appreciation. During the beginning
of the last recession in 2008, market conditions included high inventory, high-interest rates and
robust home price appreciation. Most contractors in our region continue working on the existing
demand.
I was pleased to see the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
studied multiple alternatives to help meet the future water demands in Washington County. Our
public officials have a challenging job allocating resources between present and future water
consumption. The LPP DEIS helps all of us in Washington County with understanding the
consequences resulting from these alternatives. Clearly the Southern Alternative is the superior
alternative for meeting the need and purpose of the LPP.
Opponents of the LPP are spreading misinformation about “better” options that do not meet the
future needs of Washington County or diversity our water supply. Some of these opponents are
attempting to use the LPP DEIS as a vehicle to influence local land use policies. I object to these
efforts that attempt to use the DEIS as a tool to help discourage growth in Washington County.
These discussions are better suited to take place before our city and county bodies and elected
officials and are not appropriate discuss for the EIS process.
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LPP is a crucial part of a comprehensive strategy that includes continued water conservation and
reuse, using available local water supplies, free market purchase of agricultural water and bringing
in a new source of water. I ask Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision in favor of the LPP
Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,
Austin Anderson, Owner
AJ Construction
265 West Tabernacle #200
St. George, Utah 84770
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sheila Bastian <Bastian@dixie.edu>
Friday, August 7, 2020 4:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Sheila Bastian
[EXTERNAL] Attached Letter to Rick Baxter
Rick Baxter, Project Manager Bureau of Reclamation.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Baxter,
I am the Assistant to the Provost & Vice President, Michael Lacourse at Dixie State University. Provost
Lacourse has asked me to send you the attached letter. If you have any questions, let me know.
Kind Regards,
Sheila Bastian
Dixie State University
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August 10, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Project planning is a necessity for any organization, from a university to a water utility. The
proposed Lake Powell Pipeline is a robust and well-designed plan that will benefit both the state
and Washington County for the long term.
Of primary concern is the rate of growth facing Washington County and the southwestern region.
Washington County and its cities represent one of the fastest growing communities in the nation.
In fact, over the last ten years, Washington County has experienced a growth rate of almost 35%
with the same rate expected for the next ten years. From 2030-2040, the rate of growth is
projected to drop only slightly to 27%. Such growth is likely bringing as many as 500,000 new
people to Southwestern Utah by the year 2060.
The Virgin Washington County’s sole source of water and provides approximately 50,000 acrefeet of potable water from ground and surface water sources. This limited resource is simply not
enough water to meet the needs of the County’s anticipated population boom.
Add to the growing numbers and increased demand the fact that Washington County also
supports over 480 farms and ranches covering more than 217,000 acres. Together, these families
add more than $7 million in revenue for our county, annually. Their privately owned land gives
us open space, clean living, and economic vitality. Yet, 60% of those farms rely directly upon the
Virgin River Basin for their irrigation water.
The Virgin River Basin is a limited water source. There are not only water quantity issues with
the basin, but also water quality issues. We run the risk that future weather and climate events
like long droughts, forest fires, large storms and subsequent flash flooding will denigrate our
water quality and damage the infrastructure that keeps our supply available. The County needs a
redundant and reliable supplemental water supply as we continue to grow.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is a good solution. The “Southern Alternative” identified in the
draft EIS will bring up to an additional 86,249 acre-feet of water to 10 southwestern Utah
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communities annually. And, importantly, it will provide second source of supply for the
additional residents anticipated to increase demand over the next 40 years.
Significantly, the project supports its costs and creates self-sufficiency. Just as a university must
plan to meet its own needs, communities must come together to meet their growing and
competing demands.
Water supplies derived from LPP deliveries are anticipated to generate an additional $11 billion
in sales tax revenue through the year 2060. State personal income taxes associated with
residential customers served by LPP are estimated to generate another $9.4 billion in that same
time frame. These dollars will support new roads, schools, improvements to public safety, and
other public initiatives. Additionally, it is anticipated LPP will also support 120,000 new jobs
and more than 10,000 new businesses. Monies from these new endeavors associated with the
project will inject diversity into the local economy, creating the possibility for new investment
and partnership. Investing in LPP is investing in our communities.
Our water providers have developed a comprehensive approach to supplying water for the future.
It includes ongoing conservation, developing local water projects and building the LPP. Last
year, the Utah Office of the Legislative Auditor General conducted an independent analysis that
concluded that Washington County can generate more than $6 billion in revenue to repay the
LPP costs. The district has already initiated several mechanisms to ensure the financial viability
of this project.
I wholeheartedly support the LPP as a plan that works for our region, our county and our state.
Please select the Southern Alterative as the preferred alternative in in the Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Michael Lacourse
Provost and Vice President of Academic Affairs
Dixie State University
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From: Bevan Killpack <bkillpack66@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, August 3, 2020 9:48 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Cc: dclark@infowest.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Bevan Killpack Draft DEIS Letter.docx
Attachments: Bevan Killpack Draft DEIS Letter.docx; ATT00001.txt

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Enclosed is my letter of support
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August 10, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Having served for the USDA Forest Service for over 40 years, I had considerable experience
participating in environmental impact studies of proposed infrastructure development in southern
Utah. As Pine Valley District Ranger, I represented the Forest Service on many of these studies and
projects. Throughout my tenure with the Forest Service, I stayed true to its mission to sustain the
health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s forests and grasslands to meet the needs of
present and future generations. It’s with this background that I support the Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) Southern Alternative.
The LPP Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) is an extensive study representing decades
of thoughtful study of dozens of potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts from the
proposed project. After reading the report, I am pleased that the environmental impacts from the
project are relatively few and those that occur during construction can be mitigated by protection
measures. Since the project follows mostly preexisting roads, utility corridors and alignments, the
disturbances to the environment and cultural resources should be minimized.
For example, the vast majority of the Southern Alternative proposed project alignments on BLMmanaged lands pass through BLM VRM Class III or IV areas which allow for moderate to major
changes in the landscape character. I agree that the pipeline disturbance would create weak contrast
and result in negligible change in the landscape character across the Southern Alternative route. In
addition, I note where there would be no long-term effects to human or wildlife receptors from
construction, and localized long-term effects from operations. Threatened and Endangered Species
would be protected during construction and habitat would be restored. Even though the proposed
project crosses floodplains, disturbed vegetation in floodplains and riparian areas would be restored
and floodways would remain unrestricted.
I see that the LPP DEIS studied the project’s potential impacts to recreation. Only a minuscule
portion of the Hurricane Cliffs waterway will approach the boundary of the Sand Mountain
Recreation Area and will have essentially no impact – if any – on the recreation area. Closer to
home, some recreational land already owned by the Washington County Water Conservancy
District in the Sand Hollow State Park would be permanently closed where the Sand Hollow
Hydropower Station will be constructed.
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I support the implementation of best management practices and environmental protection measures
to reduce environmental impacts of the project. I’m confident that the Bureau of Reclamation and
other cooperating agencies, including the National Park Service, will ensure that these best practices
and measures are implemented to benefit the American people while conserving the productivity of
the land and the quality of the environment.
I ask Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern Alignment.
Sincerely,

Bevan Killpack
Former Pine Valley District Ranger
USDA Forest Service
St. George, Utah
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Danice Bulloch <dbulloch@washingtoncity.org>
Tuesday, August 4, 2020 3:53 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline - Public Comment
Bureau of Reclamation - Rick Baxter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Mr. Baxter - Please see the attached letter from Mayor Kenneth Neilson regarding the Lake
Powell Pipeline, with his comments regarding this project.
Respectfully
Danice B. Bulloch, MMC
Recorder
Washington City
111 North 100 East
Washington, Utah 84780
Work: 435.656.6308
Fax: 435.656.6378

I
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July 23, 2020

Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Interior Region 7 - Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Email: rbaxter@usbr.gov
Mr. Baxter:
As Speaker of the House, I work with Utah's representatives on statewide policy projects aimed at
bettering the lives of Utah citizens. Getting state policy right usually requires lawmakers to take the long
view. The state of Utah is ranked as the best managed state in the nation because of actions taken over the
past 20 to 30 years. So, we need to continue planning for the future by looking decades ahead.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act is a good example of forward-thinking and fiscally
responsible decisions taken by the Utah Legislature. The 2020 legislative session reaffirmed
the Utah's commitment to new water infrastructure necessary to meet the state's growing demand and
promote economic development, while promoting water conservation, efficiency, and the optimal use of
water resources. The State Water Policy Amendments include support for state statutes regarding Lake
Powell pipeline development.
Utah's economy is the envy of the nation. No state has kept pace with Utahns' entrepreneurial spirit and
hard work. We need to continually invest in new infrastructure that helps us prepare for a bright future.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is an important part of that future.
However, we would be remiss in our duties if we did not examine this fiscal feasibility of the Lake Powell
Pipeline. In August 2019, the Utah Office of the Legislative Auditor General issued a report, "A
Performance Audit of the Repayment Feasibility of the Lake Powell Pipeline" (audit) published
yesterday. The report concluded the Washington County Water Conservancy District (can generate
sufficient revenue to repay the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) costs. The audit was conducted in response to
a legislative request to provide the state with an independent review of the financial viability of the
project.
The auditors considered the district's anticipated revenue from impact fees, water rates and property
taxes based on planned increases as well as the state's projected growth estimates. Using this
information, three hypothetical repayment structures were created and modeled to provide context on the
district's repayment ability:
•
•

•

Payment structure 1: a straight-line payment over 50 years (equal payments made over 50 years)
Payment structure 2: the district's and Utah Division of Water Resources' shared understanding of
the financing terms specified in the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act that allows the district
to repay for water gradually as it's demanded
Payment structure 3: same model as payment structure 2 with capitalized interest

The financing terms specified in the act are not based on straight-line payments nor does the act require
the capitalization of interest; therefore, payment structure 2 is the only option that complies with statute.
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Collectively, Washington County has reduced its per capita use by 30% from 2000 to 2018 - leading Utah in
water use reduction - while nearly doubling in size. Additional. water conservation is part of the county's longtenn water supply plan, which also includes additional reuse, development of the county' s few remaining local
water supplies, buying agricultural water and the LPP.
Critics incorrectly compare Washington County's water use to other desert cities without considering the drastic
variations in calculating water use. Some cities (Las Vegas and Tucson) calculate water use in a way that lowers
their gallons per capita per day (GPCD) compared to Utah's methodology. Speaking for my community, I can
attest that we are working hard to reduce water consumption. But we know conservation alone will not meet
project growth demands. We must add a new supply of water.
It 's Utah's right and tum to develop its Colorado River water supply. All Colorado River basin states have the
right to develop and use their water, in accordance with the compacts that fonn the basis for the Law of the
River. Utah is entitled to 23% of the water available to the Upper Basin. Unlike the Lower Basin states, the
Upper Basin states receive a percent of available water rather than a set acre foot volume, so their water supplies
are adjusted based on actual flows. Utah's annual reliable supply, or the amount of water available for
development, has never been fully used.
My community needs the Lake Powell Pipeline to deliver our Colorado River water. It's time for us to move
forward with this project. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement did a good job of evaluating the impacts
and should be finalized . I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Southern Alignment.

Mayor Ken Nei son
111 North 100 ast
Washington City, UT 84780
(435) 656-6308
k:neilson@washingtoncity.org
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dylan Highsmith <dylanhighsmith@yahoo.com>
Sunday, August 9, 2020 1:25 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing this letter to oppose the Lake Powell Pipeline in it's current form because I
am deeply concerned about it's environmental impact, specifically as it relates to the
threatened Mojave desert tortoise. This tortoise is a keystone species of the Mojave
Desert ecosystem and any threat to it threatens the biodiversity of the Mojave desert as
a whole. I am worried that the BOR's plan to mitigate the impact to this
threatened species is wholly insufficient. Habitat for the Mojave desert tortoise is
already under tremendous strain due to development pressure and the LPP
construction will further stress that the threatened species just can't handle.
Thank you for your time,
Dylan Highsmith
dylanhighsmith@yahoo.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gregg Debie <gregg@mmwclaw.com>
Friday, August 7, 2020 3:53 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Mullins, Shered K
Ona Segundo, Chairwoman; Alice Walker; Bonnie Ray
[EXTERNAL] Kaibab Tribe's Public Comments on the proposed changes to the
Kanab Creek ACEC
Kaibab Tribe's public comments on proposed changes to Kanab Creek
ACEC.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello:
Pursuant to the 60-day deadline for public comments on the BLM’s proposed changes to the Kanab
Creek ACEC announced on June 8 (85 Fed. Reg. 34,748), please accept the attached written comments
on behalf of the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians.
Sincerely,
Gregg De Bie
Associate Attorney
Meyer, Walker, Condon & Walker, P.C.
1007 Pearl Street, Suite 220
Boulder, Colorado 80302
Ph. 303.442.2021 ext. 105
Fx. 303.444.3490
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL: This message originates from the law firm of Meyer, Walker, Condon &
Walker, P.C. This message and any file(s) or attachment(s) transmitted with it are confidential, intended
only for the named recipient, and may contain information that is a trade secret, proprietary, protected
by the attorney work product doctrine, subject to the attorney-client privilege, or is otherwise protected
against unauthorized use or disclosure. This message and any file(s) or attachment(s) transmitted with
it are transmitted based on a reasonable expectation of privacy consistent with ABA Formal Opinion No.
99-413. Any disclosure, distribution, copying, or use of this information by anyone other than the
intended recipient, regardless of address or routing, is strictly prohibited. If you receive this message in
error, please let us know as soon as possible by replying to the message, and delete the original
message.
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ELIZABETH MEYER
ALICE E. WALKER
M. CATHERINE CONDON
JENNIFER H. WALKER
_______________
GREGG DE BIE
SAMUEL R. MILLER

August 7, 2020

Bureau of Reclamation
Rick Baxter, Project Manager
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
lpp@usbr.gov
Re: Public Comments of the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians on the BLM’s Proposed Changes to
the Kanab Creek ACEC

To whom it concerns:
Pursuant to 43 C.F.R. § 1610.7-2(b) and the Notice of Availability of the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project DEIS/Draft RMPA, 85 Fed. Reg. 34,748 (June 8, 2020), the Kaibab Band of
Paiute Indians (“Kaibab Tribe”), through its undersigned attorneys, timely submits the attached
public comments on the changes to the existing Kanab Creek Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (“ACEC”) proposed by the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”). 1 Since the BLM’s
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC closely align with the proposed RMPA subalternatives in the DEIS, the attached comments necessarily reference and concern the BLM’s
analyses of the RMPA sub-alternatives in the DEIS.
As the attached public comments make clear, the Kaibab Tribe has always and remains
adamantly opposed to the BLM’s proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC, an area wholly
within the Kanab Creek Traditional Cultural District designated by the Kaibab Tribe, to allow
construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline and future development within the ACEC. Thank you
1

In addition, Dr. Richard Stoffle and his team will submit written public comments on behalf of
the Kaibab Tribe. The Kaibab Tribe will also submit public comments on the DEIS for both the
LPP and RMPA by the September 8, 2020 deadline.
Page 1

0559

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
August 7, 2020
Page 2

for considering the Kaibab Tribe’s position and the attached comments when deciding whether
to approve the proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC.

Sincerely:
/s/ Gregg DeBie
Meyer, Walker, Condon & Walker, P.C.
cc:

Kaibab Tribal Council
Daniel Bulletts

1007 PEARL STREET, SUITE 220 BOULDER, COLORADO 80302 WWW.MMWCLAW.COM 303-442-2021 FAX 303-444-3490
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Page 2

0559
0559-1 Other
THE KAIBAB TRIBE’S PUBLIC COMMENTS CONCERNING THE BLM’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO 0559-2
0559-1
THE KANAB CREEK AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN
DEIS CHAPTER PAGE #
COMMENT
The letter describes the concurrent NEPA and RMPA processes and deadlines, including the
RMPA protest period, but is silent on the 60-day public commenting period for the changes to 0559-3
the
Kanab Creek ACEC proposed by the BLM. See 43 CFR § 1610.7-2(b). Further, the Notice of
Availability for the DEIS/Draft RMPA announced the 90-day deadline for public comments on the
DEIS/Draft RMPA in the “Dates” section, but buried the announcement of the shorter 60-day 0559-4
deadline related to the ACEC in the “Supplementary Information” section. Nor does the
Dear Reader
announcement of the 60-day deadline make clear how the public must submit written comments on
i-ii
Letter
the BLM’s proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC. See 85 Fed. Reg. 34,748 (June 8, 2018).
Further, neither the Bureau of Reclamation (“BOR”) or BLM mentioned the 60-day deadline at0559-5
the
virtual public meetings on July 8 and 9, 2020, and their websites do not mention the0559-2
deadline. This
lack of clarity and transparency about the 60-day deadline for public comments on the proposed
changes to the ACEC undoubtedly stifled public input on this important issue. These deficiencies
in the notice require both an extension of time to comment on proposed changes to the
ACEC and
0559-3
clear instructions to the public about commenting on those changes.
0559-4
Per 40 CFR § 1501.6, the Kaibab Tribe is a cooperating agency with the BOR because of its
Executive
1
expertise on cultural and ethnographic resources both on and off the Kaibab Indian Reservation
Summary
(“KIR”). The Kaibab Tribe is also a cooperating agency with the BLM for the RMPA.
This section must also summarize the purpose and need for the RMPA and proposed changes to the
ES-3
3-4
0559-5
Kanab Creek ACEC.
The federal agencies simply adopted the Project Proponent’s stated purpose and need for additional
water without critical analysis, without considering the agencies’ own desired outcomes or
ES-3
3-4
objectives, and without considering the public interest. See 43 CFR 46.420. Nor did the agencies
consider their trust responsibilities to Indian tribes. The purpose and need description is fatally
flawed.
If the terrain within the Kanab Creek ACEC prevents development within portions of Corridor 113116, then as acknowledged in chapter 2.2.3 of the DEIS, this section of Corridor 113-116 is by
ES-4.1
4
definition a “pinch point.” See BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005 Section 368 Energy
Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 1.1 at 1 & n.3 (Aug. 2019) (“The term ‘pinch points’ refers to
corridor segments with a considerably reduced capacity for new project infrastructure compared to
Page 3
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cont'd Executive Summary

the rest of the corridor. Examples include reduced corridor width due to challenging terrain or
jurisdictional land ownership patterns.”). As such, the BLM must coordinate its efforts
on the EIS
0559-6
with its ongoing review of Section 368 Energy Corridors. The DEIS is silent on that review, 0559-6 Executive Summary
however, and there is no evidence of any coordination between these concurrent proceedings.
There is no “conflicting management direction” between the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP
and Corridor 113-116. Although the BLM classified the Kanab Creek ACEC as an “avoidance”
area in 2008 and subsequently designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor through the same area in
2009, the RMP simply states that new ROWs “will be discouraged within avoidance areas” like the
Kanab Creek ACEC, “and allowed in such areas only when no reasonable alternative exists and
impacts to these sensitive resources can be mitigated.” AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP at 271 (Feb. 2008). This plainly means that “avoidance” is not required in the absence of a reasonable
alternative, such as the Highway Alternative, and that “avoidance” is far from a prohibition on all
new projects within Corridor 113-116.

ES-4.1

4

Further, a management conflict only exists if the BLM interprets the designation of Corridor 113116 as an automatic approval of all new development proposals, but this is not the case. The EIS
for Corridor 113-116 emphasized that “Section 368 does not require that the Agencies consider or
approve specific projects, applications for rights-of-way . . . , or other permits within designated
energy corridors. Importantly, Section 368 does not direct, license, or otherwise permit any on-theground activity of any sort. If an applicant is interested in obtaining an authorization to site a
project within any corridor designated under Section 368, the applicant would have to apply for a
[right-of-way] authorization, and the Agencies would consider each application by applying
appropriate project-specific reviews under requirements of laws and related regulations including,
but not limited to, the National Environmental Policy Act . . . , the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . . . , and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.” PEIS, Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Lands within the 11 Western
States (DOE/EIS-0386) at 1-2 to -3 (Nov. 2008) (emphasis in original); accord Approved
RMPA/ROD for Designation of Energy Corridors on BLM-Administered Lands in the 11 Western
States at 3-4 (Jan. 2009) (“Designation of Section 368 corridors and amendment of affected RMPs
[did] not authorize any projects, mandate that future projects be confined to the corridors, or
preclude BLM from denying a project in a designated corridor or requesting design revisions to
meet unanticipated siting issues there. Future ROW proposals will need to comply with other
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.”).
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It is therefore easy to reconcile the purported “conflicts” in the RMP without resorting to the drastic
measure of removing key protections within the Kanab Creek ACEC that will allow the Proposed
Project and encourage future development. The only real conflict here is between the BLM’s
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC and FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of
ACECs when amending RMPs. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). Indeed, during its ongoing review of
Section 368 energy corridors, the BLM had no trouble reconciling the “competing” objectives
related to ACECs and energy corridors: “Where there are competing management objectives for
the same Federal lands (e.g., a corridor intersects with an area designated as ‘avoidance’ in the land
use plan), the agency staff should balance the need for responsible corridor development with the
objective of minimizing adverse environmental impacts.” BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005
Section 368 Energy Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 3.3 at 32 (Aug. 2019).
Simply put, although the current management directives require the BLM to give extra scrutiny to
development proposals within the Kanab Creek ACEC and to deny a proposal if a reasonable
alternative exists, here the BLM refuses to comply with these directives. As the Kaibab Tribe
recommended during scoping on the RMPA, the EIS must consider a separate reasonable
alternative where the BLM opts to interpret its existing management directions in a harmonious
manner, and thus denies a ROW for the Proposed Project through the Kanab Creek ACEC both
because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative and such a large infrastructure
project is not appropriate in this sensitive area. This does not mean that no development can ever
occur within Corridor 113-116; it means, rather, that the Proposed Project should not occur in this
portion of the corridor. Moreover, the Kaibab Tribe’s suggested alternative would meet the
purpose and need of both the Project Proponent and the federal agencies.
Last, the Proposed Project would be located partly outside Corridor 113-116 as it cuts through the
Kanab Creek ACEC, where the management directives for the energy corridor do not apply. The
only conflict, then, is between the BLM’s ACEC designation (and related VRM Class II
classification) and the Project Proponent’s proposed action within the ACEC (and outside Corridor
113-116). The proposal to stray from Corridor 113-116 within the ACEC also conflicts with the
classification of the ACEC lands as within the Outback Management Unit, see AZ Strip Field
Office Approved RMP Map 2.1 at 2-2 (Feb. 2008), yet the DEIS is silent on this fact.
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0559-7 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

In addition, the BLM must comply with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs
when amending an RMP. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). The BLM must also comply0559-8
with BLM
0559-8 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Manual § 1613 – Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Sept. 29, 1988). Last, the BLM must
coordinate its decision-making with the ongoing review of Section 368 Energy Corridors.
Again, there is no “conflicting management direction” between the RMP and Corridor 113-116.
Although the BLM classified the Kanab Creek ACEC as an “avoidance” area in 2008 and
subsequently designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor through the same area in 2009, the RMP
simply states that new ROWs “will be discouraged within avoidance areas” like the Kanab Creek
ACEC, “and allowed in such areas only when no reasonable alternative exists and impacts to these
sensitive resources can be mitigated.” AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP at 2-71 (Feb. 2008).
This plainly means that “avoidance” is not required in the absence of a reasonable alternative, and
that “avoidance” is far from a prohibition on all new projects within Corridor 113-116.
Further, a management conflict only exists if the BLM interprets the designation of Corridor 113116 as an automatic approval of all new development proposals, but this is not the case. The EIS
for Corridor 113-116 emphasized that “Section 368 does not require that the Agencies consider or
approve specific projects, applications for rights-of-way . . . , or other permits within designated
energy corridors. Importantly, Section 368 does not direct, license, or otherwise permit any on-theground activity of any sort. If an applicant is interested in obtaining an authorization to site a
project within any corridor designated under Section 368, the applicant would have to apply for a
[right-of-way] authorization, and the Agencies would consider each application by applying
appropriate project-specific reviews under requirements of laws and related regulations including,
but not limited to, the National Environmental Policy Act . . . , the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . . . , and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.” PEIS, Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Lands within the 11 Western
States (DOE/EIS-0386) at 1-2 to -3 (Nov. 2008) (emphasis in original); accord Approved
RMPA/ROD for Designation of Energy Corridors on BLM-Administered Lands in the 11 Western
States at 3-4 (Jan. 2009) (“Designation of Section 368 corridors and amendment of affected RMPs
[did] not authorize any projects, mandate that future projects be confined to the corridors, or
preclude BLM from denying a project in a designated corridor or requesting design revisions to
meet unanticipated siting issues there. Future ROW proposals will need to comply with other
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.”).
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It is therefore easy to reconcile the purported “conflicts” in the RMP without resorting to the drastic
measure of removing key protections within the Kanab Creek ACEC that will allow the Proposed
Project and encourage future development. The only real conflict here is between the BLM’s 0559-9 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC and FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of
ACECs when amending RMPs. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). Indeed, during its ongoing review of
Section 368 energy corridors, the BLM had no trouble reconciling the “competing” objectives
related to ACECs and energy corridors: “Where there are competing management objectives for
the same Federal lands (e.g., a corridor intersects with an area designated as ‘avoidance’ in the land
use plan), the agency staff should balance the need for responsible corridor development with the
objective of minimizing adverse environmental impacts.” BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005
Section 368 Energy Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 3.3 at 32 (Aug. 2019).
Simply put, although the current management directives require the BLM to give extra scrutiny to
development proposals within the Kanab Creek ACEC and to deny a proposal if a reasonable
alternative exists, here the BLM refuses to comply with these directives. As the Kaibab Tribe
recommended during scoping on the RMPA, the EIS must consider a separate reasonable
alternative where the BLM opts to interpret its existing management directions in a harmonious
manner, and thus denies a ROW for the Proposed Project through the Kanab Creek ACEC both
because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative and such a large infrastructure
project is not appropriate in this sensitive area. This does not mean that no development can ever
occur within Corridor 113-116; it means, rather, that the Proposed Project should not occur in this
portion of the corridor. Moreover, the Kaibab Tribe’s suggested alternative would meet the
purpose and need of both the Project Proponent and the federal agencies.

1.3.2

10

Last, the Proposed Project would be located partly outside Corridor 113-116 as it cuts through the
0559-9
Kanab Creek ACEC, where the management directives for the energy corridor do not
apply. The
only conflict, then, is between the BLM’s ACEC designation (and related VRM Class II
classification) and the Project Proponent’s proposed action within the ACEC (and outside Corridor
113-116). The proposal to stray from Corridor 113-116 within the ACEC also conflicts with the
classification of the ACEC lands as within the Outback Management Unit, see AZ Strip Field
Office Approved RMP Map 2.1 at 2-2 (Feb. 2008), yet the DEIS is silent on this fact.
The statement that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action or Highway
Alternative is problematic for several reasons.
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First, it directly conflicts with statements throughout the DEIS that no amendment to the RMP will
0559-10 Native American Concerns
occur under those alternatives. It also conflicts with the Notice of Availability for the DEIS/Draft
RMPA. See 85 Fed. Reg. 34,748 (“The Kanab Creek ACEC would not change under the No
Action or Highway alternatives.”).
Second, if the BLM amends the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP, this clear action cannot fall
under the umbrella of the No Action Alternative.
Third, if the BLM may amend the RMP under either the No Action or Highway Alternative, then it
must consider RMPA sub-alternatives that prioritize the protection of the Kanab Creek
ACEC. The
0559-10
current sub-alternatives are all designed to satisfy the Project Proponent’s stated objectives and
goals and purpose and need, but the BLM is not limited by those objectives and goals if it decides
to amend the RMP under either the No Action or Highway Alternative.
Like the rest of the DEIS and appendices, the brief description here of the purported collaboration
and consultation with the Kaibab Tribe on the RMPA does not provide an accurate picture and
ignores key facts.
First, it ignores that the Kaibab Tribe is a cooperating agency pursuant to a Memorandum of
Understanding (“MOU”) with the BLM.

2.2.1.1

18

Second, it ignores that, following scoping, the BLM developed the RMPA sub-alternatives entirely
without tribal involvement and consultation. This violated both the MOU and the Interagency
Operating Procedures (“IOPs”) for Section 368 Energy Corridors. The MOU requires the BLM to
share documents, analyses, comments, and other information during the EIS process and to
consider the Kaibab Tribe’s comments, analyses, and recommendations to the maximum extent
allowed by law, including during the scoping process, formulation of alternatives, and review of a
draft Baseline Socioeconomic Report. In addition, the IOPs—“mandatory” procedures for
proposed projects within Section 368 Energy Corridors—require the BLM to “continue
consultation throughout all phases of the project.”
But after scoping on the RMPA concluded in late 2018, the BLM effectively terminated the MOU
and the status of Kaibab Tribe as a cooperating agency by refusing to include the Tribe in the
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RMPA. Indeed, despite repeated requests by the Kaibab Tribe, the BLM refused to share any of its
RMPA analysis with the Kaibab Tribe until after it appeared in FERC’s draft EIS for cooperating
0559-11 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
agency review. Moreover, the RMPA analysis does not show that such “collaboration and
consultation” resulted in the BLM meaningfully considering the Kaibab Tribe’s concerns.
For example, even though the Kaibab Tribe’s preferred RMPA alternative (i.e., interpreting the0559-12 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
RMP management directives in a harmonious manner and deleting or revising Corridor 113-116
0559-11
through the ACEC because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative)
appeared
in the final scoping report for the RMPA, the BLM, without ever consulting the Kaibab Tribe on
this issue, chose not to carry this sub-alternative forward for inclusion in the DEIS.
The statement that the RMPA sub-alternatives meet the reasonableness criteria listed in chapter
2.2.2 is inaccurate. All of the RMPA sub-alternatives are overly broad and violate FLPMA’s
mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. §
1712(c)(3). This is a fatal flaw.

2.2.3

2.2.3

19

19

If, as required, the BLM prioritized the protection of the Kanab Creek ACEC, it would consider the
Kaibab Tribe’s preferred sub-alternative of deleting or revising Corridor 113-116 through the
ACEC and, because the Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative, denying the Project
Proponent’s request for a ROW through the ACEC, an avoidance area. Further, even if it
determined to amend the RMP to allow the Proposed Project through the ACEC, the BLM could
prioritize the protection of the ACEC by removing as much of the overlap as possible between the
ACEC and Corridor 113-116. Instead, it proposes to remove slivers of overlap consisting of steep,
rugged terrain that would never be developed even as part of the corridor. Even if it allowed the
0559-12
Proposed Project, the BLM should also consider restricting future development within
the ACEC
and Corridor 113-116. Instead, the BLM proposed RMPA sub-alternatives that all encourage and
allow future development to the maximum extent possible.
None of the RMPA sub-alternatives remotely comply with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the
protection of ACECs during land use planning.
The statement that “the Southern Alternative is not in conformance with the RMP with regards to
approving land use authorizations within the ACEC because another reasonable alternative exists,”
and that “[c]hanging or removing the utility corridor would not address this conformance issue,”
turns on its head FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs during land use
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(ACEC)
planning. The BLM is not required to address the Proposed Project’s non-conformance
with the
0559-13

2.2.3

19

2.2.3

19

RMP by amending the RMP to make it conform; the BLM must either deny a ROW for the
Proposed Project must either be denied through the ACEC or made to conform with the RMP.
0559-13 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
The statement that “[c]hanging or removing the utility corridor would not . . . preclude
consideration of a land use authorization in the ACEC” is beside the point and ignores the obvious
0559-14
fact that numerous Section 368 Energy Corridors have been deleted or revised in sensitive
areas
such as ACECs so as to not to actively encourage major development in those sensitive area. 0559-14 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
The statement that removing a portion of Corridor 113-116 and leaving a gap would defeat the
purpose of designating the corridor is inaccurate. Corridor 113-116 is filled with large gaps in the
area of the Kanab Creek ACEC in order to avoid tribal, state, and private lands, including a nearly
four-mile gap across the southeast corner of the KIR that abuts the Kanab Creek ACEC’s north0559-15 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
boundary. There is no reason that an extension of this gap would defeat the entire purpose of the
Corridor 113-116.

0559-16 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

2.2.3

19

2.2.3

19

This statement also ignores that the BLM designated Corridor 113-116 as a Section 0559-15
368 Energy
Corridor pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 2005 “for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and
electricity transmission and distribution facilities,” 42 U.S.C. § 15926(a)(1), and that the Proposed
Project is a water delivery pipeline without a hydropower purpose.
The statement that reviewing the Section 368 energy corridor would not remove the corridor itself
because it was previously designated through the RMP process ignores the distinction between the
pre-existing corridor for the Navajo-McCullough transmission line and Corridor 113-116, which
the BLM designated as a Section 368 energy corridor (over the Kaibab Tribe’s objections) one year
after it specially designated the Kanab Creek ACEC. The Project Proponent seeks to utilize a
Section 368 energy corridor, and a primary purpose of the ongoing review of Section 368 Energy
0559-16siting
Corridors is to delete or revise portions of such corridors in accordance with the established
principles and to avoid sensitive areas such as ACECs. If, following such a review, the BLM
determined to delete or revise Corridor 113-116 through the Kanab Creek ACEC, then assuming
the BLM followed the required procedures to amend the RMP, Corridor 113-116 would no longer
exist through the ACEC and additional development would not be encouraged.
This analysis also suggests that deleting or revising Corridor 113-116 would not address the BLM’s
need to consider the Proposed Project through the Kanab Creek ACEC, but this is inaccurate. As
stated earlier, the management directives in the RMP for the ACEC and Corridor 113-116 are easy
to reconcile and interpret in a harmonious manner. Accordingly, during the RMPA scoping
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(ACEC)
process, the Kaibab Tribe recommended an alternative under which the BLM interprets its existing

2.3.1

20

2.3.2.7

26

2.3.2.13

28-29

management directions in a harmonious manner and denies the requested ROW through the Kanab
Creek ACEC both because such a large infrastructure project is not appropriate in this sensitive
0559-17
area and because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative. This does not mean
that no development can ever occur within Corridor 113-116; it means, rather, that the Proposed
Project should not occur in that portion of the corridor traversing a sensitive ACEC.0559-17
Moreover, the
Kaibab Tribe’s suggested sub-alternative would still meet the purpose and need of both the Project
0559-18
Proponent and the federal agencies.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative0559-18
contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either0559-19
the No Action
0559-19
or Highway Alternative.
The EIS must state whether access roads will be built within the Kanab Creek ACEC, and if so
provide details on the type, location, purpose, and access controls for such roads.
First, the EIS must explain how the RMPA intersects with the Proposed Project and the degree0559-20
to
which the BLM is coordinating its decision-making with the BOR and other federal agencies.
Presumably the BLM is making an independent decision on the RMPA without outside pressure. If
0559-20
so, what happens if the BLM declines to amend its RMP but the BOR selects the Southern
Alternative? Or is this result not possible under the established process? In any event the EIS must
clarify the decision-making process.
Second, the description of the RMPA sub-alternatives is incomprehensible unless the reader crossreferences and combs through the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP to identify the currently
applicable management decisions that would be amended or made inapplicable by the BLM’s
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC, and to identify which current management decisions
will remain in place and continue to protect the ACEC. The EIS must let the public know what
Decision Nos. MA-LR-06 and LA-VR-01 currently say, for example. Burying the management
decisions in an appendix or referencing the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP all but ensures
that the public will not realize or understand the true effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on the
Kanab Creek ACEC. The Kaibab Tribe has repeatedly asked for a clear and concise description of
the RMPA sub-alternatives with comprehensive tables listing every management decision that
currently applies to ACECs and Corridor 113-116 and the effects of the RMPA on the language
and applicability of such management decisions, as well as detailed maps showing where such
management decisions apply and how that will change under each RMPA sub-alternative.
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However, this request is always rejected without explanation. The EIS must clearly, precisely, and
comprehensively describe exactly what will occur under each RMPA sub-alternative. The lack of
0559-21 Other
clarity about how the RMPA sub-alternatives would work on the ground has undoubtedly stifled
public participation and is a fatal flaw. Moreover, the EIS repeatedly uses inconsistent language to
describe and analyze the RMPA sub-alternatives and their effects, even where the proposed
amendments to Decision Nos. MA-LR-06 and LA-VR-01 are identical under both sub-alternatives
0559-22 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
0559-21
1 and 3. This suggests that the BLM itself is not fully aware of how each RMPA sub-alternative
would work on the ground.
Third, the EIS must consider that the Proposed Project does nothing to further the policy reasons
for and purposes of Section 368 Energy Corridors, which are intended to further development of
“oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities.” 42 USC §
15926. The LPP is a water delivery project, not an energy generation or transmission project, as
confirmed by FERC’s decision to decline jurisdiction over the Proposed Project and the termination
of that proceeding. Thus, the Proposed Project will not advance the policy of encouraging “oil,
gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities.” Instead, the
0559-22
general federal policy of locating new developments within or near existing ROWs favors
the
Highway Alternative, where pre-existing ground disturbances along Arizona State Route 389 far
exceed those along the relatively undeveloped Southern Alternative and within the Kanab Creek
ACEC, where only an electricity transmission line currently exists.
Fourth, the Kaibab Tribe’s preferred alternative (i.e., interpreting the management directives in the
RMP in a harmonious manner and deleting or revising Corridor 113-116 to avoid the Kanab Creek
ACEC because the Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative) is notably absent from this
chapter and the EIS generally. The BLM issued draft and final Scoping Reports in late 2018 that
both included the Tribe’s preferred alternative, but it silently and without explanation decided not
to carry that alternative forward to the EIS. The BLM must reinstate this RMPA sub-alternative
and give it full consideration in the EIS, consistent with FLPMA’s directive to “give priority to the
designation and protection of [ACECs]” during land use planning. 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3); see id.
§ 1702(a) (defining ACECs as “areas within the public lands where special management attention
is required (when such areas are developed or used or where no development is required) to protect
and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife
resources or other natural systems or processes . . . .”); see also BLM Manual § 1613.02. If the
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BLM does not reinstate the Tribe’s preferred alternative, it must explain why it is prioritizing the
LPP and a Section 368 Energy Corridor over an ACEC and why it refuses to consider the deletion
or revision of Corridor 113-116 within the Kanab Creek ACEC consistent with the Interagency0559-24 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Operating Procedures (“IOPs”), corridor siting principles, and settlement agreement related to
0559-24
Section 368 Energy Corridors.

0559-25 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

Fifth, the RMPA sub-alternatives are all overly broad and violate FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize
the protection of ACE’s. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). This is a fatal flaw. For example, all of the
RMPA sub-alternatives will allow the Proposed Project and future development. If, as required,
the BLM prioritized the protection of the Kanab Creek ACEC, it would consider the Kaibab 0559-26 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
Tribe’s preferred sub-alternative of deleting or revising Corridor 113-116 through the ACEC and,
because the Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative, denying the Project Proponent’s
request for a ROW through the ACEC, an avoidance area. Further, even if it determined to amend
0559-27 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
the RMP to allow the Proposed Project through the ACEC, the BLM could prioritize the protection
of the ACEC by removing as much of the overlap as possible between the ACEC and Corridor 113116. Instead, it proposes to remove slivers of overlap consisting of steep, rugged terrain that would
never be developed even as part of the corridor. Even if it allowed the Proposed Project, the BLM
should also consider restricting future development within the ACEC and Corridor 113-116.
0559-25
Instead, the BLM proposed RMPA sub-alternatives that all encourage and allow future
development to the maximum extent possible. None of the RMPA sub-alternatives remotely
comply with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs during land use planning.
Sixth, this draft EIS must incorporate and discuss the concurrent review of Section 368 Energy
Corridors in Regions 2 and 3, the corridor siting principles and settlement agreement0559-26
establishing
those principles, and the IOPs. Specifically, the EIS must study whether Corridor 113-116, as it
now exists and would exist under each RMPA sub-alternative, satisfies each corridor0559-27
siting
principle within the Kanab Creek ACEC.

2.3.2.13

28

Seventh, for ease of reading, Figures 2.3-2, 2.3-3, and 2.3-4 should follow each RMPA subalternative, as appropriate. It is difficult to understand the RMPA sub-alternatives if the reader is
forced to scroll back and forth to see the relevant figure.
Since the “steep” terrain within the Kanab Creek Area ACEC is preventing development within
portions of Corridor 113-116, then as acknowledged in chapter 2.2.3 of the DEIS, this section of

Page 13

0559
0559-27 0559-27
Continued

cont'd Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

(ACEC)
Corridor 113-116 is by definition a “pinch point.” See BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005

Section 368 Energy Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 1.1 at 1 & n.3 (Aug. 2019) (“The term
‘pinch points’ refers to corridor segments with a considerably reduced capacity for new project
0559-28
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
infrastructure compared to the rest of the corridor. Examples include reduced corridor width due
to
challenging terrain or jurisdictional land ownership patterns.”). As such, the BLM must coordinate
its efforts on this EIS with its ongoing review of Section 368 Energy Corridors. The DEIS is silent
on that review, however, and there does not appear to be any coordination between these
concurrent proceedings.
Numerous other Section 368 Energy Corridors have been deleted or are restricted in various ways
to avoid harming ACECs and other sensitive areas, and since the BLM is currently reviewing all
Section 368 Energy Corridors on its lands, now is an ideal time to apply the corridor siting
principles to Corridor 113-116 within the Kanab Creek ACEC and to delete or restrict the corridor
accordingly. Even if it’s not deleted, there is no reason for this portion of Corridor 113-116 to be
open to “multi-modal” development. The DEIS is silent on the corridor siting principles, however.

2.3.13

28

Further, to delete this portion of Corridor 113-116 will require a simple enlargement of the existing
4-mile gap in the southeast corner of the KIR, so that the existing gap extends through the Kanab
Creek ACEC. Corridor 113-116 is already filled with many large gaps south of the 0559-28
KIR where it
crosses private and state lands, so there is no reason not to extend an existing gap through a
sensitive ACEC and an undeniable “pinch point.” Moreover, deleting Corridor 113-116 through
the Kanab Creek ACEC would meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Project because the
Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative.
There are no “conflicts” between the management decisions in the RMP for the Kanab Creek
ACEC and Corridor 113-116. Although the BLM classified the Kanab Creek ACEC as an
“avoidance” area in 2008 and subsequently designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor through the
same area in 2009, the RMP simply states that new ROWs “will be discouraged within avoidance
areas” like the Kanab Creek ACEC, “and allowed in such areas only when no reasonable
alternative exists and impacts to these sensitive resources can be mitigated.” AZ Strip Field Office
Approved RMP at 2-71 (Feb. 2008). This plainly means that “avoidance” is not required in the
absence of a reasonable alternative, and that “avoidance” is far from a prohibition on all new
projects within Corridor 113-116. Moreover, the Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative.
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Further, a management conflict only exists if the BLM interprets the designation of Corridor 113116 as an automatic approval of all new development proposals, but this is not the case. The EIS
for Corridor 113-116 emphasized that “Section 368 does not require that the Agencies consider or
approve specific projects, applications for rights-of-way . . . , or other permits within designated
energy corridors. Importantly, Section 368 does not direct, license, or otherwise permit any on-theground activity of any sort. If an applicant is interested in obtaining an authorization to site a
project within any corridor designated under Section 368, the applicant would have to apply for a
[right-of-way] authorization, and the Agencies would consider each application by applying
appropriate project-specific reviews under requirements of laws and related regulations including,
but not limited to, the National Environmental Policy Act . . . , the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . . . , and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.” PEIS, Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Lands within the 11 Western
States (DOE/EIS-0386) at 1-2 to -3 (Nov. 2008) (emphasis in original); accord Approved
RMPA/ROD for Designation of Energy Corridors on BLM-Administered Lands in the 11 Western
States at 3-4 (Jan. 2009) (“Designation of Section 368 corridors and amendment of affected RMPs
[did] not authorize any projects, mandate that future projects be confined to the corridors, or
preclude BLM from denying a project in a designated corridor or requesting design revisions to
meet unanticipated siting issues there. Future ROW proposals will need to comply with other
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.”).
It is therefore easy to reconcile the purported “conflicts” in the RMP without resorting to the drastic
measure of removing key protections within the Kanab Creek ACEC that will allow the Proposed
Project and encourage future development. The only real conflict here is between the BLM’s
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC and FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of
ACECs when amending RMPs. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). Indeed, during its ongoing review of
Section 368 energy corridors, the BLM had no trouble reconciling the “competing” objectives
related to ACECs and energy corridors: “Where there are competing management objectives for
the same Federal lands (e.g., a corridor intersects with an area designated as ‘avoidance’ in the land
use plan), the agency staff should balance the need for responsible corridor development with the
objective of minimizing adverse environmental impacts.” BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005
Section 368 Energy Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 3.3 at 32 (Aug. 2019).

Page 15

cont'd Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

0559
0559-28 0559-28
Continued

cont'd Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

(ACEC)
Simply put, although the current management directives require the BLM to give extra scrutiny to

development proposals within the Kanab Creek ACEC and to deny a proposal if a reasonable
alternative exists, here the BLM refuses to comply with these directives. As the Kaibab Tribe
0559-29 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
recommended during scoping on the RMPA, the EIS must consider a separate reasonable
alternative where the BLM opts to interpret its existing management directions in a harmonious
manner, and thus denies a ROW for the Proposed Project through the Kanab Creek ACEC both
because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative and such a large infrastructure
0559-30 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
project is not appropriate in this sensitive area. This does not mean that no development can ever
occur within Corridor 113-116; it means, rather, that the Proposed Project should not occur in this
portion of the corridor. Moreover, the Kaibab Tribe’s suggested alternative would meet the
0559-31 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
purpose and need of both the Project Proponent and the federal agencies.

2.3.2.13

28

2.3.2.13

29

2.3.2.13

29

Last, the Proposed Project would be located partly outside Corridor 113-116 as it cuts through the
Kanab Creek ACEC, where the management directives for the energy corridor do not apply. The
only conflict, then, is between the BLM’s ACEC designation (and related VRM Class II
0559-29
classification) and the Project Proponent’s proposed action within the ACEC (and outside
Corridor
113-116). The proposal to stray from Corridor 113-116 within the ACEC also conflicts with the
classification of the ACEC lands as within the Outback Management Unit, see AZ Strip Field
Office Approved RMP Map 2.1 at 2-2 (Feb. 2008), yet the DEIS is silent on this fact.
By considering the RMPA strictly in the context of the Southern Alternative, the BLM boxes itself
into either amending the RMP to allow the LPP or not amending the RMP. In this manner, the
BLM is constrained by the Project Proponent’s goals and does not consider FLPMA’s
mandate to
0559-30
prioritize the protection of ACECs. If, for example, the Highway Alternative is selected and the
Proposed Project will not cross the Kanab Creek ACEC, rendering the current RMPA subalternatives as moot, the BLM should be considering RMPA sub-alternatives that include deleting
or revising Corridor 113-116 and strengthening protections to the ACEC rather than0559-31
only
considering sub-alternatives that weaken such protections.
For RMPA sub-alternative 3, consistent with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of
ACECs, the BLM must consider excluding the maximum number of acres that overlap the ACEC.
Figure 2.3-4 clearly shows that additional acres can easily be excluded even if the Southern
Alternative and Proposed Project are approved.
The proposed amendment to Decision No. MA-LR-12 under RMPA sub-alternative 3 to state that
Corridor 113-116 “would no longer be a ROW avoidance area” is redundant. The BLM is already
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proposing to amend Decision No. MA-LR-06 to say the same thing, and Decision No. MA-LR-12
currently says nothing about the Kanab Creek ACEC or Corridor 113-116 currently 0559-32
being an
0559-32 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
avoidance area.
Consistent with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs when amending RMPs,
see 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3), the BLM must consider an additional RMPA sub-alternative, under the
umbrella of either the Highway Alternative, that would delete the utility corridor through the 0559-33 Alternatives
ACEC and/or increase protections for the ACEC. The current RMPA sub-alternatives are all
overly broad and violate FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACECs.

0559-34
Alternatives
If, as required, the BLM prioritized the protection of the Kanab Creek ACEC, it would consider
the
Kaibab Tribe’s preferred sub-alternative of deleting or revising Corridor 113-116 through the
ACEC and, because the Highway Alternative is a reasonable alternative, denying the Project
Proponent’s request for a ROW through the ACEC, an avoidance area. Such an RMPA subalternative would still meet the objectives and goals of both the Project Proponent and the BLM.
2.3.3

29-33
Further, all of the RMPA sub-alternatives will allow the Proposed Project and future development.
Even if the BLM determined to amend the RMP to allow the Proposed Project through the ACEC,
it should still prioritize the protection of the ACEC by removing as much of the overlap as possible
between the ACEC and Corridor 113-116. Instead, it proposes to remove slivers of overlap
consisting of steep, rugged terrain that would never be developed even as part of the corridor. Even
if it allowed the Proposed Project, the BLM should also consider restricting future development
0559-33
within the ACEC and Corridor 113-116. Instead, the BLM proposed RMPA sub-alternatives that
all encourage and allow future development to the maximum extent possible.

3.2.2.1

52

3.2.2.2

55-56

0559-34the
None of the RMPA sub-alternatives remotely comply with FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize
protection of ACECs during land use planning, which is a fatal flaw.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.

Page 17

0559
0559-35
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Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on geology and soils does not
make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the construction,
0559-36 Alternatives
operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The RMPA
analysis must therefore consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future
0559-36
development on geology and soils.
0559-37

3.2.2.2

55

3.2.2.2

55-56

3.2.2.4

59

3.3

60-66

3.3.3.1

64

3.3.3.2

64

3.3.3.2

65

0559-37 Resource Management Plan (RMP)

Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative0559-38
contradicts the
0559-38
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects0559-39
accordingly.
Even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation measures
should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The fact that0559-39
the
BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw.
The fact that effects on geology and soils at the Kanab Creek crossing will be “difficult to mitigate”
must be analyzed in detail for the Southern Alternative in chapter 3.2.2.2 of the EIS.0559-40
Moreover, the
EIS must take an interdisciplinary approach and carry this analysis forward to the analysis of 0559-40
0559-41
adverse effects on cultural resources, ethnographic resources, and other resources that
may be
affected by erosion, siltation, and other potentially unmitigable effects to geology and soils.
The analysis of noise and vibration is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of0559-42
the RMPA0559-41
sub-alternatives on human and wildlife receptors.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
0559-43 0559-42
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The conclusion that the Southern Alternative would not have long-term effects on human or
wildlife receptors ignores that increased development within, and resulting increased visitation to,
0559-43
the Kanab Creek ACEC will likely occur as a result of new access roads and loosened restrictions.
Again, the EIS must take an interdisciplinary approach to analyzing the effects of the RMPA.
Even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation measures
should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The fact that the
BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw.
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3.4.2.1

69

3.4.2.2

70-73

3.4.2.2

71

0559-44 Alternatives

The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either0559-45
the No Action
0559-45 Indian Trust Assets
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly
0559-46
The discussion of environmental consequences on land use along the Southern Alternative ignores
the Kaibab Tribe’s use of the land in and around the Kanab Creek ACEC.
There are no “RMP management decision inconsistencies between the ACEC and the utility 0559-46 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
corridor,” as stated in the EIS. Although the BLM classified the Kanab Creek ACEC as an
“avoidance” area in 2008 and subsequently designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor through the
same area in 2009, the RMP simply states that new ROWs “will be discouraged within avoidance
areas” like the Kanab Creek ACEC, “and allowed in such areas only when no reasonable
alternative exists and impacts to these sensitive resources can be mitigated.” AZ Strip Field Office
Approved RMP at 2-71 (Feb. 2008). This plainly means that “avoidance” is not required in the
absence of a reasonable alternative, and that “avoidance” is far from a prohibition on all new
projects within Corridor 113-116.
Further, a management conflict only exists if the BLM interprets the designation of Corridor 113116 as an automatic approval of all new development proposals, but this is not the case. The EIS
for Corridor 113-116 emphasized that “Section 368 does not require that the Agencies consider or
approve specific projects, applications for rights-of-way . . . , or other permits within designated
energy corridors. Importantly, Section 368 does not direct, license, or otherwise permit any on-theground activity of any sort. If an applicant is interested in obtaining an authorization to site a
project within any corridor designated under Section 368, the applicant would have to apply for a
[right-of-way] authorization, and the Agencies would consider each application by applying
appropriate project-specific reviews under requirements of laws and related regulations including,
but not limited to, the National Environmental Policy Act . . . , the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . . . , and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act.” PEIS, Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Lands within the 11 Western
States (DOE/EIS-0386) at 1-2 to -3 (Nov. 2008) (emphasis in original); accord Approved
RMPA/ROD for Designation of Energy Corridors on BLM-Administered Lands in the 11 Western
States at 3-4 (Jan. 2009) (“Designation of Section 368 corridors and amendment of affected RMPs
[did] not authorize any projects, mandate that future projects be confined to the corridors, or
preclude BLM from denying a project in a designated corridor or requesting design revisions to
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(ACEC)
meet unanticipated siting issues there. Future ROW proposals will need to comply with other
applicable laws, regulations, and policies.”).
It is therefore easy to reconcile the purported “conflicts” in the RMP without resorting to the drastic
measure of removing key protections within the Kanab Creek ACEC that will allow the Proposed
Project and encourage future development. The only real conflict here is between the BLM’s
proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC and FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of
ACECs when amending RMPs. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3). Indeed, during its ongoing review of
Section 368 energy corridors, the BLM had no trouble reconciling the “competing” objectives
related to ACECs and energy corridors: “Where there are competing management objectives for
the same Federal lands (e.g., a corridor intersects with an area designated as ‘avoidance’ in the land
use plan), the agency staff should balance the need for responsible corridor development with the
objective of minimizing adverse environmental impacts.” BLM et al., Energy Policy Act of 2005
Section 368 Energy Corridor Review, Regions 2 and 3 § 3.3 at 32 (Aug. 2019).
Simply put, although the current management directives require the BLM to give extra scrutiny to
development proposals within the Kanab Creek ACEC and to deny a proposal if a reasonable
alternative exists, here the BLM refuses to comply with these directives. As the Kaibab Tribe
recommended during scoping on the RMPA, the EIS must consider a separate reasonable
alternative where the BLM opts to interpret its existing management directions in a harmonious
manner, and thus denies a ROW for the Proposed Project through the Kanab Creek ACEC both
because the Highway Alternative constitutes a reasonable alternative and such a large infrastructure
project is not appropriate in this sensitive area. This does not mean that no development can ever
occur within Corridor 113-116; it means, rather, that the Proposed Project should not occur in this
portion of the corridor. Moreover, the Kaibab Tribe’s suggested alternative would meet the
purpose and need of both the Project Proponent and the federal agencies.
Last, the Proposed Project would be located partly outside Corridor 113-116 as it cuts through the
Kanab Creek ACEC, where the management directives for the energy corridor do not apply. The
only conflict, then, is between the BLM’s ACEC designation (and related VRM Class II
classification) and the Project Proponent’s proposed action within the ACEC (and outside Corridor
113-116). The proposal to stray from Corridor 113-116 within the ACEC also conflicts with the
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classification of the ACEC lands as within the Outback Management Unit, see AZ Strip
Field
0559-48
Office Approved RMP Map 2.1 at 2-2 (Feb. 2008), yet the DEIS is silent on this fact.
Resource Management Plan (RMP)
The statement that all three RMPA sub-alternatives will make “future projects in conformance 0559-48
with
the RMP” is inaccurate and illegal. While the RMPA sub-alternatives will all make future
development more likely, it is impossible to say that any future project will conform0559-49
with the
amended RMP. Moreover, any attempt to conform future projects with the RMP suggests that0559-49
the
Alternatives
BLM is issuing a blanket approval of future development within Corridor 113-116.
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
0559-50 Alternatives
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.
Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on land use does not make any
real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the construction, operation, and
0559-51 Alternatives
maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The RMPA analysis must
consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future development. 0559-50
Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to0559-52 Alternatives
0559-51
prioritize the protection of ACECs during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of both RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3 ignores the proposed amendment to Decision
No. LA-VR-01, which will also affect land use. The analyses of the RMPA sub-alternatives for
each resource is inconsistent throughout the EIS, and clearly BLM staff has varying0559-52
degrees of
understanding about what the RMPA sub-alternatives will accomplish. This is a fatal flaw.
The BLM admits that its preferred RMPA sub-alternative 3 will increase the likelihood of future
land use authorizations within the Kanab Creek ACEC, and characterizes this as a positive effect
on land use, but again this completely ignores the Kaibab Tribe’s perspective on and actual use of
the lands in and around the ACEC.
The conclusion under RMPA sub-alternative 3 that a reduction in the size of Corridor 113-116 will
reduce land use ignores actual conditions on the ground. A quick glance at Figure 2.3-4 shows that
the area the BLM proposes to exclude from Corridor 113-116 is a narrow and irregularly shaped
sliver along a short section of the corridor’s southern boundary and, except for tiny pockets of
uplands between the canyon’s numerous fingers, consists exclusively of the canyon itself with its
steep walls and rugged terrain. New development proposals on lands of this character are
extremely unlikely regardless of whether the lands remain a part of Corridor 113-116. Indeed, the
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3.4.2.2
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3.4.2.3

75

3.4.2.4

75

3.4.2.4

77

3.5

77-88

Project Proponent proposes to build the Proposed Project partly outside Corridor 113-116 because
the terrain in this area is too steep and rugged for a pipeline. It also raises the question
of why
0559-53
0559-53
Corridor 113-116 exists in this area at all or, at the least, why Corridor 113-116 is designated for
multimodal use, but the EIS does not address these questions.
For the reasons stated above, there are no “RMP management decision inconsistencies between the
ACEC and the utility corridor,” as the EIS claims. Although the BLM classified the Kanab Creek
0559-54
ACEC as an “avoidance” area in 2008 and subsequently designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor
through the same area in 2009, the RMP simply states that new ROWs “will be discouraged within
avoidance areas” like the Kanab Creek ACEC, “and allowed in such areas only when no reasonable
0559-55
alternative exists and impacts to these sensitive resources can be mitigated.” AZ Strip
Field Office
0559-54
Approved RMP at 2-71 (Feb. 2008). This plainly means that “avoidance” is not required in the
absence of a reasonable alternative, and that “avoidance” is far from a prohibition on all new
projects within Corridor 113-116.
0559-55 0559-56
Even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation measures
should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The fact that the
0559-56
BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the Highway Alternative contradicts0559-57
the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either0559-57
the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts
the
0559-58
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The conclusion that “land use effects would be negligible” is absurd and not supported by either the
0559-58
preceding analysis in the DEIS and appendices or by the facts. What is this conclusion based on?
This conclusion totally ignores and conflicts with the Kaibab Tribe’s perspective on and actual use
of the ACEC, and it ignores the effects of new access roads and resulting increased visitation and
development. There is no question that the RMPA sub-alternatives will encourage and allow future
land use authorizations and development within the ACEC.
This chapter should also consider Corridor 113-116 as a special designation. The BLM designated
Corridor 113-116 as a Section 368 Energy Corridor in 2009, one year after the BLM designated the
Kanab Creek ACEC in 2008. If Corridor 113-116 does not constitute a special designation, then
the EIS must define “special designation.”

Page 22

cont'd Alternatives

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

Mitigation

Alternatives

Alternatives

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

0559
0559-59

0559-59 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

Although the EIS recites some of the applicable law, including FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the
protection of ACECs during land use planning, it does not explain how the BLM complied with the
law or do anything to show such compliance. In fact, the RMPA sub-alternatives are all overly
broad and the BLM is doing everything it can to remove protections from the ACEC for the
purpose of allowing a massive infrastructure project through the heart of the Kanab Creek ACEC,
as well as future development. This violates FLPMA and is a fatal flaw.

3.5.1.1

77-78

Moreover, the EIS must consider that the applicable federal regulations require the BLM, before it
amends an RMP, to actively monitor and prepare annual status reports on its progress in
implementing and monitoring the Kanab Creek ACEC. See 43 CFR § 1610.4-9 (“The proposed
plan shall establish intervals and standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluation of the
plan. Such intervals and standards shall be based on the sensitivity of the resource to the decisions
involved and shall provide for evaluation to determine whether mitigation measures are
satisfactory, whether there has been significant change in the related plans of other Federal
agencies, State or local governments, or Indian tribes, or whether there is new data of significance
to the plan. The Field Manager shall be responsible for monitoring and evaluating the plan in
accordance with the established intervals and standards and at other times as appropriate to
determine whether there is sufficient cause to warrant amendment or revision of the plan.”).
Accordingly, section 1613.63 of the BLM Manual states that “ACEC monitoring is part of the
monitoring provisions in the RMP. The BLM’s planning regulations prescribe that the RMP shall
establish intervals and standards for monitoring. The intervals and standards are to be based on the
sensitivity of the resources. In the case of ACEC’s, the resources are assumed to be sensitive.
Therefore, careful monitoring is critical—not only to ensure that protection of the identified
resource values occurs, but also to keep the managing official aware of how well the RMP
provisions are accomplishing their objectives. By so doing, the need, if any, for modification to the
RMP will be identified early so that the protection is accomplished and unnecessary measures are
not applied. In the case of the ACEC’s, it is particularly important that the monitoring measures be
systematic and structured so that the managing official is informed on a timely basis of any
significant changes in the related plans of other Federal agencies, State or local governments, or
Indian tribes. In accordance with 40 CFR 1505.3(d), the managing official shall, upon request,
make available to the public the results of monitoring.”
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(ACEC)
The EIS fails to discuss BLM’s compliance with this “critical” monitoring requirement for the

Kanab Creek ACEC. The EIS must incorporate the results of monitoring into the analysis. The
BLM must correct any failures in managing the Kanab Creek ACEC before it can determine
0559-60 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
whether to amend the RMP.
Further, section 1613.65 of the BLM Manual states: “Annually the State Director is required to
report to the Director (760) on progress in implementing and monitoring ACEC’s in order to track
0559-61 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
accomplishments in managing ACEC’s and to provide an available base of information for
responding to Congressional and other inquiries. The report will cover management measures
undertaken and completed during the previous fiscal year as well as proposed management
measures to be initiated in the next fiscal year. The report, to be provided to the Director (760) by
October 15 of each year, must include, as a minimum, the following information for each ACEC:
name of the ACEC; size (in hectares and acres); date of designation; identification of applicable
land use plan; relevant and important values being protected; implementation actions accomplished
during the previous fiscal year; whether or not an activity plan is deemed necessary and, if so,
whether or not it has been prepared; and, scheduled implementation measures for the ensuing fiscal
year. The report should utilize a tabular format to the extent possible and be organized by District
and Resource Area. Its timely submission is critical.”
The EIS must consider these annual reports as part of the analysis, but if the BLM has
not complied
0559-60
with this “critical” reporting requirement with respect to the Kanab Creek ACEC, then the EIS
must say so. The EIS cannot substitute for the BLM’s ongoing duties with respect to the Kanab
Creek ACEC, and if the BLM has not complied with its monitoring and reporting duties than this
analysis is fatally flawed
Rather than only direct the reader to specific resource sections, this chapter should briefly
0559-61
summarize the findings of effects for each resource.
3.5.1.1

78

3.5.1.3

80

Also, since the EIS breaks ethnographic resources such as TCPs, TCDs, and sacred sites into a
separate resource category, the EIS should mention here that the Kanab Creek ACEC was specially
designated for ethnographic resources in addition to SW willow flycatcher habitat, cultural
resources, riparian resources, and scenic resources.
Since the EIS breaks ethnographic resources such as TCPs, TCDs, and sacred sites into a separate
resource category, the EIS must mention here that the Kanab Creek ACEC was specially
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designated for ethnographic resources in addition to SW willow flycatcher habitat, cultural
0559-62
resources, riparian resources, and scenic resources.
The reference to Table 2.15 in the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP for the complete suite of
management decisions applicable to the ACEC is insufficient and all but ensures that the public0559-62 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
will not fully understand the BLM’s proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC. This chapter
addresses special designations, and the BLM is attempting to amend management decisions within
an ACEC, so this chapter must include a table showing what is being proposed by the BLM with
0559-63 Alternatives
respect to this special designation.

3.5.1.3

80

3.5.2.1

82

3.5.2.2

83

The Kaibab Tribe has repeatedly asked for a clear and concise description of the RMPA sub0559-64
Resource Management Plan (RMP)
alternatives with comprehensive tables listing every management decision that currently applies
to
ACECs and Corridor 113-116 and the effects of the RMPA on the language and applicability of
such management decisions, as well as detailed maps showing where such management decisions
apply and how that will change under each RMPA sub-alternative. However, this request is always
rejected without explanation. The EIS must clearly, precisely, and comprehensively describe
exactly what will occur under each RMPA sub-alternative. The lack of clarity about how the
0559-63 and
RMPA sub-alternatives would work on the ground has undoubtedly stifled public participation
is a fatal flaw. Moreover, the EIS repeatedly uses inconsistent language to describe and analyze the
RMPA sub-alternatives and their effects, even where the proposed amendments to Decision Nos.
MA-LR-06 and LA-VR-01 are identical under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3. This suggests
0559-64that the
BLM itself is not fully aware of how each RMPA sub-alternative would work on the ground.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The statement that the RMPA would not directly involve ground disturbance is incorrect. The
entire purpose of the RMPA is to make the RMP conform to the Proposed Project and thereby
allow the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek
ACEC. The EIS must therefore consider the likely ground disturbances caused by the Proposed
Project.
Similarly, the statement that the RMPA “could allow for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the LPP” is inaccurate. Again, the entire point of the RMPA is to allow the
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84

Proposed Project within the ACEC. Thus, the EIS should state that the RMPA “would
allow” the
0559-65
Proposed Project within the ACEC.
0559-65
This chapter is silent on and does not address the fact that the portions of the Kanab Creek ACEC
that do not overlap with Corridor 113-116 lie within the Outback Management Unit. See AZ Strip
Field Office Approved RMP Map 2.1 at 2-2 (Feb. 2008). Pursuant to the RMP, “[l]ands within the
Outback Management Unit provide opportunities for undeveloped, primitive, and self-directed0559-66
recreation opportunities such as viewing scenery, hiking and walking, horseback riding,
backpacking, hunting, studying nature, canyoneering, and rock climbing. The frequency of
interaction with other people is low and evidence of other users is minimal. Lands classified as
within the Outback Management Unit are characterized by predominantly natural or0559-66
natural- 0559-67
appearing environments of moderate to large size. The lowest level of landscape modifications is
expected compared to the other management units. Remote settings, natural landscapes, solitude,
and opportunities for primitive recreation are minimally impacted by human activity.” Id. at 2-4.
0559-68
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.
Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on the Kanab Creek ACEC
does not make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The RMPA analysis must consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely
future
0559-67
development on the ACEC.
0559-68
Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of sub-alternative 1 states there will be an increased likelihood of adverse effects to
ACEC values, but it does not say what values will be affected or what the effects are.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 distinguishes that sub-alternative from sub-alternative 1 by
stating: “However, in addition, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would
no longer be an avoidance area for new land use authorizations, which could adversely affect
ACEC values.” This is inaccurate and demonstrates a lack of understanding about the BLM’s
RMPA sub-alternatives.
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In fact, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance
area under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the analysis should be similar. However, the analysis
varies considerably and contradicts itself throughout the EIS. Similarly, the amendment to 0559-69 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
Decision No. LA-VR-01 is the same under sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the discussion of this
amendment under sub-alternative 1 should be included under sub-alternative 3 as well.

0559-70 Mitigation

3.5.2.2

84

3.5.2.2

86

3.5.2.3

86

3.5.2.4

87

0559-69
These errors suggest that the BLM itself does not fully understand the BLM’s RMPA
subalternatives and that the analysis is fatally flawed.
The conclusion that RMPA sub-alternative 3 will benefit ACEC values by adjusting the boundaries
0559-71 Alternatives
of Corridor 113-116 is absurd and without basis. Simply counting the acreage of overlap before
and after the RMPA, without context, is not meaningful or helpful and does not constitute
“analysis.” Given that the area to be removed from Corridor 113-116 is steep terrain that is
unlikely to ever be developed anyway (hence the need for the RMPA here) and the BLM now 0559-72 Alternatives
0559-70
promises to encourage further development in the flatter ACEC lands being added to the utility
corridor, the actual result is that additional development will be more likely, thereby having major,
long-term adverse effects on the ACEC. As elsewhere, the DEIS “analysis” mostly just consists of
0559-71 game.
adding up land area totals or individual resources, thus reducing the “analysis” to a numbers
Even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation measures
should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The fact that the
BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw. Also, the EIS must include residual
effects
0559-72
analysis for these mitigation measures.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the Highway Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The comparative analysis of the alternatives on the Kanab Creek ACEC is insufficient and plainly
incorrect. Given that the area to be removed from Corridor 113-116 is steep terrain that is unlikely
to ever be developed anyway (hence the need for the RMPA to accommodate the Proposed Project)
and the BLM now promises to encourage further development in the flatter ACEC lands being
added to the utility corridor, the actual result is that additional development will be more likely,
thereby having major, long-term adverse effects on ACEC values. Indeed, the entire purpose of the
RMPA is to facilitate the construction, operation, and maintenance of a major infrastructure project
through the ACEC, and the preferred sub-alternative will encourage additional development
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beyond the LPP. This chapter must analyze those effects and compare them to the No
Action and
0559-74
Highway Alternatives.
The statement that the RMPA “could allow” additional ground-disturbing activities within the 0559-74 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Kanab Creek ACEC should be changed to “would allow.” Indeed, the entire point of the RMPA is
0559-75
to conform the RMP to the Proposed Project and thereby allow the construction, operation,
and
maintenance of the Proposed Project within the ACEC.
0559-75 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.

0559-76 Resource Management Plan (RMP)

3.6.2.2

94-95

3.6.2.2

94

3.6.2.2

95

3.6.2.2

95

3.7.2.2

110

Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on transportation does not make
any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the construction, operation,
and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The RMPA analysis0559-77 Transportation
0559-76
must consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future development on the ACEC.
Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
0559-78 Alternatives
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of the effects of RMPA sub-alternative 1 is insufficient and inaccurate.0559-77
If the ACEC
will no longer be an avoidance area for future development, and if the Project Proponent seeks to
build or improve access roads within the ACEC, then the Proposed Project will affect
0559-79 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
transportation resources and the likelihood of additional land use authorizations such0559-78
as building
and maintaining roads will increase.
The conclusion that opportunities for building new roads “would be minimal since the area is
0559-79
relatively remote and inaccessible” is without merit. The RMPA will allow new roads and the
upgrading of existing roads, thereby making the area more accessible.
Even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation measures
should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The fact that the
BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw.
The analysis under RMPA sub-alternative 1 for effects on recreation is insufficient and incorrect.
Since Decision No. MA-LR-06 will be amended to allow new land use authorizations, including
new travel routes, then opportunities for increased recreation in the ACEC are unlikely to be
“minimal.” Also, if large construction crews and equipment will access the ACEC to build a major
infrastructure project like the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC, then how remote
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144
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149

3.12.2.2

151

3.12.2.2

152

and inaccessible can the area be? Given the potential for new access routes and other land use
authorizations, the EIS must explain why opportunities for recreation will be hindered
by the
0559-80
0559-80
purported remoteness and inaccessibility of the ACEC.
0559-81
The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on
water quality within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The EIS states that long-term adverse effects are possible at the Kanab Creek crossing within the
0559-81
ACEC due to the steep canyon walls, but the EIS must be more specific and should expect longterm effects. Water quality in riparian areas disturbed during construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Proposed Project will likely have long-term effects due to increased erosion
hazards, potential contamination from construction runoff or spills, bank destabilization,
and/or0559-82
0559-82
planned or sudden discharges during pipeline operation. Moreover, as recognized elsewhere in the
EIS, restoration in the Kanab Creek ACEC crossing will be extremely difficult if not impossible
due to the steep terrain.
0559-83 0559-83
Also, this is not meaningful or helpful analysis. The EIS plays a numbers game that lacks context.
In comparing the alternatives, for example, the EIS ignores the Southern Alternative’s significant
0559-84
potential for long-term or permanent effects on water quality at the Kanab Creek crossing
within
0559-84
the ACEC due to erosion, siltation, and other effects.
0559-85 on
The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives
vegetation communities within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The analysis of the Southern Alternative must include the RMPA. The analysis must also consider
0559-85
the steep terrain within the Kanab Creek ACEC and the difficulty of mitigating effects
to
0559-86
vegetation communities as a result.
The discussion of invasive species in Kanab Creek canyon must acknowledge that the AZ Strip
0559-86
Field Office Approved RMP and the Kanab Creek Riparian Restoration Project require the BLM to
0559-87
fix or improve this problem. See, e.g., Decision Nos. DFC-RP-11 and MA-RP-01.
The conclusion that the Southern Alternative will result in increased erosion and siltation at the
Kanab Creek crossing within the ACEC that will be difficult if not impossible to mitigate must0559-87
be
carried into the analyses of other resources as well, such as cultural resources and ethnographic
resources. In general, however, the EIS fails to take an interdisciplinary approach.
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.
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Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on wetland and riparian
resources does not make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the
0559-88 Alternatives
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The RMPA analysis must consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future
development.
0559-88

3.12.2.2

152

3.12.2.2

152

3.12.2.2

152

0559-89 Mitigation

Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of both RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3 ignore the proposed amendment to Decision
0559-90 Alternatives
No. LA-VR-01, which will also affect wetland and riparian resources to the extent new
land use
0559-89
authorizations occur as a result. The analyses of the RMPA sub-alternatives for each resource is
inconsistent throughout the EIS, suggesting the BLM staff preparing the EIS have varying degrees
of understanding about what the RMPA sub-alternatives will accomplish. This is a fatal flaw.
The conclusion that RMPA sub-alternative 1 will result in a short-term loss of riparian resources
ignores the prior conclusions that increased erosion and siltation will occur and that 0559-90
mitigation may
not be possible at the Kanab Creek crossing within the ACEC. The EIS must also address the
potential long-term effects. The EIS must be clear about this rather than hide behind language like
“in at least the short term.”
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 distinguishes that sub-alternative from sub-alternative 1 by
stating: “In addition, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer
be an avoidance area for new land use authorizations, which could increase the likelihood of land
use authorizations within the corridor with associated effects to resources.” This is inaccurate and
demonstrates a lack of understanding about the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives.
In fact, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance
area under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the analysis should be similar. However, the analysis
varies considerably, contradicts itself throughout the EIS, suggesting that the BLM itself does not
fully understand the RMPA sub-alternatives and that the analysis is fatally flawed.
Also, it indisputable that the RMPA sub-alternative “will” increase the likelihood of land use
authorizations within Corridor 113-116, including the Proposed Project. The repeated use of
hedging language such as “could allow” is misleading and simply inaccurate.
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0559-91 Biological Resources

The conclusion that the reduction of overlap between the Kanab Creek ACEC and Corridor 113116 will potentially decrease the likelihood of adverse effects to riparian resources is lacking
0559-92
context and not based on thoughtful or real analysis. The whole reason for the preferred RMPA
sub-alternative 3 is to remove steep, rugged terrain from the corridor (which are unlikely to ever be
developed regardless of whether they remain within Corridor 113-116) and to add flatter lands to
0559-92
the corridor (which are more likely to be developed). The EIS repeatedly fails to follow
or even
0559-93
0559-93
recognize this basic logic.
0559-94 on
The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives
special status plants within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The analysis of the Southern Alternative must include a discussion of the RMPA. 0559-95 0559-94
The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on
sensitive species within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
0559-96
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts
the
0559-95
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
0559-97
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
Table 3.15-2 should note that the AZ Strip Field Office Approved RMP specially designated the
0559-98 0559-96
Kanab Creek ACEC in part to protect SW willow flycatcher habitat and adopted management
decisions to improve such habitat.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
0559-97
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.0559-98
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.
Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on SW willow flycatcher
habitat does not make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
The RMPA analysis must consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future
development.
Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
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0559-99 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

The EIS states that there is no critical habitat for the SW willow flycatcher within the Kanab Creek
ACEC, but fails to mention BLM designated the ACEC in part to protect SW willow flycatcher
habitat and adopted management decisions requiring it to improve such habitat. The EIS is silent
on this important fact.
Also, the EIS must describe the BLM’s attempts to document SW willow flycatchers in the Kanab
Creek ACEC and describe the BLM’s efforts to monitor the ACEC as required by the existing
RMP. The Kaibab Tribe has requested this information several times throughout the NEPA and
RMPA processes, as the regulations allow, but the BLM has never provided such information or
directly responded to those requests.

3.15.2.3

193

The RMP requires the BLM to take the following actions, among others, related to SW willow
flycatcher habitat within the Kanab Creek ACEC: (1) “An ACEC plan will be developed for
management of SW flycatchers and associated riparian values consistent with current recovery,
conservation, and strategic planning documents”; (2) “ BLM will continue to maintain updated
maps of SW flycatcher habitat in the Arizona Strip FO,” including the location, size, shape, and
spacing of habitat areas, habitat stage with respect to flycatchers (suitable occupied, suitable
unoccupied, suitable unsurveyed, potential or regenerating), and status of flycatcher surveys for
each area of suitable habitat; and (3) “BLM will continue to maintain a database of SW flycatcher
observations.”
The EIS must describe the BLM’s compliance with these requirements and incorporate all such
information into this EIS for analysis. If the BLM has not complied with these requirements, the
EIS must acknowledge this. The EIS cannot substitute for the BLM’s ongoing duty to actively
monitor and evaluate the Kanab Creek ACEC, and if the BLM has failed in its duties then the
analysis in the EIS is not reliable. The BLM must correct any failures in managing the Kanab
Creek ACEC before it can meaningfully analyze effects on the SW willow flycatcher and
determine whether to amend the RMP.
Moreover, the applicable federal regulations require the BLM, before it amends an RMP, to
actively monitor and prepare annual status reports on its progress in implementing and monitoring
the Kanab Creek ACEC. See 43 CFR § 1610.4-9 (“The proposed plan shall establish intervals and
standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluation of the plan. Such intervals and standards
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shall be based on the sensitivity of the resource to the decisions involved and shall provide for
evaluation to determine whether mitigation measures are satisfactory, whether there has been
significant change in the related plans of other Federal agencies, State or local governments, or
Indian tribes, or whether there is new data of significance to the plan. The Field Manager shall be
responsible for monitoring and evaluating the plan in accordance with the established intervals and
standards and at other times as appropriate to determine whether there is sufficient cause to warrant
amendment or revision of the plan.”).
Accordingly, section 1613.63 of the BLM Manual states that “ACEC monitoring is part of the
monitoring provisions in the RMP. The BLM’s planning regulations prescribe that the RMP shall
establish intervals and standards for monitoring. The intervals and standards are to be based on the
sensitivity of the resources. In the case of ACEC’s, the resources are assumed to be sensitive.
Therefore, careful monitoring is critical—not only to ensure that protection of the identified
resource values occurs, but also to keep the managing official aware of how well the RMP
provisions are accomplishing their objectives. By so doing, the need, if any, for modification to the
RMP will be identified early so that the protection is accomplished and unnecessary measures are
not applied. In the case of the ACEC’s, it is particularly important that the monitoring measures be
systematic and structured so that the managing official is informed on a timely basis of any
significant changes in the related plans of other Federal agencies, State or local governments, or
Indian tribes. In accordance with 40 CFR 1505.3(d), the managing official shall, upon request,
make available to the public the results of monitoring.”
Again, the EIS fails to discuss BLM’s compliance with this “critical” monitoring requirement for
the Kanab Creek ACEC. The EIS must incorporate the results of monitoring into the analysis. If
the BLM has not complied with the SW willow flycatcher monitoring requirement, the EIS must
acknowledge this because the EIS cannot substitute for the BLM’s ongoing duty to actively
monitor and evaluate the Kanab Creek ACEC. The BLM must correct any failures in managing the
Kanab Creek ACEC before it can determine whether to amend the RMP.
Further, section 1613.65 of the BLM Manual states: “Annually the State Director is required to
report to the Director (760) on progress in implementing and monitoring ACEC’s in order to track
accomplishments in managing ACEC’s and to provide an available base of information for
responding to Congressional and other inquiries. The report will cover management measures
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undertaken and completed during the previous fiscal year as well as proposed management
measures to be initiated in the next fiscal year. The report, to be provided to the Director (760) by
October 15 of each year, must include, as a minimum, the following information for each ACEC:
0559-100 Alternatives
name of the ACEC; size (in hectares and acres); date of designation; identification of applicable
land use plan; relevant and important values being protected; implementation actions accomplished
during the previous fiscal year; whether or not an activity plan is deemed necessary and, if so,
whether or not it has been prepared; and, scheduled implementation measures for the ensuing fiscal
0559-101 Wetland and Riparian
year. The report should utilize a tabular format to the extent possible and be organized by District
and Resource Area. Its timely submission is critical.”

Vegetation Communities
The EIS must include these annual reports in the analysis, or if the BLM has not complied with0559-102
this
“critical” reporting requirement with respect to the Kanab Creek ACEC, the EIS must
say
so.
The
0559-100
EIS cannot substitute for the BLM’s ongoing duties with respect to the Kanab Creek ACEC, and if
the BLM has not complied with its monitoring and reporting duties than this analysis is fatally
flawed.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 distinguishes that sub-alternative from sub-alternative 1 by
stating: “In addition, in RMPA Sub-alternative 3, the utility corridor would no longer be an
avoidance area for new land use authorizations, increasing the likelihood for adverse effects.” This
is inaccurate and demonstrates a lack of understanding about the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives.
3.15.2.3

193

3.15.2.3

193

3.15.2.3

193

0559-101

In fact, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance
area under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the analysis should be similar. However, the analysis
varies considerably, contradicts itself throughout the EIS, suggesting that the BLM itself does not
fully understand the RMPA sub-alternatives and that the analysis is fatally flawed.
0559-102
Given the admitted difficulties in mitigating effects to riparian areas, geology and soils,
vegetation
communities, and other resources that will also adversely affect SW willow flycatcher habitat, such
habitat is likely to be lost in the long-term under RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3. In general, the
EIS does a poor job of analyzing effects in a holistic, integrated manner, and instead analyzes each
resource mostly in isolation and without consistently carrying over relevant analysis from other
resources.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3 ignores the proposed amendment to Decision No.
LA-VR-01, which will also affect SW willow flycatcher habitat to the extent it new land use
authorizations occur as a result. The analyses of the RMPA sub-alternatives for each resource is
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195

201

inconsistent throughout the EIS, and clearly the BLM staff preparing the EIS have varying
degrees
0559-103
of understanding about what the RMPA sub-alternatives will accomplish. This is a fatal flaw.
0559-103
The comparative analysis of alternatives is insufficient because it simply adds up the acreage along
each route without considering the different effects in individual areas, such as the Kanab Creek
crossing within the ACEC where it will be difficult if not impossible to mitigate adverse effects to
SW willow flycatcher habitat. Moreover, the EIS says nothing about the data collected by the 0559-104
BLM pursuant to the “critical” monitoring duties it is required to conduct. Without 0559-104
this
information the EIS analysis is fatally flawed.
The analysis of the Southern Alternative concludes that the Proposed Project would have negligible
effects on visual resources if the EPMs “are successfully implemented,” but the EIS previously0559-105
concluded that this is unlikely across the entire project area, particularly within the Kanab Creek
ACEC due to steep terrain, and the EIS must acknowledge and analyze that fact here. As stated
earlier in the EIS, the mitigation of adverse effects to geology and soils, vegetation communities,
0559-105 0559-106
etc. will be difficult, if not impossible, to mitigate at the Kanab Creek crossing on the Southern
Alternative. The EIS must recognize that the difficulty of mitigating effects within the ACEC will
likely have long-term or permanent effects on visual resources.
0559-107
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.

Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on visual resources does not
202, 208 make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the construction,
0559-106
operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The RMPA
analysis must consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future development.
Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s 0559-107
mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
Although the proposed amendment to Decision Nos. MA-LR-06 and LA-VR-01 are identical under
RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3, the analysis under each sub-alternative differs considerably with
202, 208
respect to these amendments. The EIS must be consistent to the extent the proposed amendments
are the same under each sub-alternative.
The statements that the Kanab Creek ACEC is seldom seen by the general public and that visitation
202
is low must be removed as insensitive and inaccurate. The statements minimize and mask the high
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potential for major long-term effects on visual resources within the ACEC, a VRM Class II area.
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This area is part of an important cultural landscape within the Kanab Creek Traditional
Cultural
0559-108
District designated by the Kaibab Tribe. Members of the Kaibab Tribe regularly “see” this area
0559-108
and value it for its visual resources.
The analysis of the RMPA states that the Proposed Project would create weak contrast if the EPMs
“are successfully implemented,” but the EIS previously concluded that this is unlikely across the
entire project area, particularly within the Kanab Creek ACEC due to steep terrain. Thus, the EIS
0559-109
must consider the potential for mitigation not being successful. As stated earlier in the EIS, the
mitigation of adverse effects to geology and soils, vegetation communities, etc. will0559-109
be difficult if
not impossible at the Kanab Creek crossing on the Southern Alternative. The EIS must recognize
0559-110
that the difficulty of mitigating effects within the ACEC will likely have long-term or permanent
effects on visual resources.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 distinguishes that sub-alternative from sub-alternative 1 by
stating: “In addition, in RMPA Sub-alternative 3, the utility corridor would no longer be an 0559-111
avoidance area for new land use authorizations, increasing the likelihood of adverse effects to
visual resources.” This is inaccurate and demonstrates a lack of understanding about the BLM’s
RMPA sub-alternatives.
0559-110

Alternatives

Visual Resources

Resource Management Plan (RMP)

0559-112 Ethnographic Resources

In fact, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance
area under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the analysis should be similar. However, the analysis
varies considerably, contradicts itself throughout the EIS, suggesting that the BLM itself
does not
0559-111
fully understand the RMPA sub-alternatives and that the analysis is fatally flawed.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 also resorts to simply counting the acreage of lands by
0559-112
VRM class, without considering context such as the nature of the lands affected and the likelihood
of development on those lands. This analysis is therefore insufficient.
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the No Action
or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze effects accordingly.
The EIS does not explain the conclusion that most effects would be short term and could be
mitigated, which seems to conflict with the statement in chapter 3.18.2.1 that effects on
ethnographic resources would be long-term.

Page 36

Mitigation

0559
0559-113

0559-113 Alternatives

The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
0559-114 Cultural Resources
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.

3.17.2.2

219

Moreover, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on cultural resources does not
make any real conclusion nor consider that each sub-alternative will allow the construction, 0559-115 Alternatives
operation, and maintenance of the Proposed Project within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The analysis
of the RMPA sub-alternatives must consider the effects of the Proposed Project on individual
cultural resources located specifically within the ACEC. Further, the RMPA analysis must
consider the effects of both the Proposed Project and likely future development.
Also, the analysis suggests that significant protections will still apply within the ACEC and that as
a result cultural resources will not be adversely affected, but it hides the fact that the RMPA is for
the specific purpose of allowing the Proposed Project to be built across the Kanab Creek ACEC.
Without these amendments, the Proposed Project would not be built, so the RMPA will have
0559-114
enormous effects on cultural resources. This analysis is fatally flawed.

3.17.2.2

219

3.17.2.2

219

Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with FLPMA’s mandate to
prioritize the protection of ACECs during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 1 states that the amendment to Decision No. 0559-115
MA-LR-06 will
still require routing new utilities away from cultural resources and will require mitigation. The EIS
must identify the specific management decision or other provision in the RMP that requires routing
new utilities away from cultural resources and state whether this requirement will apply to the
Proposed Project.
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 3 distinguishes that sub-alternative from sub-alternative 1 by
stating: “In addition, the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance area for new land use
authorizations, potentially increasing the likelihood of adverse effects to cultural resources.” This
is inaccurate and demonstrates a lack of understanding about the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives.
In fact, the portion of the ACEC overlapped by the utility corridor would no longer be an avoidance
area under both sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the analysis should be similar. Similarly, the
amendment to Decision No. LA-VR-01 is the same under sub-alternatives 1 and 3, so the
discussion of this amendment under sub-alternative 1 should be included under sub-alternative 3 as
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well. However, the analysis varies considerably, contradicts itself throughout the EIS, suggesting
that the BLM itself does not fully understand the RMPA sub-alternatives and that the analysis is
0559-116 Cultural Resources
fatally flawed.
Moreover, it indisputable that the RMPA sub-alternative 3, by increasing the likelihood for land
0559-116within
use authorizations, “will” also increase the likelihood of adverse effects to cultural resources
0559-117 Cultural Resources
the ACEC, including the effects of the Proposed Project. The repeated use of hedging language
such as “potentially increasing” is misleading and simply inaccurate.
First, the discussion of mitigation measures must recognize the Kaibab Tribe’s position that it is
impossible to mitigate adverse effects to cultural resources through the Kanab Creek ACEC.

3.17.2.2

219-220

Second, even if the Proposed Project is approved along the Southern Alternative, mitigation
measures should include limitations on future development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The
fact that the BLM is not considering this option is a fatal flaw.
Third, by delaying development of the HPTPs, it is impossible for the EIS to meaningfully analyze
effects on cultural resources, defeating the purposes of both NEPA and the NHPA. 0559-117

3.17.2.4

221-222

Fourth, data recovery is not a type of mitigation, so those terms must not be presented as
synonymous.
The comparative analysis of alternatives is fatally flawed because the method of simply counting
the number of eligible properties potentially affected along each alignment, without any context, is
inadequate. The EIS must consider that significant cultural resources are located near and within
the Kanab Creek ACEC, a largely undisturbed area that is currently difficult to access, and that the
Kaibab Tribe and SPAC have repeatedly emphasized the importance of leaving this area
undisturbed for the protection of cultural resources. Rather than conduct thoughtful analysis,
however, the EIS reduces the analysis to a mere number counting exercise and fails to reach any
real conclusion.
Also, the EIS must clarify what it means by “complex” sites. The BOR repeated this term at the
public meetings on July 8 and 9 without clarification. It also ignores that the Kaibab Tribe
formally resolved to support the Highway Alternative, so to the extent these sites are located on the
KIR they may not be as “complex” as the EIS wants the public to think.
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In sum, the “analysis” is clearly crafted so that the Highway Alternative appears to have greater
Ethnographic Resources
adverse effects on cultural resources than the Southern Alternative, when in fact this is not the 0559-118
case.
0559-118
This analysis totally ignores the Kaibab Tribe’s views, even though the Tribe is a cooperating
agency with special expertise in this area.
The EIS must also recognize that NRHP Bulletin 38 is a key component of the regulatory
0559-119 Ethnographic Resources
framework for ethnographic resources that provides guidance on how to apply the eligibility
criteria, as follows:

3.18.1.1

223

Cultural Resources
For Criterion A, “[t]he word ‘our’ . . . may be taken to refer to the group to which the property0559-120
may
have traditional cultural significance, and the word ‘history’ may be taken to include traditional
oral history as well as recorded history.” NRHP Bulletin 38 (NPS 1998) at 12.
0559-121 Vegetation Communities

3.18.1.1

224-225

3.18.2.2

227

3.18.2.2

228

3.18.2.2

229-230

For Criterion B, “the word ‘our’ can be interpreted with reference to the people who are thought to
0559-119
regard the property as traditionally important. The word ‘persons’ can be taken to refer
both to
persons whose tangible, human existence in the past can be inferred on the basis of historical,
ethnographic, or other research, and to ‘persons’ such as gods and demigods who feature in the0559-122 Resource Management Plan (RMP)
0559-120
traditions of a group.” NRHP Bulletin 38 (NPS 1998) at 13.
By delaying development of the HPTPs until after a Programmatic Agreement is signed, it is
impossible for the EIS to meaningfully analyze effects on ethnographic resources. This defeats the
purposes of both NEPA and the NHPA.
0559-121
The statement that “the Proposed Project would impinge on a very small part of the sacred site” is
inaccurate. The Proposed Project will affect hundreds of acres within the Kanab Creek ACEC and
sacred site, which by any definition is not “very small.” The EIS repeatedly uses phrases like this
to minimize the true magnitude of adverse effects within the ACEC and sacred site. 0559-122
The statement that short-term effects related to ground clearing and re-vegetation efforts would
occur within the TCD is inaccurate and completely ignores the prior analysis of geology and soils,
vegetation communities, and visual resources, among others, where the EIS acknowledges that
long-term effects are likely due to the steep terrain and the difficulty of mitigating adverse effects
at the Kanab Creek crossing within the ACEC.
The analyses of the effects of each RMPA sub-alternative on each resource is scattered throughout
the EIS in a manner that makes interdisciplinary analysis difficult and masks aggregate effects.
The lack of clarity and transparency regarding the BLM’s RMPA sub-alternatives is a fatal flaw.
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For example, the proposed amendments to Decision Nos. MA-LR-06 and LA-VR-01 are identical
under RMPA sub-alternatives 1 and 3, yet the analysis of effects under each sub-alternative differs
0559-123 Ethnographic Resources
considerably. In fact, the EIS is silent on the amendment to Decision No. LA-VR-01 under both
sub-alternatives.
Also, this analysis differs considerably from the analysis of the RMPA sub-alternatives contained
0559-124 Ethnographic Resources
in Appendix C-21 – Ethnographic Resources. These inconsistencies must be reconciled.

3.18.2.2

229

3.18.2.4

232

Further, the analysis of the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives on ethnographic resources does
not make any real conclusions. The analysis of the RMPA sub-alternatives must consider the
effects of the Proposed Project on individual ethnographic resources located specifically within the
ACEC. It simply adds up acreages and numbers of ethnographic resources and presents
this basic
0559-123
exercise as “analysis.” Nor does the BLM explain how the RMPA sub-alternatives comply with
FLPMA’s mandate to prioritize the protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C.
§ 1712(c)(3).
The analysis of RMPA sub-alternative 1 states that the amendment to Decision No. MA-LR-06 will
still require routing new utilities away from ethnographic resources and will require0559-124
mitigation.
The EIS must identify the specific management decision or other provision in the RMP that
requires routing new utilities away from ethnographic resources and state whether this requirement
will apply to the Proposed Project.
The comparative analysis of alternatives is fatally flawed and lacks context. The method of simply
counting the number of properties potentially affected along each alignment is inadequate. Rather
than examine the nature and scope of the ethnographic resources being affected, the EIS simply
adds up the total numbers and presents them in a manner that clearly favors the Southern
Alternative, even though in fact the Southern Alternative will result in greater unavoidable adverse
effects.
The EIS must consider that significant cultural resources are located near and within the Kanab
Creek ACEC, a largely undisturbed area that is currently difficult to access, and that the Kaibab
Tribe and SPAC have repeatedly emphasized the importance of leaving this area undisturbed for
the protection of cultural resources. Rather than conduct thoughtful analysis, however, the EIS
reduces the analysis to a mere number counting exercise and fails to reach any real conclusion.
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236-248

3.21

248

3.21.2.2

253

4

255-256

5

257-277

5.3

5.6.2

278

277

0559-125 Socioeconomics

The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives
0559-126 on
socioeconomics.
0559-127
The analysis here is fatally flawed because it ignores the effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives 0559-126
on
0559-128
environmental justice.
The analysis of the Southern Alternative must include a discussion of the RMPA.
The analysis in chapter 4 is limited to cultural and ethnographic resources, ignoring vegetation0559-127
0559-129
communities, SW willow flycatcher habitat, visual resources, water quality, and other
resources
that will potentially be destroyed at the Kanab Creek crossing within the ACEC. This analysis is
0559-130
insufficient.
0559-128
The cumulative effects analysis here is fatally flawed because it does not discuss the RMPA subalternatives.
The cumulative effects analysis does not account for RMPA and the long-term effects of building
access roads, removing protections and restrictions, and establishing precedent for and encouraging
0559-129
major infrastructure development within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The RMPA will therefore
contribute to cumulative effects on geology and soils, noise and vibration, vegetation communities,
land use, recreation, SW willow flycatcher habitat, cultural resources, ethnographic resources,
0559-130
visual resources, riparian resources, water quality, and other resources.

Environmental Justice

Alternatives

Vegetation Communities

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative Impacts

When there are cumulative impacts, the analysis must at a minimum summarize the other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions (“PPRFAs”) and their effects, summarize the overall
0559-131 Cumulative Impacts
cumulative effects of the alternative coupled with the PPRFAs, and then describe the0559-131
contribution
of the Proposed Project to the overall cumulative effects.
Also, there are considerable inconsistencies between the cumulative effects analyses in the
appendices, as well as inconsistencies in the EIS between the prior analyses of effects for each
resource and the analyses of cumulative effects under each resource.
The results of the cumulative effects analysis summarized in Table 5.6-1 are inaccurate and fatally
flawed. For example, the conclusion that similar cumulative effects will occur on the Highway
Alternative and Southern Alternative for geology and soils, land use, recreation, water quality,
vegetation communities, wetland and riparian, threatened and endangered species, visual resources,
and cultural resources ignores the difficulties associated with mitigating adverse effects at the
Kanab Creek crossing within the ACEC and the likelihood of long-term or permanent effects to
these resources.
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Consistent with Bulletin 38, when discussing Criterion A the appendix must acknowledge that
“[t]he word ‘our’ . . . may be taken to refer to the group to which the property may have traditional
Other
cultural significance, and the word ‘history’ may be taken to include traditional oral history as 0559-133
well
as recorded history.” NRHP Bulletin 38 (NPS 1998) at 12.
App’x C-20 /
1.2.2.1

5

App’x C-20 /
1.2.2.1

6

App’x C-20 /
1.2.2.1

6

App’x C-20 /
1.4.3.1

13

When discussing Criterion B, the appendix must acknowledge that “the word ‘our’ can be
0559-134 Native American Concerns
interpreted with reference to the people who are thought to regard the property as traditionally
important. The word ‘persons’ can be taken to refer both to persons whose tangible,0559-133
human
existence in the past can be inferred on the basis of historical, ethnographic, or other research, and
0559-135 Cultural Resources
to ‘persons’ such as gods and demigods who feature in the traditions of a group.” NRHP
Bulletin
0559-134
38 (NPS 1998) at 13.
Appendix C-20 cites to the 1992 version of Bulletin 38 and not the 1998 version. The analysis
must rely on current guidance.
Again, Appendix C-20 ignores that Bulletin 38 provides guidance on how to apply the “four basic
NRHP criteria.” The appendix must acknowledge that for Criterion A “[t]he word ‘our’ . . . may be
taken to refer to the group to which the property may have traditional cultural significance, and the
word ‘history’ may be taken to include traditional oral history as well as recorded history.” NRHP
Bulletin 38 (NPS 1998) at 12.
Also, for Criterion B the appendix must acknowledge that “the word ‘our’ can be interpreted
0559-135with
reference to the people who are thought to regard the property as traditionally important. The word
‘persons’ can be taken to refer both to persons whose tangible, human existence in the past can be
inferred on the basis of historical, ethnographic, or other research, and to ‘persons’ such as gods
and demigods who feature in the traditions of a group.” NRHP Bulletin 38 (NPS 1998) at 13.
Appendix C-20 mentions the presence of 26 eligible prehistoric sites within the Project APE in
Arizona, but the discussion of which criteria (A, B, C, or D) were used to determine eligibility for
these sites has inexplicable been removed. The EIS must clarify which criteria were used. As
previously explained by the Kaibab Tribe and SPAC in comments on the Class III survey and
elsewhere, many of these sites are eligible under Criteria A and B in addition to Criterion D. This
also applies to such sites in Utah. The EIS must acknowledge this and explain how it addresses this
issue.
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App’x C-20 / 2.1

18

App’x C-20 / 2.2

18

App’x C-20 / 2.2.1

19

App’x C-20 / 2.2.1

20

App’x C-20 / 2.2.1

20

App’x C-20 / 2.3.1

22

App’x C-20 / 2.3.1

24

In addition, the analysis must indicate and consider the number and type of eligible prehistoric
0559-136 sites
are located specifically within the Kanab Creek ACEC.
0559-136
The statement that the RMPA would not be needed under the No Action Alternative contradicts
the
statement in chapter 1.3.2 of the EIS that the BLM may decide to amend the RMP under either the
0559-137
No Action or Highway Alternative. The EIS must clarify this contradiction and analyze
effects
accordingly.
0559-137
0559-138
The statement that “the pipeline route would not be able to be shifted enough to avoid
sites” needs
clarification. It can’t be shifted to avoid any sites at all? This seems to say that avoidance is not an
option along the pipeline route, including within the Kanab Creek ACEC. The EIS 0559-139
must clarify.
The discussion of the RMPA must mention FLPMA’s mandate to the BLM to prioritize the 0559-138
protection of ACEC’s during land use planning. See 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(3).
Rather than note Decision No. MA-AC-10 as an “one example,” the EIS must provide information
to the public about all applicable and/or affected management decisions. The Kaibab Tribe has0559-139
repeatedly asked for a clear and concise description of the RMPA sub-alternatives with
comprehensive tables listing every management decision that currently applies to ACECs and
Corridor 113-116 and the effects of the RMPA on the language and applicability of such
0559-140
management decisions, as well as detailed maps showing where such management decisions apply
and how that will change under each RMPA sub-alternative. However, this request 0559-140
is always
rejected without explanation. The EIS must clearly, precisely, and comprehensively describes
exactly what will occur under each RMPA sub-alternative. The lack of clarity about the proposed
0559-142
RMPA and how the sub-alternative would work on the ground undoubtedly stifled public
0559-142
participation and is a fatal flaw.
The analysis of the RMPA sub-alternatives and mitigation measures in Appendix C-20 is identical
0559-142
to the analysis in chapter 3.17.2.2 of the EIS, so the Kaibab Tribe makes the same comments here
as it made on the analysis in chapter 3.17.2.2 of the EIS, above.
Data recovery and historical research are not mitigation measures.
The comparative analysis of alternatives is fatally flawed because the method of simply counting
the number of eligible properties potentially affected along each alignment, without any context, is
inadequate. The EIS must consider that significant cultural resources are located near and within
the Kanab Creek ACEC, a largely undisturbed area that is currently difficult to access, and that the
Kaibab Tribe and SPAC have repeatedly emphasized the importance of leaving this area
undisturbed for the protection of cultural resources. Rather than conduct thoughtful analysis,
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however, the EIS reduces the analysis to a mere number counting exercise and fails to reach any
real conclusion.

0559-143 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

Also, the EIS must clarify what it means by “complex” sites. The BOR repeated this term at the
public meetings on July 8 and 9 without clarification. It also ignores that the Kaibab Tribe
formally resolved to support the Highway Alternative, so to the extent these sites are located on0559-144
the
Alternatives
KIR they may not be as “complex” as the EIS wants the public to think.

App’x C-21 /
2.2.2.5

29

App’x C-21 /
2.2.2.4

31-32

In sum, the “analysis” is clearly crafted so that the Highway Alternative appears to have
greater
0559-143
adverse effects on cultural resources than the Southern Alternative, when in fact this is not the case.
This analysis totally ignores the Kaibab Tribe’s views, even though the Tribe is a cooperating
agency with special expertise in this area
The statement regarding “the already existing energy corridor” masks that the BLM specially
0559-144
designated the Kanab Creek ACEC in part to protect significant cultural and ethnographic
resources in 2008, one year before it designated Corridor 113-116 through the ACEC as a Section
368 Energy Corridor in 2009.
The discussion and analysis of effects of the RMPA sub-alternatives in Appendix C-21 differs
considerably from the analysis of the RMPA sub-alternatives in chapter 3.18.2.2 of the EIS. This
inconsistent analysis is a fatal flaw.
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0562-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Dixon <jeffdixon@protonmail.com>
Saturday, August 8, 2020 4:16 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation
I am a fifth generation Utahn currently residing in Nevada. Our generation lives with the
decisions driven by overconfidence and delusion that we live in an area of water abundance. I am
no water expert, but I know that Lakes Powell and Mead levels are diminishing and will never be
full again. This pipeline would accelerate those lakes' decline and usefulness. I know too that the
West is undergoing aridification. This pipeline would fail to deliver for those who depend on it. I
think it is very risky to have a pipeline like this justifying continued population growth in
southwestern Utah. Until industrial, agricultural, commercial and residential users radically
transform their water use patterns AND alternatives are developed, this pipeline would be at the
center of an immoral burden on would be future residents of southwestern Utah. Its impacts are
vastly understated, perhaps not understood, and too dangerous to warrant its construction.
Thank you for your time and attention.
Kind regards,
Jeff Dixon
801 738 4904

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.

0562-1

0564

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kathleen Van Vlack <kvanvlack82@gmail.com>
Friday, August 7, 2020 6:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Mullins, Shered K
Richard Stoffle; Ona Segundo, Chairwoman; Bulletts, Daniel; Alice
Walker; Gregg Debie
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comments Regarding the Proposed Changes to the
Kanab Creek ACEC
LPP Stoffle and Van Vlack Comments on Proposed Kanab Creek ACEC
Changes.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Good afternoon Rick and Shered,
I hope you are both well. Please find attached comments Dr. Stoffle and I put together regarding
the proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Thank you for your time and have a nice weekend.
- Kathleen

-Dr. Kathleen Van Vlack
Vice President of Research
Applied Anthropologist
Living Heritage Research Council
"Love recognizes no barriers. It jumps hurdles, leaps fences, penetrates walls to arrive
at its destination full of hope."
- Maya Angelou
“Perfection is the death of creation. It’s absolutely okay to fall flat on your face.”
- Raúl Esparza
"Democracy cannot succeed unless those who express their choice are prepared to
choose wisely. The real safeguard of democracy, therefore, is education."
- Franklin D. Roosevelt

I

0564

Comments on the BLM’s Proposed Changes to the Existing Kanab Creek Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.
Prepared by
Richard Stoffle
&
Kathleen Van Vlack

Prepared for
Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
&
Shered Mullins
Bureau of Land Management

Date Submitted
August 7, 2020
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COMMENTS ON THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT’S PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE EXISTING KANAB
CREEK AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN
0564-1

0564-1 Native American Concerns

CHAPTER PAGE #
Dear Reader i-11
Letter

COMMENT
The RMPA is a critical component to the LPP EIS and overall project. The announcement of a review
and comment period for the draft RMPA was buried in the original announcement for the0564-2
LPP EIS
0564-2 Native American Concerns
public comments announcement. There was also lack of clarity as to how and where the RMPA
comments should be submitted. This great concern amongst the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians.
The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians is a cooperating agency with the BOR because they have the cultural
knowledge regarding archaeological and ethnographic resources both on and off the Kaibab Indian 0564-3 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
0564-3
Reservation. Please correct the text to accurately reflect this. Also note that the tribe is a cooperating
agency with the BLM for the RMPA. Change the text to accurately reflect this.

Executive
Summary

1

Executive
Summary

3-4

There needs to be text that explains the RMPA and the proposed changes to the Kanab Creek ACEC.
This is an important component of this project.

2.3.3.13

28-34

The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians believes that any changes to the RMP would cause adverse effects on
cultural resources and landscapes within the Kanab Creek ACEC. From a Southern Paiute perspective,
all of the Kanab Creek is a culturally sacred ecological landscape and it is understood as one large
integrated cultural resource. Kanab Creek is defined by its contribution to the spiritual and cultural life of
all the Southern Paiute people, especially the Kaibab Paiute people.

0564-4

0564-4 Cultural Resources

The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians reiterates that the Kanab Creak area is part of a is a multi-layered
cultural landscape. The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians passed a resolution to declare this landscape
traditional cultural district (TCD) eligible and to formally nominate this TCD to the National Register of
Historic Places. The TCD encompasses a cultural region located along and including the southern
portion of the Kaibab Paiute Reservation which includes the current ACEC. The Kaibab TCD extends
from Jacob Canyon in the east to Yellowstone Mesa in the west, and from Hack Canyon to the south to
the start of Kanab Creek Canyon in the north. All of the places in the TCD are interconnected, thus
creating a cultural landscape that has Puha and cultural significance. Pilgrimage trails that cross the
proposed TCD traverse large swaths of traditional territory and thus help create a cohesive culturally
significant entity. It is a high priority to maintain the cultural integrity of these spiritual and physical
trails. The places and resources found within the TCD boundary continue to hold meaning and cultural

1

0564
0564-5 Alternatives
importance to contemporary Southern Paiute people today. The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians has
declared this bounded cultural area as eligible as a TCD for the National Register of Historic Places.

0564-6 Alternatives

This TCD also contains an area that was historically used as a region of refuge by the Kaibab Paiute
people during the late 1800s. This region of refuge is tied to a contemporary Southern Paiute prophecy as
a place they must return to during a period of extreme hardship. Many of the TCD places (themselves
0564-7 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
culturally sensitive places, sacred sites, and TCPs) can be seen from elevated points in the immediate
area. Such high points have been, and continue to be, used for vision questing, the coordination of
ceremonial activities, and spiritual renewal, thus making the viewscapes from all of these locations,
critical components of this cultural landscape (or TCD). Puha, a Paiute term for spiritual energy, is
associated with all of these areas and natural resources. A number of special rock shelters are understood
as portals to spiritual dimensions and some are used for space travel. The TCD contains ceremonial areas
used by Southern Paiute religious leaders whose activities resulted in ritual deposits, known burials, and
rock pecking and painting panels. The TCD contains petrified wood used in medicine and ceremonial
white mineral deposits used for rock and body painting. In addition to the ceremonial components, there
are a number of natural resource use areas that contain traditional Southern Paiute home sites, burials,
and agricultural fields.
Because of its cultural centrality, the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians have repeatedly rejected the
Southern Alignment and have expressed repeated concern over the changes into the Kanab
Creek ACEC.
0564-5
The tribe believes the Highway Alignment is a more reasonable alternative and would cause less damage
to non-mitigatable cultural resources and landscapes. As noted in Section 2.3.3, the Highway
Alternative
0564-6
currently is in conformance with the RMP thus there would be no need to amend it, thus making this
Alternative more desirable.
0564-7

3.11.2.2

144

3.13.2.2

158-160

3.17.2.2

219-220

Why doesn’t this analysis of Southern Alternative include discussion of the RMPA? It needs to be
included.
Why doesn’t this analysis of Southern Alternative include discussion of the RMPA? It needs to be
included.
Data recovery is not mitigation. The SPAC and the Kaibab Band of Paiue Indians have stated here in this
review and in previous documents that the Kanab Creek landscape which includes the ACEC cannot be
mitigated.

2

0564
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0564-8 Cultural Resources

3.17.2.4

221-222

Counting the number of eligible properties potentially affected along each alignment without any cultural
context is not adequate. The EIS needs to consider that significant cultural resources are located in and
around the Kanab Creek ACEC. This landscape is both difficult to access and is mostly undisturbed.0564-9 Other
Kaibab Tribe and SPAC have repeatedly emphasized the importance of leaving this area undisturbed for
the protection of cultural resources and sacred landscapes. The EIS use information provided by the
0564-9 sites.
SPAC and the Kaibab Tribe to provide a thoughtful and meaningful analysis instead of counting
0564-10 Cumulative Impacts

3.17.2.4

221-222

What does complex sites mean? Please clarify.

5

257-277

Cumulative Impacts
The cumulative effects section does not include a discussion of the RMPA subalternates. This needs0564-11
to
be addressed.

5.6.2

277

Table 5.6-1 is flawed in that it concludes that there will be similar cumulative effects along both the 0564-12 Paleontological Resources
Highway Alternative and Southern Alternative. The SPAC and the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians have
0564-12
repeatedly stated on record that there would be greater impacts to the Southern Alternative given the
cultural significance of that landscape. This table also fails to consider the overall long term impacts on
0564-13 Mitigation
the Kanab Creek ACEC and the impossibility of mitigating those impacts.

Appendix
C-20
1.4.3.1

13

The text notes that 26 eligible prehistoric sites are found within the Project APE in Arizona, but there
is no discussion as to which of the criteria were uses to determine eligibility. Why was this
text
0564-14 Cultural Resources
0564-13
removed? It needs to be included in the EIS text. The text must also include a discussion as to how
many of these sites are located within the Kanab Creek ACEC and how they might be impacted
by any
0564-14
proposed changes.

Appendix
C-20
2.3.1
Appendix
C-20
2.3.1

22

Historical research and data recovery do not count as mitigation measures.

24

Counting the number of eligible properties potentially affected along each alignment without any cultural
context is not adequate. The EIS needs to consider that significant cultural resources are located in and
around the Kanab Creek ACEC. This landscape is both difficult to access and is mostly undisturbed.
Kaibab Tribe and SPAC have repeatedly emphasized the importance of leaving this area undisturbed for
the protection of cultural resources and sacred landscapes. The EIS use information provided by the
SPAC and the Kaibab Tribe to provide a thoughtful and meaningful analysis instead of counting sites.

0564-10
0564-11

3

0564
0564-15

0564-15 Other

Appendix
C-20
2.3.1
Appendix
C-20
2.3.1
Appendix
C-20
2.3.1

24

What does complex sites mean? Please clarify.

24

Also do not ignore the fact that the Kaibab Band of Paiue Indians has formally stated that the Highway
0564-17
Alignment is their preferred alternative.
0564-17 Alternatives

24

The text as written seems to minimize the impacts to the Southern Alignment and inflates the impacts to
0564-18
the Highway Alignment. As this relates to the RMP, no changes to the existing RMP would
have to
0564-18 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
occur if the Highway Alignment was chosen.

Appendix
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2.2.2.5

29

The statement regarding “the already existing energy corridor” ignores the fact that the BLM purposely
designated the Kanab Creek ACES to protect important cultural and ethnographic resources. This
designation occurred in 2008, one year before the energy corridor was established.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Louise Excell <lexcell@msn.com>
Tuesday, August 4, 2020 6:35 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Thank you for the opportunity to submit public comments on BOR’s Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. On behalf of my husband and myself, please accept the following into
the official record of comments:
I am a third-generation resident of Washington County. My ancestors settled here in Springdale in 1930;
I am now in my 70th decade, so my roots are deep. I care very much about the future of this area
because there are currently five generations of my immediate family living in Washington County. These
comments reflect some grave concerns I have regarding the assumptions and conclusions drawn by BOR
in the Draft EIS.
My first concern centers on the BOR’s failure to fully explore water conservation as a reasonable and
cost-effective means of maintaining sustainable water supplies in Washington County. As a former
elected representative (serving as a town council member, 2003-2013) for Springdale, a Washington
County community located 40 miles east of St. George at the entrance to Zion National Park, I know
something about this.
The DEIS states that it “does not attempt to compel Washington County residents to modify, change, or
curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social expectations” (DEIS p. 15), because conservation would be
too costly. This is simply not the case. For example, the daily per capita water use in Washington County
is 302 gallons (GPCD); however, in my town of Springdale, the GPCD is 61.9. According to the Springdale
Water Management and Conservation Plan (2017)
. . .residents use approximately 61.9 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) for
mostly indoor use. The 61.9 gpcd also includes minimal outdoor usage since the
secondary irrigation system is not accessible to all residential connections. This is
compared to the average indoor water use of 58.6 gpcd according to statistics provided
by the American Water Works Association (p.2).
Anyone who visits Springdale will note that the community’s residential and commercial sectors thrive,
in part because of conservation; people use water wisely and effectively and no one is unduly burdened
by the cost of conservation. Please consider the following in the final version of the EIS:



The Utah Division of Water Resources reports that Washington County users, at 302
gallons per capita per day, are the heaviest water users in the United States, the U.S.
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average being 138 gpcd! Isn’t it obvious that conservation should address the lion’s
share of necessity?
Add to that the reality that Washington County’s water rates are among the country’s
least expensive; it follows that increased rates will reduce usage. Furthermore,
amendments to zoning ordinances to regulate types of landscaping will conserve huge
amounts of water annually among those cities with highest usage—like St. George.
There is so much that can be done to wisely use existing water supplies; we simply have
to live smarter.
The BOR must consider a water conservation alternative to provide a predictable, stable, less
expensive, and incrementally implemented method for satisfying water needs.
The BOR must expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the current reality in,
and achievements by, other southwest communities, such as Las Vegas and Phoenix.
The BOR must include all future water supplies from municipal and other sources and must use
reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for agricultural water conversions.

And speaking of agricultural usage, the vast amount of water delivered by the district is
used inefficiently. Only 20% of the District’s water deliveries are supplied to homes and
businesses, while the other 80% is supplied to about 400 individuals for agricultural
irrigation, for watering golf courses and landscaping. This is largely unmetered
untreated water, and a recent Division of Water Resources study indicates that a
number of secondary water users in Utah over-water their landscapes by more than
100%.

In conclusion on this topic, it should be apparent that BOR’s failure to consider serious, incremental,
mandated water conservation, combined with 21st-century adjustments of water rates, as a “second
source” is a glaring defect in the study.
My second concern relates to the BOR’s assumptions of water availability in the Colorado River.
Setting aside the tricky water rights transfer between the Upper Basin States and the Lower Basin States
this project will be forced to negotiate, there just isn’t enough water available in the Colorado River for
this project.
Recent modeling of the river’s flows by the Bureau of Reclamation forecasts a 90% chance that Lake
Mead will drop below a critical threshold over the next two years, at which time, mandatory cutbacks
for downstream water users will be enforced. Even though downstream users in the lower basin have
already made enormous sacrifices to conserve water, our use in the upper basin is profligate and it is an
offense to our partners in the Colorado River Compact. And while the Compact guarantees us a certain
percentage of the river’s flow, it doesn’t guarantee us a specific amount of water. There will simply be
less for all of us. It is also worth noting that the water flows in the upper Colorado are diminishing at an
alarming rate. Currently, the levels on Lake Powell are barely above the level required for hydropower
generation. And the Lake Powell Pipeline intends to remove 86,000 acre-feet annually?
Brad Udall, senior research scientist, Colorado Water Institute at Colorado State University, and
Jonathan Overpeck, director, Institute of the Environment, distinguished professor of science, and
regents’ professor of geosciences, hydrology and atmospheric sciences at University of Arizona,
conducted a recent study. Here’s what they found:
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o Using simple but strong relationships derived from hydrology models, which
were buttressed by observations, [they] calculated how river flows are affected
by higher temperatures. Colorado River flows decline by about 4 percent per
degree Fahrenheit increase, which is roughly the same amount as the increased
atmospheric water vapor holding capacity. Thus, warming could reduce water
flow in the Colorado by 20 percent or more below the 20th-century average by
midcentury, and by as much as 40 percent by the end of the century. Emission
reductions could ease the magnitude of warming by 2100 from 9.5°F to 6.5°F,
which would reduce river flow by approximately 25 percent.
o Large precipitation increases could counteract the declines that these all-butcertain future temperature increases will cause. But for that to happen,
precipitation would have to increase by an average of 8 percent at midcentury
and 15 percent by 2100.
o For several reasons, [they believe] large precipitation increases will not occur.
The Colorado River Basin and other areas around the globe at essentially the
same latitudes, such as the Mediterranean region and areas of Chile, South
Africa and Australia, are especially at risk for drying because they lie immediately
poleward of the planet’s major deserts. These deserts are projected to stretch
polewards as the climate warms. In the Colorado River basin, dry areas to the
south are expected to encroach on some of the basin’s most productive snow
and runoff areas.
o Moreover, climate models do not agree on whether future precipitation in the
Colorado Basin will increase or decrease, let alone by how much. Rain gauge
measurements indicate that there has not been any significant long-term change
in precipitation in the Upper Basin of the Colorado since 1896, which makes
substantial increases in the future even more doubtful.
o Megadroughts, which last anywhere from 20 to 50 years or more, provide yet
another reason to avoid putting too much faith in precipitation increases. Treering studies going back to A.D. 800 that show that megadroughts have occurred
previously in the basin.
o Several new studies indicate that with warmer temperatures, the likelihood of
megadroughts skyrockets in the 21st century, to a point where the odds of one
occurring are better than 80 percent. So while we might have periods with
average or above-average precipitation, it also seems likely that we will have
decades with less flow than normal (This article appeared in The Conversation
in June 2017).
The obvious question of an uncertain climate future, along with the legal ramifications of water rights
transfers and the potential violation of terms of the Colorado River Compact leave too many
unaddressed and confounding omissions in the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Statement at
this time. This document must go back for major revision.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Sincerely,
Louise Excell and David Pettit
P.O. Box 266
1700 Chuckwalla Lane
Springdale, Washington County, Utah 84767
435-705-9993

Sent from --Mail for Windows 10
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Marc Mortensen <marc.mortensen@sgcity.org>
Sunday, August 9, 2020 4:38 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Support Letter
Marc Mortensen LPP letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Please find my letter in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline attached.
Thank you,
Marc M. Mortensen
Director of Support Services
o: 435-627-4005
m: 435-703-0953
sgcity.org

,r..,,...t'c St.George
..............,
"Put a grain of boldness into everything you do." - Baltasar Gracián
Disclaimer: The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and/or confidential information intended only for the receipt
by and use of the individual or entity to whom or which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this message from your computer. Thank you.
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St.George
THE BRIGHTER SIDE

July 23 , 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Securing a sustainable water infrastructure system is vital to providing St. George residents with
clean and safe water, and to ensure the environmental , economic, and social health of our
community. This is why I support the Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative.
St. George has experienced economic growth at a tremendous pace over the past decade. Data reports
that the St. George metro area added 3.6 million square feet of office, retail, and industrial buildings
and 48,000 more people in the last decade. Looking toward 2030, we see no signs of slowing
economic growth. In fact, it is estimated that more than 7.3 million square feet of office retail, and
industrial construction may be needed in the coming decade. Land resources exist to sustain a very
large regional population in Washington County.
St. George ' s economy is benefiting from an increase in tourism, in-migration and upper income
retirees relocating to the area. The community's outdoor recreation amenities are world-class and
many, including my family , consider it a blessing to live where we love to play .
These population trends
alternatives that address
state leaders are aligned
balancing our collective
project:
•
•
•
•
•
•

have required city and county managers to consistently assess a range of
our existing and future water needs. We are fortunate that city, county and
in their support for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) as the best option for
water demands with reliable water resources. To summarize, the LPP

Provides diversity and reliability by introducing a new and more secure water source;
Guards against drought and climate change;
Balances environmental water needs;
Allows agricultural conversion to occur through free market trade;
Pushes costly, technically-difficult water projects into the future;
Contributes to the local and state economy and is the most cost-effective option for our
community.
CITY OF ST. GEORGE

435-627-4000

I

175 E. 200 N . - St. George, UT 84770
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sgcity.org
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For all of these reasons, please support the LPP Southern Alternative in Reclamation's Record of
Decision.
Sincerely,

Marc Mortensen
Support Services Director
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Melanie Florence <melanie.florence@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 8, 2020 8:19 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
Based on the assumption that the 2075 population would be 594,000 people (which no one here
wants except politicians and developers), the Bureau of Reclamation declared that Washington
County, Utah must have a secondary water source other than the Virgin River. The Bureau of
Reclamation also says that the conservation alternative is not feasible and too expensive. I beg to
differ.
The target water use of 240 GPCD is much higher than in other places I have lived, and what I
use now. Even when I lived in St. George, our household used less than 150 GPCD by watering
wisely. I didn't have extensive xeriscaping, just a couple patches of grass. But I was shocked by
how much water my neighbors used--a lot of which was in the form of sprinklers running off the
lawn and into the gutter, many times in the hot parts of the day. Now I live in the Kayenta
subdivision of Ivins, Utah and we use less than 110 GPCD in the summer, and less in the winter,
because we don't have a lawn. We have a dripper system for trees and shrubs and have plenty of
shade and greenery.
When you look at Washington's county's excessive water use (302 GPCD), that includes the
amount of water needed to grow alfalfa, a very thirsty crop and a bad choice for a hot desert
climate. In growing alfalfa, we are essentially exporting our water at a very low price for them
but a high price for us. The Lake Powell Pipeline will cost us a lot and, by the time it is built,
will probably not have water to deliver. The Colorado River's water sources are experiencing
hotter temperatures, thereby melting the snow early or reducing the snowpack altogether. Drier
land begets heat, which begets drier lands, with the result that both Lake Powell and Lake Mead
are only half full. The Colorado River is over-allocated as it is and if the pipeline is built, other
people will need the water more than we do. And that doesn't even count the Navajo Indian
reservation, who haven't yet developed their share of water.
Plus, who's going to pay for it? The state of Utah doesn't want to help Washington County pay
for this--and it is too expensive for Washington County to afford. West Kayenta, where we live,

I
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and Dammeron Valley--and perhaps other places in Washington County-- have their own water
sources. We don't want to pay for a pipeline we won't use, either.
I have written comments ever since I moved here (15 years ago) because I was shocked at the
flagrant water use here. And now, when the Bureau of Reclamation and the Water Conservancy
District failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives such as water conservation, I was
shocked. It has worked in places I've lived such as Las Cruces, NM, Denver, CO, and eastern
Oregon when we had low snowpack years, as well as Las Vegas, Santa Fe and Albuquerque,
NM. Conservation is much less expensive and less risky than building a pipeline to a reservoir
that may be dry (or too low) for us to draw water by the time it is built.
The St. George, Utah area needs to follow Las Vegas and encourage less lawn use as well as
agricultural conversions to less thirsty crops--or no crops at all. That would drastically reduce
our water usage and render a pipeline to Lake Powell unnecessary. I am disturbed that
Washington County and the Bureau of Reclamation would favor a multi-billion-dollar pipeline
over conservation when Washington County has among the highest rates of water use in the
country. In the future, I expect the very high rates will be a deterrent to getting anywhere near the
projected 594,000 people.
Sincerely,
Melanie Florence
1033 N Chavano Dr
Ivins, Utah 84738
435-673-2513
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Michael Low <michael.w.low@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 9, 2020 9:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Lauree Low
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
We are of the opinion that the Lake Powell Pipeline is an unnecessary and extremely expensive
project which could easily be mitigated with reasonable water conservation alternatives. We
find it perplexing that the Bureau of Reclamation would drop all consideration of conservation in
the DEIS as evidenced on page 15 which states:
“The DEIS has been prepared in response to the Proposed [Lake Powell Pipeline]

Project and does not attempt to compel Washington County residents to modify, change,
or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social expectations.”
Washington County’s excessive water use of 302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD) is simply
not justifiable or sustainable. We live in a desert environment yet our GPCD is more than twice
that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson! We believe the BOR has immensely
failed to explore reasonable alternatives such as relying on water conservation. Water
conservation efforts could be implemented at far lower costs and much greater reliability than
construction of the LPP. This has been accomplished in numerous desert communities of the
American Southwest and these programs can be easily copied and implemented by local water
districts.
We have long been supporters of water conservation as an ethic for holistic living and believe
this should be the norm of people living in a dry and desert environment. Since relocating to
Southwest Utah five years ago we have been aghast at the amount of water wasted in a desert
environment. Water is far too cheap here to encourage conservation. We paid more than 3
times additional for household water in Northwestern Washington State.
Every morning on our walks we see golf courses with endless green fairways and countless
gallons of culinary water pouring down the gutters from excessive runoff of watered lawns and
landscaping. We have personally implemented a fully xeriscaped landscaping plan. We cover
our pool at night to reduce evaporation. We monitor our water usage and have a daily
consumption level of 205 gallons per day for the entire household including a swimming
pool. We are deeply troubled that the BOR would favor a multi-billion-dollar pipeline from an
unreliable source when Washington County has among the highest rates of water use in the
country.
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We beg you to implement the most simple and ethical solution which is to invest in educating
the public on water conservation. Please create programs which reward those who participate
in respecting this precious fluid of life and monetarily penalize those who choose not to.
Respectfully submitted,
Michael W. Low
Lauree L. Low
Washington, UT 84780 Washington, UT 84780
Michael.W.Low@Gmail.com Lauree.Low@Gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Michele Randall <michele.randall@sgcity.org>
Friday, August 7, 2020 7:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP letter
Councilmember Randall LPP letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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-Michele Randall
Disclaimer: The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and/or confidential information intended only for the receipt
by and use of the individual or entity to whom or which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this message from your computer. Thank you.
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St.George
THE BRIGHTER SIDE

July 27, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo Area Office
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
In 1978 my family moved from Arizona to St George. At that time, the population of St George was
about 10,000. There were two elementary schools, one middle school and one high school. Times
have changed. We have experienced tremendous growth through the years, yet we have been able to
maintain the beautiful city many want to visit or also want to call home.
To continue doing this into the future, we also need to plan for water. In addition to my role on St.
George City Council, I serve on the Doctors' Volunteer Clinic Board, Solid Waste Board, Shade Tree
Board, Veterans Advisory Board, Lower Virgin River Fuels & Fire Board and the St. George
Musical Theater Board. I see how growth is going to impact our city, county, and section of the state.
Washington County and its cities represent one of the fastest growing communities in the nation.
This level of growth has required investment in infrastructure including water facilities and systems.
Population projections and water demand studies indicate that the scale of investment needs to
increase substantially to meet the needs and avoid water shortages as early as 2028. The Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) introduces a new and reliable water sources - the Colorado River - into the region,
helping to ensure uninterrupted water delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future.
Once constructed, the LPP will bring up to 86,249 additional acre-feet of water to IO southwestern
communities in Washington County. It will make possible redundancy in a system that, to date, over
relies on the Virgin River Basin as its only source of water. The LPP will also bolster infrastructure
to avoid water shortage, for example during extreme drought or from growing demand of people
moving here. Most importantly, our future generations, our children's children, will have water upon
which to rely.
I love serving on the St. George City Council and I recognize the responsibility and trust the voters
have placed in me as I represent them. Fighting for our future needs is part of that responsibility. St.
George will always be my home and my desire is to continue the hard work and traditions of those
that have served before me.

CITY OF ST. GEORGE

435-627-4000
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175 E. 200 N. - St. George, UT 84770
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sgcity.org
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With all that in mind , I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to recommend the LPP Southern
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and that the
decision makers move it forward in the Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Vr~~~
Michele Randall
City Council
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mort Zachter <mortzachter@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 8, 2020 5:39 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation:

The Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement puts the cart before
the horse regarding Utah's ability to acquire the water rights necessary to begin building
the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).
The LPP requires the transfer of water from the Upper Colorado River Basin for use in
the Lower Basin. Under the Colorado River compact, in order to do this, as an upper
basin state, Utah must first secure approval from the other six Colorado River states
and the United States Congress. Securing approval will be a slow process and may
never be favorably resolved. For example, a 2017 letter to the Utah Division of Water
Rights from the Arizona’s Department of Water Resources sends a shot across the bow
noting that this transfer may violate the Colorado River Compact. The Bureau of
Reclamation notes that Utah “is addressing this question.” But Utah has known about
the issue for years and has still not resolved it.
On a multi-billion dollar project such as this, logic dictates that prior to approval Utah
must first secure permission from the other Colorado River states and Congress to
transfer water from the Upper Basin for use in the Lower Basin. The DEIS must include
a requirement that Utah has first secured the necessary permissions before approving
the Lake Powell Pipeline. To do otherwise has the potential to leave Utah residents high
and dry--yet burdened with an enormous debt.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comment.
Sincerely,

Mort Zachter
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Ivins, Utah
mortzachter@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary-Theresa Dameron <mtd112479@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 7:41 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Please stop project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
Ir

This project is not needed and never should have been conceived.
When I first heard of this, I told my husband that we would be getting the silt from the bottom of
the lake. That comment is not far off as there are many demands for this water that will take
precedence over what the needs are for Southern Utah.
People in Southern Utah need to learn how to conserve and recognize we live in a desert.
Mary Theresa Dameron, Washington City
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Glenn Palmer <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 2:29 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

My current opposition to the Lake Powell pipeline stems from a simple question; â€œHow much
will my Washington County water bill and property taxes increase from 2030 â€“ 2060 to repay
the State for the Lake Powell Pipeline project?â€• What if population growth and development
(impact fees) are overstated, say by 25-30%? I also could not find the increased annual
operations and maintenance costs associated with the pipeline.
The quality and detail of the cost estimates are also an area of concern. I did not see a detailed
estimate with links to supporting data, a risk list, or sensitivity analysis in the draft EIS. Without
confidence in the estimates I fail to see how the Legislature could approve.
Sincerely,
Glenn Palmer
palmerga@msn.com
84738
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From: Peter Hovingh <phovingh@xmission.com>
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2020 9:52 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] LPP DEIS response
Attachments: Part II. DEIS general response.pdf; DEIS Part I LPP response.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Attached in 2 parts: my comments on the LPP DEIS.
Thanks for the opportunity.
Peter Hovingh

0576
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Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
lpp@usbr.gov

From:
Peter Hovingh
721 Second Avenue
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103
10 August 2020

Comments (Part II) on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. I do suspect that the real purpose of LPP is for Utah Division of Water Resources to
perfect Utah’s upper basin water rights with an oversized pipeline for an undersized population,
very similar to the historic proposed Utah Division of Water ResourcesWhite River Dam project
without water subscribers, planned to entice oil shale development, on a stream without an
interstate (Colorado and Utah) water agreement.
Pipeline impacts:
The 69 inch diameter steel pipeline (DEIS 2.3.2.1, page 24)will be some 140 miles long. Where
will this pipeline be manufactured? How will this 140 miles of pipeline be transported to the
site? What highway routes will be utilized for the transportation? The 140 miles of transported
pipe may disrupt traffic flows on State Highways and the communities through which it will
pass.
LPP and Sensitive Species (Appendix C-17 page 28, DEIS 3.13, page 157). Asclepias
subverticillata, a species of milkweed, is an opportunistic colonizer, occupies disturbed soils,
and is native to southern Utah (Albee et al. 1988, Welsh et al. 1987). APHIS considers
milkweeds as noxious and invasive, and hence needs eradication. Milkweeds noxious
characteristic is the plants adaptation and genetics to protect it from herbivores except the
milkweed butterfly larvae, which incorporates the chemical within for protection from predators.
This milkweed status is conflicted among the Federal agencies with APHIS classified this native
plant as a noxious weed, and other agencies recognizing this plant as essential for the long term
survival of the Monarch Butterfly. This conflict should be resolved. (Albee, Shultz, Goodrich.
1988. Atlas of the Vascular Plants of Utah; Welsh, Atwood, Higgins, Goodrich. 1987. A Utah
Flora). Will the construction agency State of Utah construction agency view the milkweed as a
pest or as needed for the milkweed butterfly survival?
Although the pipeline route has been surveyed for terrestrial flora and fauna and many
guidelines address possible events affecting the flora and fauna during construction, I am
skeptical that, in the event a sensitive species as the Brewers Sparrow active nest is found during
construction, the bulldozers with their blades already down will wait 3 weeks until the fledgings
leave the nest.
The Southern Paiute Kanab Band (Kanab Creek) and Shivwuts Band (Santa Clara River)
communities occur within the LPP project drainages. It seems that Native Americans have first
priority water rights for these Federal allotments. Yet they are not receiving any water from LPP.
Were they offered any portion of LPP? It seems the Southern Paiute Kanab Band obtains water
left over after Kane County and Kanab first use. Is the Kanab Band Colorado River water needs
known and addressed?
1
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The LPP aquatic destiny: the Virgin River Basin. Virgin River is the aquatic destiny of the
LPP water conveyance for the fast growing population of Washington. Quantifying the available
water for Washington County includes (gallons per sec or day converted to acre-feet per year):
______
Quail Creek Reservoir
Sand Hollow Reservoir
Navajo Sandstone Aquifer*

0576-3 Water Resources

40,000 acre-feet
50,000 acre-feet
140,000 acre-feet

WCWCD culinary water
WCWCD planned culinary water

59,172 acre-feet
13,670 acre-feet

LPP aqueduct
Virgin River at Virgin (upper river)

86,249 a-f per year
87,600 a-f per year

Quail Creek water treatment capacity
St. George Wastewater plants capacity

67,209 a-f per year (and increasing)
19,042 a-f per year (and increasing)

* Washington
County is closed by state engineer for new water rights.
---

The LPP water delivery is equivalent to the upper Virgin River flows, doubling the agricultural
and municipal waste waters of the Virgin River basin. Somewhat undefined are the quantified
outflows and return flows from the LPP line to the the Virgin River. The St. George Wastewater
and Reuse Treatment Plants serves St. George (87,178), Ivins (8,913), Santa Clara (7,871), and
Washington City (7,686), with Hurricane ((18,205), La Verkin (4,398), and Toquerville (1,667)
excluded from the SGWRTP [do these communities have secondary waste water treatment?].
Noted, the wastewater effluent is either treated by this reuse plant or discharged to the Virgin
River. What determines the route of this water? St. George completed the reuse plant in 2006 to
treat water from the WWTP for reuse as secondary untreated water, in conjunction with the
Shivwits Band of Paiute Indians water rights settlement on Santa Clara River water, under which
St. George agreed to deliver 2,000 acre-feet of reuse water annually to the Shivwits Band of
Paiute Indians (Appendix B-4.1, page 7). Appendix C-10, 2.3.2 and Table 2.3-1 addresses
affects of LPP on the stream flows of the Virgin River showing the increase monthly flows below
St. George (assumed, but with QX29 location not determined), assuming this increase is the
secondary treated water from the St. George wastewater treatment plant. How much and what
percent of the LPP total capacity (86,249 a.-f.) will be treated to secondary untreated water?
Will and how much treated water discharged be returned to the Virgin River? Will and how
much untreated water discharged be returned to the Virgin River? This information should be
in an expanded text in Appendix B, Table 6.-1, page 14.
The Virgin River hosts 2 endemic fishes: the Virgin River Chub and the Woundfin
Minnow, and other more widespread native Colorado River fish. The secondary treated water is
known to have pharmaceutic (antibiotics, hormones, medicals) and agricultural and lawn
maintenance pesticides and fertilizer as well as nitrates that are only removed by tertiary water
treatment. With the population of Washington County expected to reach over 500,000, these
chemical pollutants will also increase and are known to affect aquatic organisms in deleterious
manners. Will return flows to the Virgin River be tertiary treated? What treatments will be
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applied to prevent algal growth in the Virgin River? Is there a letter of understanding between
the Washington County Water Conservancy District and the St George Wastewater Treatment
Facility in addressing the increased wastewater and its disposal? There should be an integrated
Washington County wastewater treatment plan in place and an integrated total water
management plan prior to the LPP water flows, especially since La Verkin and St. George (DEIS
page 43) are recognize as poverty communities with the population growth by outsiders elevate
high costs of living on an older population.
SPRINGSNAILS Pyrgulopsis
The springsnails Pyrgulopsis, are small <8 mm, numerous often >1000/m2, highly
speciose, and dioecious, and mostly confined to springheads and their outlet. This species group
precariously lives in small habitats and are threatened by many events (Hershler et al. 2014) and
noted in eastern Bonneville Basin Pyrgulopsis where a revisit 20 years after an initial springsnail
collection noted some 20% of some 100 sites no longer have springsnails, the demise being from
changes in urban and agricultural uses in state, federal, and private lands (Hovingh, unpublished
observations, 2020). This genera living within springs suggests it can be categorized as sensitive.
Although springsnails are not located in the actual pipeline right of way, they do occur within the
Virgin River region that will receive the water and have the population growth impacts. The
Virgin River basin in Washington County hosts 6 springsnail species, 3 species identified in
1916 and 1987 and 3 others in 2017, with 5 species endemic to Washington County.
With the projected human population growth for 2060 in Washington County at 500,000
(from the present 180,000), these springs are all threatened, with the Toquerville and Berry
Springs already impacted by urban (the former) and agricultural (the latter) land use. Pyrgulopsis
deserta springs are most threatened, occurring in lower elevations around St. George. The springs
in the Pine Valley Mountains and Zion National Park are least threatened, although the Pine
Valley Mountains sites are adjacent to roads and areas are utilized by recreationists and pumped
water is diverted from Leeds Creek. Fortunately, the UDWR has the expertise to manage
Pyrgulopsis habitats.
The Washington County species:
Pyrgulopsis deserta Pilsbry, 1916 (Hershler and Landye 1988, Hershler 1994). Hershler and
Landye(1988) found this species near St. George (7 sites) and near Littlefield (3 sites) in springs
along the Virgin River in southwestern Utah and northwestern Arizona.
Pyrgulopsis kolobensis Taylor, 1987 (Hershler 1994, 1998, Hershler et al. 2017). Taylor (1987)
examined the kolobensis shells of 30 female specimens from Toquerville Springs in the Ash
Creek tributary of the Virgin River, noting the spring habitat was recently affected by flooding.
Taylor also collected small numbers from Berry Spring, noting the artificial improvements
eliminated most of the spring-brook. Hershler (1998) extended the distribution of kolobensis into
eastern Nevada and most of the Bonneville Basin, but in 2018 redefined most of these specimens
as pilsbryana, a northern Utah and southern Idaho species. Hershler et al. (2017) reported that in
April 2014 there were only a few kolobensis specimens found in October 2014, no specimens
were found after a flood on Ash Creek deposited some 5 cm layer of sediment on top of the
3
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spring sources, with only a few sprigs of watercress above the deposits. Just below the springs is
a major ground water pumping station which may well have diminish the spring flows. Hershler
et al. (2017) noted the Berry Springs site last observed “kolobensis” occurred in 1984, and not
found in 1997.
Pyrgulopsis lindahlae Hershler et al., 2017. Lindahlae was identified from 2 proximal springs in
the Left Fork of North Creek in Zion National Park.
Pyrgulopsis nuwuvi Hershler et al., 2017. Nuwuvi was found in a springs south of Leeds Creek in
the Pine Valley Mountains.
Pyrgulopsis pinetorum Taylor, 1987. Hershler et al (2017) identified this species from springs
along Leeds Creek (2 sites) in the Pine Valley Mountains.
Pyrgulopsis santaclarensis Hershler et al., 2917. Hershler et al. (2017) identified this species
from a shallow spring fed creek on the north side of Left Fork, Santa Clara River in the Pine
Valley Mountains.
References.
Hershler, R. 1994. A review of the North American freshwater snail Genus Pyrgulopsis
(Hydrobiidae). Smithsonian Contribution to Zoology 554, Smithsonian Insittution Press,
Washington, D.C.
Hershler, R. 1998. A systematic review of the hydrobiid snails (Gastropoda: Rissooidea) of the
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Pyrgulopsis kolobensis complex (Caenogastropoda: Hydrobiidae), with resurrection of P.
pinetorum and description of three new species from the Virgin River drainage, Utah. Journal of
Molluscan Studies 83: 161-171.
Hershler, R., H.-P. Liu, and J. Howard. 2014. Springsnails: a new conservation focus in western
North America. BioScience 64: 693-700.
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Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
lpp@usbr.gov

From:
Peter Hovingh
721 Second Avenue
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103
10 August 2020

Comments (Part I) on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
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Operational, Financial, and Functional: Economic Impact on the Human Environment.
Certainly a more thorough and accurate Washington County demographic study would be
useful before beginning the $2,000,000,000 LPP project that delivers so little water to so few
people based on so many assumptions for such long times. The DEIS was vague about how this
project would financed and operated.

Figure 1. Adapted from Appendix C-10, Attachment B Lake Powell Depletion (1000 acre-feet,
left side), presuming LPP capacity and Lake Powell depletions for 2028 to 2060 years. The
speckled region above the line to 86,000 acre-feet illustrates the under utilization of the LPP until
the year 2049. The dash line with x illustrates Washington County population growth (in
thousands) (Gardner Policy Institute 2017, Table 1). The flat line (A) represents the LPP project
cost and B represents 1.1% annual compound interest (billion dollars).
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The slopes in Figure 1 illustrate relative increases between the years 2035 and 2045 with
population growth (~30%), the LLP (capacity) depletions (~76%), and the interest rates (~10%).
The population growth are linear until the year 2065, the linear nature is unheralded with
populations. The LPP depletions are linear until the year 2049, after which they become level
(with no understanding how these depletions were determined).
The puzzle is, how will the pipeline be financed operating at less than 50% capacity for
the first 10 years? Will the unused water go over the dam to Las Vegas? This project at this time
lacks financial stability.
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Figure 2. Adapted from Appendix C-10, Attachment B Lake Powell Depletion and Figure 1
(above). The x line is the water usage (demand) in 5 year intervals from Appendix B, Table 6.21, with a baseline usage of the year 2020 subtracted from each 5 year increment as water usage
prior to the LPP emplacement. The slope is changing, possibly by decrease per capita
consumption (303 to 240 gpcd) until the year 2045 with the increase in consumption (with
constant 240 gpcd) directly related to population growth. The speckled area representing unused
capacity, less than 50% in the year 2047, extending to the year 2065 when the full 86,000 acrefeet are delivered, considerably different from Figure 1.
The puzzle is, how will the pipeline be finance operating less than 50% capacity for the
first 20 years and not reach full capacity for 40 years?
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The 2 billion dollar cost (Figure 1). It was not stated who will be financing LPP. If a 30 year
bond is issued at 1.1% (compared with the present Treasury 30 year bond @ 1.312% and the
muni 30 year bond @ 1.55%), the annual compounded interest will be $781.5 million over 30
years. If the interest rate is 2.4%, the cost of the $2 billion project will double in 30 years. Some
30 year bonds only require payment of the interest for the duration, with the full redemption
occurring at 30 years. Then yearly interest costs per capita will $20 million for the year 2030 or
$81 per Washington County resident, and $232 per acre-foot of water with most LPP capacity
unused. These costs are the years interest repayment and do not include the bond repayment.
Who will issue this bond and who will be the guarantor of this bond? Will the State of Utah
Division of Water Resources be responsible for this very questionable and generous financing- a
lot of money for the first 10 to 20 years of very little water demand?
The water delivery. Appendix C-10, Attachment B; Appendix B, Table 6.2-1. Figure 1 shows
the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) proposed water delivery
between 2028 and 2047, increasing faster than the population growth rate (76% versus 30%).
The LPP pipeline with flows of 17,000 acre-feet (2028) of water (20% capacity) increases to full
capacity 86,249 acre-feet by the year 2048. What is the rationale for this graphic presentation?
How will the unused portion of the 86,000 acre-feet be managed? How much LPP surplus water
will be delivered untouched to the Virgin River? How will the water usage be financed (interest
plus principle) between 2028 and 2047 be funded? By sales tax (already a 0.1% sales tax is
funding the planning of this project)? By urban and county property taxes? WCWCD increased
taxes? The State of Utah sales and income taxes? Or very high increase in water rates or impact
fees? The LPP pipeline depletion will be 50% of full capacity in the year 2037 (Figure 1) or year
2047 (Figure 2).
The Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) projected population
growth. Appendix B, Table 6.2-1 illustrates the projected population growth of the WCWCD
service area, the numbers slightly smaller than Washington County (Gardner Institute, 2017
Table 1, presented in Figure 1 above) as the Conservancy District does not include the entire
county. These projections show 151,360 persons in the year 2015, expanding linearly to 594,550
in the year 2075. The 5 year growth rate decreases from 21% (2015-2020) to 10% (2040-2045),
and levels off thereafter to 9% (2055-2075). There is no rationale for the linear model, or for the
steady population growth decline. The housing is calculated as 2.5 occupants per dwelling
(Gardner Institute, 2017, Table 2), representing net immigration into retirement communities,
and not family internal growth. These growth projections do not reflect the yearly variations on
net migration (in and out) for Utah as shown between the years 1980 and 2019 (Gardner Institute
2020, Table 1.1, page 3). These projections are hypothetical, not based on population dynamics,
and would miss the mark entirely if applied to Detroit or Wayne County in Michigan (or many
other communities) for equivalent years since the year 1960.
The WCWCD projected water usage (Figure 2). Appendix B, Table 6.2-1, Page 14. The
projected population growth with projected water consumption for the 5 year intervals is
presented in Table 6.2-1 for the years 2015 to 2075. The algorithmic population growth went
3
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from 151,360 to 594,660 with 5 year incremental growth percentage from 21 to 9% until the year
2045, there after the year 2045 with a 10% growth rate. Water consumption was projected to
decline from 302 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) to 240 gpcd with the constant demands of 240
gpcd after the year 2045 (Las Vegas per capita water consumption is 204 gpcd). Water
consumption per person decreased from 0.39 acre-feet per year (2015) to 0.31 acre feet (2045 to
2075). There is an unjustified assumption that water consumption will not be lower than 240
gpcd. In addition, Appendix B, Table 6.2-1 recognizes a constant 15.4% water loss, or ~7800
acre-feet per year, which increases proportionally with water consumption.
The projected water usage (the x line) meets the LPP pipeline depletion in the year 2065,
40 years with less than full capacity and 20 years longer than the Depletion graph (Attachment B,
C-10) of Figure 1. All statistics are pinned to the population growth of Gardner Institute (2017).
The cost of LPP (with unknown cost overruns), the Washington County populations
growth (in 20 years this growth may level off or decline), and the per capita water consumption
(high water rates may diminish water needs) are the fixed points of the LPP project, with the
uncertainties potentially collapsing the present paradigm. These risks and 20 years of under
capacity questions the wisdom of upper basin states water transfer to the lower basin states.
Perfecting the water rights with LPP does not justify the process. Additional costs will be
incurred by the St. George Wastewater Treatment Facility to treat this water before it enters the
Virgin River.
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 7, 2020 5:35 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Water Tap: Our thirst for beef may be harming fish, new research finds

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.thespectrum.com/story/news/2020/08/07/water-tap-thirst-beef-harming-fishconsumption-irrigation/3305038001/

Sent from my iPhone
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 7, 2020 3:30 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] In Colorado's climate change hot spot, the West's water is evaporating Washington Post

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2020/national/climate-environment/climate-changecolorado-utah-hot-spot/

Sent from my iPhone
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0579-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ryan McAllister <ryan.d.mcallister@gmail.com>
Monday, August 10, 2020 2:49 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am concerned about the impact statement for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) by the Bureau of
Reclamation (BOR). In it, the BOR fails to analyze how a multi-billion dollar project would
affect citizens throughout Utah, and the Washington County families and businesses who must
eventually repay the state. It places an unfair burden on current residents (both individuals and
businesses) who would shoulder the burden for paying for water that is not even needed.
Additionally, the BOR expects the costs of the pipeline, including interest, would be financed by
the state and repaid by Washington County residents. The financed costs are estimated at $1.5901.643 billion, which is equal to a debt burden in Washington County of $8,700 per person if
built-in 2020, $6,450-6,670 per person if built-in 2030. Lower than projected population growth
would increase the debt burden per person and could make the project unaffordable for
residents.
In 2019, the Utah legislative audit found that Washington County’s ability to pay relies on
growth, but low population growth caused by high repayment costs for LPP could make the
project unaffordable. Certainly, the economic impact of the Covid-19 pandemic and ensuing
likely recession could negatively impact growth here in Washington County for decades, thus
causing a per capita burden increase.
Finally, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is deficient because it doesn’t determine
whether the LPP project is financially feasible for Washington County Water Cconservation
Distric. Likewise, the BOR doesn’t address the adverse economic effects of paying for the LPP
on residents and businesses.
Having previously spent over a decade living in Winnebago County Illinois, I was forced to pay
unreasonably high property tax for expenses that I didn't use and didn't benefit from. I returned
home to Utah to escape unfair taxation. As an individual and small business owner, I do not want
to pay for a water pipepline that is unnecessary and that I will not use.
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Sincerely,
Ryan McAllister
Hurricane, UT
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0581-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Danielle Silver <silverfranklin@q.com>
Sent: Friday, August 7, 2020 7:14 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] comment on Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

The environmental devastation created by the Lake Powell Pipeline will negatively affect the many
areas of the Colorado River, including the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument, that our
family visit annually for recreation and spiritual restoration. The building of this pipeline would scar the
unique natural beauty of this area, which we have been visiting since the 1970s. The spectacular
beauty, found almost nowhere else on the planet, attracts people from all over the world based on the
many languages we hear spoken during our visits. Sadly, the rationale for this project seems not to
have into account conservation alternatives which would be far less destructive to the area. I am
strongly opposed to the the construction of this wasteful project, for financial, cultural and
environmental reasons. It appears to be one more boondoggle that we will be saddled with when the
desired water availability could be achieved by far less damaging means.
Danielle Silver
silverfranklin@q.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Carapezza <tedcarapezza@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 4:25 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation
The BOR suggests that we need a second source of water beyond the Virgin River watershed in
order to sustain growth projections for the future. This assertion and accompanying data does not
demonstrate that Lake Powell will be a reliable source. The Colorado River flows are declining
are there is no data that supports the fact that the river will sustain our area in the future.
Also this blind assertion that "we need a second water source" troubles me since I have lived in
other States that have water conservation efforts that far exceed anything I have seen in
Washington County. When I lived in Houston, Texas we had days in the summer when we
could only water our grass on certain days depending on our address. You may not know it but
Houston is not known for drought conditions. It has tremendous annual rainfall amounts
compared to our community. Nevertheless, there were still water conservation efforts enforced.
I have lived here for 4 years and mostly have observed that there are no water conservation
efforts. We live in a desert yet every home contractor will provide sod and a watering system to
whomever requests it. Why is this? Millions of gallons of water is wasted to make our residential
areas look green when we should have mandatory desert landscaping.
In addition I have never been asked to restrict my drip line watering in the 4 years that I have
lived here. There is no water conservation effort being enforced in this community. Currently
we have gone approximately 90 days without rainfall but yet I have not heard or seen any
correspondence from our county or city regarding water conservation efforts. Grandfather the
existing yards and mandate all new construction be desertscaped. Initiate mandatory water
conservation rules.
More importantly, the cost for a second water source seems like an unreasonable burden on our
residents of this county or even the State.The projections have been that the water rates will go
up 400%. This is totally unreasonable and likely to impact lower income families more than the
abundance of affluent retirees that are moving here.
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I urge you to reconsider any proposal for a second water source until mandatory water
conservation rules have been implemented. I think the statistics will show that our current water
source will sustain the projected growth for the years to come if we responsibly conserve what
we already have.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Ted Carapezza
tedcarapezza@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tiffany Shafer <tiffanyjewell88@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 1:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I

Dear Bureau of Reclamation ,








BOR fails to analyze how a multi-billion-dollar project would affect citizens throughout
the state, and the Washington County families and businesses who must eventually
repay the state.
BOR expects the costs of the pipeline, including interest, would be financed by the
state and repaid by Washington County residents. The financed costs are estimated
at $1.590-1.643 billion, which is equal to a debt burden in Washington County of
$8,700 per person if built-in 2020, $6,450-6,670 per person if built-in 2030 (lower in
2030 due to larger population).
BOR does not analyze the effects of different terms of financing, nor does it take into
consideration recent events such as an economic recession resulting from the 2020
novel coronavirus pandemic.
BOR doesn’t acknowledge that education, social services, health care services, and
public employment are already facing many challenges competing for funding,
making paying for the LPP an even more significant burden for residents.

The financial burden that this pipeline carries is ludicrous. I was not keen on this before
the pandemic, but the pandemic is just a bigger reason to say no. Housing prices in this
area have gone up and it seems like this is just another bill that citizens will have to
pay.
Tiffany Shafer
tiffanyjewell88@gmail.com

0584-1

0585

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Zuckerman <zuckermanpaul4@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 5, 2020 8:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I appreciate the work and good faith effort represented in the Lake Powell Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I believe their are inadequacies in it that raise
concerns for me as a Utah citizen.
I have made personal changes in my water usage. I have installed a 1.5 gallon per
flush toilet, have xeriscaped my parking strips, purchased a rain barrel for our garden
watering, use drip irrigation in all of our planting and garden beds and have an
automatic timer for all outdoor sprinklers and drip lines that I alter at various times in the
watering season and have bought a front load water efficient washing machine.
I mention these personal changes because I believe that it is of utmost importance,
for each of us who live in the second driest state in the country, to change our own
behaviors and lifestyles. To conserve. I believe that sharing this precious resource for
people and wildlife is ethically appropriate for living in a desert. It troubles me that
Washington County, arguably the driest area of our very dry state, consumes 302
GPCD; more that twice the usage of Phoenix and Tucson. The DEIS appears to me to
support the pipeline and status quo consumption while glossing over the benefits of
conservation alternatives.State audits and scientific models have proven that
conservation measures could achieve the target of 1760 GPCD, even considering
projected population growth and reliance on the Virgin River as a single source.
Related to conservation is the financial aspects I feel are left unaddressed in the
DEIS. Washington County residents, as well as most of the state's residents, do not
see the real cost of their water. This veiling of costs promotes over consumption. Water
is subsidized through property taxes thereby misrepresenting its true cost through water
bills. This is exacerbated by our state's almost flat tiered rate system. It does not
increase, to any appreciable extent, the price per gallon for those who consume varying
and greater amounts of water. Other states around us do have larger incremental
increases in the billing as residential and business users consume more.

0585
0585-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
A second aspect of the DEIS concerns me. I believe that WC residents will be unable
and unwilling to start paying the real and greatly inflated cost for their water when the
pipeline repayment is factored in. We do not even have a defined budget for how much
the pipeline would cost. And whatever the initial cost, it will surely rise during
construction when all the mitigation of impacts to the environment and native peoples
are confronted. This all seems to me to be analogous to the rates paid by those who
are made to use nuclear generated electricity and have their power bills inflate to pay
the ongoing debt for construction of those plants. So if WC residents cannot, and/or will
not shoulder the burden of repayment through their water bills, taxes and impact fees,
then I, and others across the state will be asked to subsidize repayment through our
taxes for a relatively small community with no direct benefit to our own.
For the ethical and financial reasons I've stated, I believe the DEIS, as currently
written, does not present a balanced view of the options of pipeline versus
conservation. I fail to see how building an expensive and permanently placed "rail"
system can miraculously deliver more water when the water available at the source is
already over allocated and decreasing. If justification is all about a 'second source' of
water than this strikes me as a very costly "spare tire".
Respectfully,
Paul Zuckerman
Salt Lake City
p-zuckerman@comcast.net
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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0586-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

St.George
THE BR I G H TER S I DE

July 22, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Dear Mr. Baxter:
I was pleased to see that the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
identified the Southern Alternative as its Preferred Alternative. In my opinion, this option best
meets the water needs for St. George and the other nine communities in Washington County.
St. George is an active community, rich in culture with a diverse and vibrant economy. Our city has
consistently been one of the fastest growing metropolitan regions in the U.S. in recent years. This
growth has resulted .in a boom in commercial and residential development that requires new
transportation and water system·s to keep up with demands. Given the population growth expected
and our reliance on a single source for municipal water, St. George 1ies at a juncture where a new
water supply is critically important to our future.
In the last decade, the construction growth in St. George was up 4% while area sales were up 7%
and unemployment was at 2.4%, its lowest figure since March 2007. While growth has slowed
moderately, I expect more businesses and individuals across the state and country will consider
moving to the Southern Utah area because of our strong economic policies, the outdoors, general
quality of life and the risks associated with coronavirus in higher-density communities.
Some opponents of the LPP are spreading misinformation about St. George's water use. These
-. critics often compare Washington County's water use with other desert cities such as Las Vegas and
Tucson without communicating that these cities calculate water use in a way that reduces their
numbers compared to Utah's practices. For example, some cities only report water use by certain
industries and/or water types (treated vs. untreated), or they apply a credit to their numbers for
water that is returned to the system (such as indoor water use being returned via the sewer system).
It is important that numbers are calculated using consistent methodology and that other impacting
factors, such as a community' s climate and demographics, are considered to give an accurate
picture of actual water efficiency.
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Other critics of the LPP suggest we can't afford to pay for the cost of constructing the project. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District, our water provider, has a sound funding plan that
includes gradually increasing new construction impact fees, water rates and property taxes. This
plan will allow new growth to pay for itself. In addition, two independent studies and an
Environmental Protection Agency's index confirm LPP is affordable.
St. George is a fiscally conservative city and we are careful to safeguard taxpayer dollars. We will
continue to follow our conservative practices as we continue to provide essential services that focus
on people and advancing a thriving economy.
I ask Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision in favor of the LPP Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,

Adam Lenhard
City Manager
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July 27, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
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Mr. Baxter,
One of the central values of St. George and surrounding Washington County is agriculture. It
makes our corner of the world unique. In a county where 75% of the land is owned by the
federal government, private ownership is a hallmark of American individualism. Part of our
identity as a region comes from our agriculture. We have over 480 family farms and ranches
covering more than 217,000 acres. Together, these families add more than $7 million in revenue
for our county, annually. Their privately owned land gives us open space, clean living, and
economic vitality. And, 60% of those fa1ms rely directly upon the Virgin River Basin for their
irrigation water.
The current and continuing population boom in Washington County competes with our
agricultural heritage. Some people say we should dry up our farms and convert the irrigation
water to municipal water. That is not a realistic goal. We need to provide adequate water to both
our farmers and our residents. The estimated population growth for Washington County has been
nearing 35% for the past ten years. It is projected to stay that course for the next ten years, only
slowing slightly in the decades after that. Such growth ·is likely bringing as many as 500,000 new
people to Southwestern Utah by the year 2060. All of these people will need water.
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The hake Powell Pipelineis a responsible. proposalthatine~ts the needs of our growing
population and our agricultural community. The Virgin River Basin does not have the annual
stream flow to match our growing needs; The pipeline offers an alternative to the single source
of water we have come to reply upon. Supplementing the Virgin River Basin with an additional
86,249 acre-feet of water from the Colorado River makes sense. It will give agriculture the
insurance it needs to continue its productivity well into the future .
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The LPP is the best option for preserving our agriculture heritage in Washington County while
meeting the needs of our growing population. What is good for agriculture is good for
St. George. Please approve the Lake Powell Pipeline as a Preferred Alternative in the
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision .
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Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr . .Baxter:

I serve as the mayor of St. George, Utah, the largest community among the 10 that needs the
water that will be delivered through the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).
In 2018, St. George was the third fastest-growing metro area in the country.
Population growth over the last two decades has surpassed Las Vegas on a per capita basis.
Washington County grew 30 percent during the past decade, has _averaged eight percent
growth annually from 1970-2019 and _curr,ently has 180,550-plus residents.
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The 2017 population f?recast, p:repared"'b y the Kem C: Ga'rdher ~oli~y Ins:t itut~. at_th~
University of Utah in collaboration with the Utah Governor's Office of Management and
Budget, projects Washington County.to have the largest increase in population in Utah (229
percent); exceeding 500,000 people by 2065. Historically the growth proje~tions through
the Governor's Office have.been conservatively low.
In addition to a growing population, we attract more than 6 million visitors to the region
annually to enjoy our recreation amenities, warm weather and proximity to some of the
nation's great parks. Within driving distance, we have five national parks, seven national
monuments, two natiuna1·tecrea~ion areas, six national forests and 43 state parks. Sarid
Hollow State Park, just 13 miles from St. George, is one of the top visited parks in the state.
St. George is a well-organized and economically vibrant city. Looking ahead, we want a
community that has all the quality of life that we're used to, but a place that also has more
opportunity for our young people that we're raising and educating, to be able to stay here,
with higher wages and job opportunities.
To accomplis~ 1mir yision, w.e must be able to supply water to residents and visitors. Our
mission is to effectively and'efficieritly manage and optimize the complete water cycle for
the City of St. George. Our greatest concerns are providing water of high enough quality and
quantity to enhance the health, environment and enjoyment of the community.
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0588-1 Other

The LPP not only introduces a new source of high quality water into our portfolio, it stores
it closer to our city. The LPP will transport 86,249 acre feet of water annually from Lake
Powell to Sand Hollow Reservoir. Water stored in Sand Hollow and other local reservoirs
augments St. George's municipal water supply. Without that supply, St. George would have
inadequate water to meet current demands. Outdoor watering would need to be
eliminated, which would have significant cost implications to our citizens and be damaging
to the environment, property values and our quality of life. In the desert, trees and plants
provide a multitude of environmental and ecological benefits, which contribute to air
quality, storm water management and wildlife habitat.
Landscapes also shade and cool urban areas, reducing the heat island effect and cooling
costs. A study done by Colorado State University shows that when there is limited
vegetation in a community, buildings and paved surfaces absorb energy from the sun and
cause the surface temperature of urban structures to be 18 to 38°F higher than the ambient
air temperatures. Higher air temperatures lead to increased need for cooling systems,
straining natural resources including water required to cool our homes and businesses
since our city buys hydroelectric energy.

0588-2 Alternatives

0588-3 Mitigation

0588-1

We must be able to provide water in the ongoing drought cycle our region experiences.
Southern Utah has had 12 years of drought in the last two decades, leaving our sole source
of water, the Virgin River basin, vulnerable and placing us at risk of running out of water.
We are working hard to reduce the amount of water we use. I am proud that St. George has
made progress in water conservation. Water demand in Washington County has decreased
30 percent between 2000 and 2018. During that same period, Washington County's
population increased more than 70 percent and nearly 100 million tourists visited the
county.

0588-2

That's a profound savings, and it involved taking a lot of small and large steps. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District, our wholesale water provider, St. George
and other local cities recently invested $70 million in proven activities to save water. But,
conservation alone isn't always enough to meet demand.
Most of our remaining land will be large-scale master developments. We are working with
developers to install water efficient landscapes and developing secondary systems for
outdoor irrigation. We already use secondary water for golf courses, parks and schools.
Additionally, we have:
•

Established two gardens with desert plants to educate families and businesses
about the benefits and beauty of water-efficient landscapes.
• · Paid residents to put in low-flow toilets.
• Hosted hundreds of workshops to educate residents on how to use less water.
• Changed the way people pay for water, to reward residents who conserve.
• Launched a program to find and fix leaky pipes, which wastes water.

0588-3
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Ongoing conservation efforts and new technology will help each person in our community
use less water in the future.
The city has developed and is using its available water supply. We buy more than half of
our water from the Washington County Water Conservancy District. As our community
keeps growing, we will rely on the district's water even more. That's why the LPP is so
important to us. We need this project to be online in the next decade. The City of St. George
requests the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the Environmental Impact Statement for
the Lake Powell Pipeline as quickly as possible and issue its Record of Decision for the
project.
Sincerely,

Mayor

0588-3 cont'd Mitigation
0588-3
Continued
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July 23, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager

THE BRIGHTER SIDE

St.George
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Bureau of Reclamation QQS.-

Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:

Securing a sustainable water infrastructure system is vital to providing St. George residents with
clean and safe water, and to ensure the environmental, economic, and social health of our

community. This is why I support the Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative.
St. George has experienced economic growth at a tremendous pace over the past decade. Data reports

that the St. George metre area added 3.6 million square feet of office, retail, and industrial buildings
and 48,000 more people in the last decade. Looking toward 2030, we see no signs of slowing
economic growth. In fact, it.is egtimated.that more than 7.3 million square feet of office retail, and
industrial construction may be needed in the coming decade. Land resources exist to sustain a very

large regional population in. Washington County.
St. George's economy is benefiting from an increase in tourism, in-migration and upper income
retirees relocating to the area. The community's outdoor recreation amenities are world-class and

many, including my family, consider it a blessing to live where we love to play.
These population trends have required city and county managers to consistently assess a range of
alternatives that address our existing and future water needs. We are fortunate that city, county and

state leaders die aligned in iheir: support foT the Lake FoweU Pipelin'e (LPP) as the best option for
balancing our collective water demands with reliable water resources. To summarize, the LPP

project:
• Provides diversity and reliability by introducing a new and more secure water source;
• Guards against drought and climate change;
• Balances environmental water needs;
• Allows agricultural conversion to occur through free market trade;

• Pushes costly, technically-difficult water projects into the future;
community. ; , ; ,

• Contributes to. the local and state economy and is the most cost-effective option for our

CITY OF ST. GEORGE
435-627-4000 | 175 E. 200 N. - St. George, UT 84770 | sgcity.org
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For all of these reasons, please support the LPP Southern Alternative in Reclamation's Record of
Decision.

Sincerely,
'<^-y^

Support Services Director

Marc Mortensen

0590
0590-1 Other

July 15, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I have served in the Utah State Senate for more than a decade including tenures as Majority
Leader and Chair, Senate Natural Resources, Agriculture and Environment Committee. My years
of public service began long before the Utah Senate, also serving as a Sevier County
Commissioner for three terms, Monroe's mayor for two terms, and as a Monroe City Council
member for one term.
The Utah Legislature was visionary when it passed the 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Act (Act). As a
member of the Senate Natural Resources, Agriculture and Environment Committee, I have
received regular updates on the proposed pipeline from the Utah Division of Water Resources,
and had many opportunities to hear from proponents and opponents of the LPP.
During this past legislative session, our committee unanimously passed H.C.R. 22 Concurrent
Resolution Concerning the Protection, Development, and Beneficial Use of Utah's Colorado
River Compact Allocation sponsored by Representative Bradley Last (Hurricane, Utah) and
Senator Don Ipson (St. George, Utah). The Concurrent Resolution acknowledges the need for
future use of Utah's Colorado River compact allocation "wherever within the state the need
may arise."
Rural counties in the state have their own varying opportunities and challenges. For example,
. gJpW!:hjn .Washington.Gounty continues to be among the fastest in the state and country. In
f~~t, Wa.shington County is.projected to have the most rapid rate of growth among all Utah
c,q_unties.'"more..than.tr:ipli,ng by 2065. A reliable water supply is critical to serve that growing
population. That's why the:Utah Legislature has continued to support policies and practices
that support water consercvation and development.
We need to ensure that Utah thrives while still maintaining its heritage. The Lake Powell
Pipeline is clearly the best, alternative for supplying the water and fostering the economies of
~ol!th"'l~stern Utah.
But there's still much to be done. Therefore, I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the
LPP Environmental Impact Statement, identify the Southern Alignment as the preferred
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alternative, and issue the Record of Decision. By doing so the Bureau is acting in the best
interests of Utah and the United States.

Sincerely,

Ralph Okerlund
Utah State Senate
320 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114

0591

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Adam Lenhard <adam.lenhard@sgcity.org>
Monday, August 10, 2020 6:22 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
City Manager Lenhard LPP letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see attached for my comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
Respectfully,

--

Adam Lenhard
St. George City Manager
Office: (435) 627-4012

Disclaimer: The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and/or confidential information intended only for the receipt
by and use of the individual or entity to whom or which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in
error, please immediately notify the sender and delete this message from your computer. Thank you.
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0592-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alex Steckel <areteconstruction@gmail.com>
Friday, August 14, 2020 12:46 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

August 14, 2020
To whom it may concern,
You have probably received many comments that address the technical and cost factors, that argue for or against the viability of the Lake
Powell Pipeline. I intend to share concerns that question the presumptive need of the LPP, based upon the present consumption of water
use in Washington county. This truly is the crux of the matter. Washington County’s water conservancy plan has been obsolete for the
past couple of decades. Instead of addressing their “soon to be” lack of water then, the county proceeded without an urban plan to chart
their growth into the future. Hence, development should be governed by the availability of water. Utah is the second driest state in the
country, yet consumes more water per capita than any other state.
Since residential landscaping (grass) constitutes the largest percentage of water use, a xeriscaped landscape should be mandated. The per
capita use of water in St. George is 250 gallons a day, contrasted by Tucson, which has a hotter climate; the per capita use there is 120.
The changing climate and the forecast for the southwestern portion of the US calls for an extended drought. The water level in Lake
Powell has receded nearly 90 feet since 2000. That should give pause to the idea of constructing a pipeline, before water conservancy
policies are implemented and reviewed.
The developable land in Washington County should be governed by available water sources, and not be viewed as an entitlement,
extended to the landowner. It’s incumbent upon every individual to thoroughly research the promised delivery of water to a given
property. Washington County has a responsibility to realistically assess its water delivery capability before granting any approval.
The LPP is predicated on the assumption that enough water exists to meet Utah’s share, as outlined in the Colorado River Compact of
1922. Weather conditions have changed since the Compact was enacted. There simply isn’t going to be enough water available to meet,
the endless growing population needs of any

desert community. Water availability should and ultimately
will, determine the size of locales in the southwestern US.
I strongly encourage your office to evaluate the need for the LPP, after you give equal credence to the issues that I, and others have
requested that you consider. A project of this magnitude will cost more than anticipated, both environmentally and economically. I urge
you to give serious consideration to the implementation of water conservancy measures, before granting the license to proceed with this
ill conceived project.
Respectfully,
Alex Steckel
PO Box 268
Escalante, UT 84726

Sent from my iPad

0592-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Beverly Hawkins <beverlyhwkns@yahoo.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 2:50 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

0594-2 Colorado River Compact(s)

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am writing with concerns about plans for the Lake Powell Pipeline, in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.
I am surprised that the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) simply asserted as fact that Washington County needs a
second source of water, instead of first pushing for conservation alternatives. Washington County uses 303 gallons
of water per capita per day; the national average is 179 gallons per capita per day. And Washington County’s 2065
usage goal, based on a 2019 Utah Division of Water Resources regional conservation plan, would still be 259
gallons per person per day. Other communities in Nevada and Arizona are making strides in water conservation that
should be looked at by St. George and other communities in Washington County. This should be the first step in
securing water for Washington County. Until such steps are taken, I don’t feel like other citizens across Utah should
be burdened with the excessive cost of the project.
It also doesn’t make sense to identify the second source of water as the Colorado River. It is already over allocated
and is itself diminishing. The Bureau of Reclamation’s own projections just released, suggest that Lake Powell will
dip [another] 16 feet in the next year. The general manager of the Southern Nevada Water Authority said this about
the Colorado River: “The future of the river is going to be drier than the past. All the climate models and the current
drought suggest that. Every sector is going to have to learn how to do with less.”

0594-1

Additionally, in order for this change in allocation to take place, it is my understanding that consent of the other
Colorado River Basin states or Congress to transfer water from the Upper to the Lower Basin. This is in violation of
the Colorado River Compact. And I believe the Arizona Department of Water Resources has also objected to the
transfer of water from the Upper to the Lower Basin. So even though these important concerns have not been
addressed, and indeed, it may not be possible to get the necessary consents to build the pipeline, the planning
process has already cost taxpayers over $36 million.

0594-2

The $1.2 billion estimate for the project is 12 years old. Many think the revised estimate today should be at least $3
billion. Burdening all the citizens of Utah with this excessive cost, for a project that shouldn’t be undertaken in the
first place, will harm our ability to balance the state budget levy bonds for other needs in the future.
Please halt the planning on this project and insist that Washington County communities look to themselves to
conserve and secure their water.

Beverly Hawkins
beverlyhwkns@yahoo.com

0594

Salt Lake City, UT

0596
0596-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Donald Bode <bodedonald@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 8:53 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] The pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

No doubt, at some time, southern Utah will outgrow its resources for water. But so will many if
not all metropolitan areas. So to invest in a pipeline to bring water to Washington County from
an already over-taxed river is folly. A folly that will be prohibitively expensive and ultimately
unsatisfactory.
0596-1

Please shelve this plan. Let's not abandon it, but immediately look for better or more feasible
solutions.
You are throwing money at a problem that centers on lifestyle. That is the wrong priority and
certainly not a long term solution.
Donald Bode
2139 W Cougar Rock Circle, #205, St George.

0597
0597-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Choate, John I <choate@alumni.ou.edu>
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 5:08 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Public Comment.
1. Do the FASTEST project route.
2. This has taken longer than Kennedy's going to the Moon and back safely (7 years),
longer than fighting World War Two (42 months).
3. Push back on the Sierra Club, NRDC. THey want Legal fees, so they sue and sue. Call
them out.
4. Pay the Navajo, or whatever reservations for the right of way, they need the money, and
short is faster to build and better.
5. Get it done, before the Anti growth and anti baby groups get into government again.
Thank You.
Copyright. 2017 All Rights Reserved, Confidential and Proprietary and No Fair Use without prior written Consent. Be
Cheerful. Download inspiring music at
https://www.lds.org/general-conference/music?lang=eng Enjoy. Regards, J.I.M.C.

0597-1
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0598-1 Socioeconomics
From: eviemk <eviemk@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2020 5:01 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
My name is Evelyn Kosidowski and I have been a resident of Washington County Utah for 24 years. I
am opposed to the building of Lake Powell Pipeline for a myriad of reasons, not the least of which being
financial burden.
Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt if the Lake Powell
Pipeline is constructed.
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) expects the cost of the pipeline, including interest, would be financed by
the State and repaid by Washington County residents. The financed costs are estimated at $1.5901.643 billion, which equals a debt burden in Washington County of $8,700 per person if built in 2020.
BOR assumes a lower debt burden in 2030 due to larger population.
However, lower than projected population growth would increase the debt burden per person making
it even more unaffordable to many residents like myself. BOR does not acknowledge that public
services like education, health care and public employment are already underfunded and would now be
competing for public dollars. Lake Powell Pipeline is a significant tax burden for low income residents
like myself.
Like many of my neighbors working in hospitality/tourism industry in Southern Utah, my finances have
been severely impacted by Covid -19 layoffs. I have been out of work since March, getting by on
Unemployment Compensation. Decreased tax revenues will greatly impact Utah’s budget with a
shortfall due to Covid -19.
With lower than average wages in Southern Utah and higher costs of housing, it’s already difficult to
make ends meet before Covid-19 impact on hospitality/tourism economy which is how I support
myself. I will not be able to afford Lake Powell Pipeline and am therefore opposed to it's construction.
Thank you for your time,
Evelyn Kosidowski
eviemk@yahoo.com

0598-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

April Johnson <fallasleepandwakeup@hotmail.com>
Friday, August 14, 2020 12:53 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Utah Division of Water Resources Contact

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hi there,
Can you direct me as to who to send LPP questions to at the Utah Division of Water
Resources?
I was told I would need to direct several of the questions I asked at the scoping meetings to the
State. The BOR rep was unable to answer and recommended I contacted DWR, but didn't have
contact information to provide.
Thank you,
April
Kanab, UT

0600
0600-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gwen Barrow <gingerline@gmail.com>
Friday, August 14, 2020 5:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable alternatives, did not adequately
address public concerns raised in scoping, and did not include an objective analysis of the
environmental and economic impacts the project will have on the residents of Washington
County and the state of Utah.
1) BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County needs a “second
source” of water and then made this a critical purpose and need for the LPP, thus rejecting water
conservation alternatives.
2) BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation alternative.
3) BOR artificially inflates Washington County’s need for water.
4) Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt if the
Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed.
5) The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado River Compact.
6) Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water within its
Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent use of the LPP water
right during current and future droughts.
7) A quagga mussel infestation would threaten the pipeline, local reservoirs, municipal
infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water quality.
8) Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the EIS should look beyond economics to
protect public lands for future generations.
9) BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost of the LPP.
Sincerely,
Gwen Barrow
gingerline@gmail.com
Louisville, CO 80027

0600-1
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0601-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gwen Barrow <gwenyth.barrow@gmail.com>
Friday, August 14, 2020 5:25 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0601-1

The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable alternatives, did not adequately
address public concerns raised in scoping, and did not include an objective analysis of the
environmental and economic impacts the project will have on the residents of Washington
County and the state of Utah.
1) BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County needs a “second
source” of water and then made this a critical purpose and need for the LPP, thus rejecting water
conservation alternatives.
2) BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation alternative.
3) BOR artificially inflates Washington County’s need for water.
4) Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt if the
Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed.
5) The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado River Compact.
6) Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water within its
Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent use of the LPP water
right during current and future droughts.
7) A quagga mussel infestation would threaten the pipeline, local reservoirs, municipal
infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water quality.
8) Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the EIS should look beyond economics to
protect public lands for future generations.
9) BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost of the LPP.
Sincerely,
Gwen Barrow
gingerline@gmail.com
Louisville, CO 80027
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

haroldhsears@gmail.com
Monday, August 10, 2020 3:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Subject: the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) does not have the consent of Colorado River Basin states.
I am deeply concerned that this project, the LPP, has progressed so far as the expensive EIS, without
even a likelihood of approval of the other states involved. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) in fact,
seems oblivious of the already-stated objections of the Arizona Department of Water Resources (in their
2017 letter) which, alone or in concert with the other states, would totally disallow the LPP from going
forward.
Also unmentioned in the LPP plans, is the need for Congressional approval for this expensive and
irresponsible project. Lack of either approval would stymie the project, but the State of Utah, and other
LPP backers are moving ahead, adding to the over $35 million spent already in studies alone in what can
only be called “throwing good money after bad”.
Please stop this mad dash towards failure. St. George, Washington County, and the other communities
involved can do a great deal more to conserve their present resources, and to develop other more
practical sources for future water needs.
Yours truly,
Harold Sears
Harold H. Sears, PhD
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sondra Case <hershelcase@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 17, 2020 1:03 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] NO TO LPP.

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Who wants the LPP?
Realtors,
builders,
politicians,
business owners.
Why do they want LPP?
Money
Who doesn't want LPP?
Citizens of St. George and Washington County;
everyone concerned about water waste and shortage;
those already paying more for their own water than St. George;
Why don't they want the LPP?
Shortage of water due to drought and water waste, increased taxes, water payments, impact fees, increased
traffic
congestion, air pollution, frequent infrastructure projects, schools, $2B + interest for construction;
possibly no water.
Who pays for the LPP?
Everyone in Washington County, most of whom already pay for water from their own local SSDs, etc., and will
not use any
water from LPP.

Water conservation is needed by St. George and it's residents before any water is taken from other sources. Non-St.
George residents should not be made to pay the extreme, and as yet unknown amounts for that water when they
already pay for their own water and will not benefit from the LPP.
No to the LPP.
Sondra Case
Hershel Case
Central, UT 84722
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0604-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Iris Nielsen <iris.j.nielsen@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 3:55 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Pipe line

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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Do not go forward with this.
It will be a colossal waste of tax dollars. We will have enough on our plate overcoming this
pandemic.
Just say no! Tighten your belts remember that GOP mantra-?
Let's get the natives running water before we pay for more golf courses.

Support your constituents not your donors.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Browne <JCBrowne729@msn.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 1:18 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on EIS for Lake Powell Pipeline

0605-2 Socioeconomics

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Sirs:
I have lived in the western US since 1970 and in the St. George area since 2003. I have serious
reservations about the Lake Powell pipeline for the following reasons:

1. The Washington County area uses an exorbitant amount of water/capita (~300
gal/person/day) that should be reduced to close to 100 gal/day/person BEFORE we plan
to add such an expensive addition to our water supply. One just has to compare
Washington County to other major areas in the West ( such as Santa Fe, NM,
Albuquerque, Tucson AZ, etc.) to see that we are way out of line. My wife and I currently
use ~125 gal/day/person average for the year and have low ater use toilets, drip
systems, xeriscape gardening, etc. The Washington County Water Conservancy District
MUST set low requirements for personal uses of water along with sliding rates for water
usage. A graduated increase in water costs above 100 gal/ person/day should be used to
motivate people to reduce their usage. If the graduated scale had serious break points
in cost at 150, 200 and 300 gal/day/person, that would encourage more xeriscape
gardening ( fewer big lawns), less water per toilet flush. shower, etc. We ride our bikes
all over Washington County and see much excess water being wasted from runoff from
private lawns and then evaporating on its way to the Virgin River. We lived in northern
New Mexico where water usage was a big deal to residents while here in St George it
seems to be a God given right to use as much as you want with NO concern about the
supply. THE STATE NEEDS TO DO AN EIS ON THE CURRENT USE OF WATER BY PEOPLE IN
SW UTAH - THERE IS A BIG ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT. We live in the desert but do not
build our homes in a manner consistent with that fact. Until there is progress in
reducing water usage there should be NO consideration of the LPP.
2. The costs of the LPP do not appear to have adequately reviewed by independent
experts in large scale project management. I was the Director of Los Alamos National
Laboratory for 6 years and worked there in senior management for 24 years during
which time I had responsibility for many large projects. One lesson that I learned is that
the cost estimating for large scale projects is usually overly optimistic and can only be
controlled through stringent project management tools AND THROUGH INDEPENDENT
REVIEW BY A GROUP OF EXPERTS. The current price tag is very uncertain in my
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opinion and there should not be a commitment to the project without this
independent review.
3. The Washington county and its cities need to have a growth plan that is sustainable
rather than the current "build it and they will come" plan. Without a controlled growth
plan, there should be NO commitment to the LPP. This controlled growth will also serve
to maintain St. George area as an attractive site for living. The present path is leading
to a new "Wasatch Front" in Dixie with increased traffic problem, increased air
pollution, and a general reduction in the quality of life.
4. Lastly, I am concerned that the amount of water available in Lake Powell by 2050 given
current trends in drought and over usage will NOT be sufficient to justify the costs of the
LPP. Utah may have rights to such water BUT neighboring states can rightly accuse Utah
of environmental abuse by its over usage of water. There already is much data on global
climate change impacting the Utah/Colorado plateau resulting in long term drought. The
western Colorado/eastern Utah region has had a major increase in average temperature
over the past 20 years which affects snowpack and water runoff that is so vital to filling
Lake Powell. I just drove from St George to Denver and all along the Colorado river you
can see the signs of reduced water supply.
MY BOTTOM LINE: WE LIVE IN THE DESERT - LET'S FIRST ACKNOWLEDGE THAT FACT AND
REDUCE OUR WATER USAGE TO 100 GAL/PERSON/DAY BY WHATEVER MEANS AVAILABLE
AND THEN DECIDE WHETHER OR WHEN WE NEED THE LPP.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
John C Browne
402 Shinob Kai Way
Ivins UT 84738
435-652-1327

0605-2
Continued

0605-2 cont'd Socioeconomics

0607
0607-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lisa Poppleton <lisa.poppleton@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 8:14 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I read an article this morning in the Salt Lake Tribune entitled "The West faces reckoning over
water." The great likelihood of prolonged drought in the Southwest makes it highly
inadvisable to proceed with the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline, and I am writing to advocate for
the adoption of stricter water conservation measures in Washington County as a preferable
alternative.
In the article, it states that the Bureau of Reclamation released projections last week that Lake
Powell would drop 16 feet this winter from its level a year earlier. All climate models and the
current ongoing drought predict that future years will become increasingly drier. In light of this
scientifically forecasted reality and YOUR own projections, how can you plan to move ahead
with the Lake Powell Pipeline?
There is certainly potential for Washington County to lower its water consumption, which is
presently among the highest per capita in the country, twice as high as consumption in Phoenix
and three times higher than Tucson. Conservation would be less expensive and less damaging to
the environment. Its chances of success to ensure a future adequate water supply for Washington
County are higher than building a multi-billion-dollar pipeline when it looks like there will not
be enough water to fill that pipeline in the near future.
As a Utah taxpayer and a person who is concerned about the sustainability of cities in an arid
climate, I advocate for the immediate cessation of this financially wasteful project with such a
dubious outcome. It is time to change the attitude that water is a plentiful resource in the
Southwest, and start planning with attention to reality.
Thank you for your attention,
Lisa Poppleton
lisa.poppleton@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PjG <livelaughlovemum@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 3:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I have reviewed the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and I find it to be
grossly inadequate and egregiously flawed. The Bureau of
Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable
alternatives, did not adequately address public concerns
raised in scoping, and did not include an objective analysis
of the environmental and economic impacts the project
will have on the residents of Washington County and the
state of Utah and United States citizens as a whole.
I found that in the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) critical data was
misinterpreted and is hard to understand and miserably
lacking extremely important information on economic,
biological, social and health issues. Some information is
completely omitted. The DEIS needs to be corrected and
revised with accurate and unbiased information.
BOR arbitrarily asserts that a “second source” of water,
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beyond an entire Virgin River watershed, is necessary for
water security, and thus, conservation alternatives are
rejected out of hand. BOR justifies the need for a second
source based on forecasts of reduced flows in the Virgin
River, ignoring similar reductions to the Colorado River.
Indeed, Colorado River water users already face
shortages.
BOR analyzes impacts of LPP on Lake Powell, but never
analyzes the reverse, whether Lake Powell can reliably
provide water for the LPP. In many years the project will
almost certainly be limited to low or no yield at all.
Here are some topics of concern that I have concerning
this Pipeline and supposed DEIS:
Alternatives
The BOR writes, “The DEIS has been prepared in response
to the Proposed [Lake Powell Pipeline] Project and does
not attempt to compel Washington County residents to
modify, change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or
social expectations.” (DEIS page 15).
Where is the alternative of St. George, Utah, and Utah as
a State considering water conservation? Why aren’t the
average summer temperature hovers above 100 and the
ground sees just eight inches of rain a year, considered in
this document? Lake Powell do not even supply water to
the thousands of communities it was suppose to. The
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Colorado River is already overallocated. Utah is the second
driest State in the Nation.
BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives
such as those relying on water conservation, which were
requested by many people during scoping.
Water conservation alternatives could be implemented
incrementally at lower cost and with greater reliability,
obviating the need for the LPP altogether; such water
conservation practices have been very successful in other
western cities. Water conservation has been shown by
other communities (such as the Southern Nevada Water
Authority) to be much less expensive and less risky than
investing in water transfers from remote basins and
sources.
The housing project I live in has xeriscape. I use
secondary water for my drought-tolerant trees. As an HOA
board member, I have assisted and advised our neighbors
who are moving in the same direction. Grass lawns are
disappearing or reduced in size in our neighborhood and
there is increased interest in native vegetation. We can all
reduce water needs by conserving.
Second-Source
BOR provides no explanation or justification for how large
a watershed should be to qualify as “reliable,” or when a
community needs a “second source”; in fact, we’d still
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have just a “single source” of water—the Colorado River
watershed. The “second source” of water for the LPP is
the already over-allocated Colorado River, where flows are
declining and expected to further decline due to climate
change. The cost for a “second source” seems an
unreasonable burden to place on the county—and our
state—our country, and not necessary if we would just
lower our demand and use local supplies.

0608-3 Water Supply

BOR believes Washington County’s water supplies are not
secure, even though we have dozens of wells, surface
diversions, water retailers, and surface and underground
reservoirs within the 2,800 square miles of the Virgin River
watershed. The LPP will not meet the stated purpose and
need, and the reliability is not addressed. The water
supply analysis overestimates the reliability of the project
being able to provide water for the pipeline. Colorado
River flows are declining, so the cost of seeking a second
source in Lake Powell—$1.8-2.0 billion—seems an
unreasonable burden for such an unreliable source.
The BOR must show that a “second source” of water is
reliable; that water will be available in Lake Powell and
that the LPP can be a permanent water supply.
The BOR’s analysis of the security of the water supply for
the LPP does not demonstrate that Lake Powell will be a
reliable “second source”; it doesn’t meet the test for
scientific integrity and accuracy of information required by
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NEPA. Washington County does not need a second source
of water. Washington County needs to apply conservation.
The cost of this half-baked project should cause alarm.
Right now, St. George uses more municipal and domestic
water per capita than other Southwest cities. Both Las
Vegas, with its 42 million tourists, and Tucson, with its
90,000 college students, still use less per capita than St.
George, Utah. Where are the banks or private investors
financing this project? The lender for the Lake Powell
Pipeline will be Utah taxpayers. That is wrong. Utah
Legislature is responsible for this debacle.

0608-5 Alternatives

The BOR must provide examples of other communities
with reasonable GPCD demand and which have similarly
large watersheds and that have a “second source” of
water before asserting that Washington County must have
such a second source.
No Action
The BOR only analyzed a very narrow “No Action”
alternative and two pipeline construction alternatives and
must consider a reasonable water conservation
alternative. The BOR must evaluate reasonable
alternatives to the proposed pipeline that would avoid or
minimize adverse effects. It is not reasonable to reject
water conservation alternatives because they do not
provide a “second source” of water. BOR artificially inflates
Washington County’s need for water.

0608-4 Water Supply
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The BOR must consider a water conservation alternative
such as the Local Waters Alternative that would rely on
local sources of water and could provide a predictable,
stable, less expensive, and incrementally implemented
method for satisfying water needs. The BOR must expect
water use for Washington County that is similar to the
current reality in, and achievements by, other southwest
communities. The BOR must include all future water
supplies from municipal and other sources and must use
reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for agricultural
water conversions.
Just because BOR, as the permitting agency, or the
Washington County Water Conservation District
(WCWCD), as a water wholesaler, cannot require strict
water conservation practices, doesn’t mean that water
conservation cannot be implemented by retail water
providers to dramatically reduce demand.
BOR bases its purpose and need on unsupported
assumptions, including: BOR introduced an arbitrary 15year “reserve buffer” requirement that calculated water
demand for 2060 but calculated for a population in 2075.
BOR does not provide evidence for projected “system loss”
of 15.4%. BOR does not reconcile their assumptions about
Washington County’s future water demand per capita to
other areas in the southwestern United States where less
water is used. BOR does not fairly consider future
technology—for example, new alternatives to reverse
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osmosis—which might extend our available local water.
The DEIS does not adequately characterize future water
use; BOR should project future per capita demand that is
similar to the current reality in, and achievements by,
other states, metropolitan areas, and water districts in the
southwest U.S.
The DEIS did not identify all potentially available sources,
so BOR must quantify the total available water supply and
include reasonable increases in yield from sources other
than WCWCD’s supply (i.e., cities, irrigation companies,
etc.).
The BOR must provide a fair and accurate projection to
determine how much additional population could be
supported by these additional supplies as demand is
reduced to levels seen in other, similarly semi-arid, places.
The history of the LPP has been mired by misinformation
as well as a serious lack of transparency. The DEIS
continues this pattern with an incomplete and inadequate
forecast of water need. For years LPP proponents have
misused data to attempt to distract from the fact that per
capita/water use in Washington County is among the
highest in the nation. The DEIS continues this pattern.
BOR fails to analyze how a multi-billion-dollar project
would affect citizens throughout the state, and the
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Washington County families and businesses who must
eventually repay the state. The terms of financing have
not been determined yet, so it’s difficult to assess the
actual burden on the residents and the state. The lack of
transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of
this size, especially considering how long this issue has
been studied.
BOR expects the costs of the pipeline, including interest,
would be financed by the state and repaid by Washington
County residents. The financed costs are estimated at
$1.590-1.643 billion, which is equal to a debt burden in
Washington County of $8,700 per person if built-in 2020,
$6,450-6,670 per person if built-in 2030 (lower in 2030
due to larger population). The State of Utah’s audit 2019
found that the LPP’s financing terms in the 2006 LPP
Development Act are vague, making the Lake Powell
project’s financial viability questionable for the state and
residents. Already in 2020, the state has held five special
sessions to address Utah’s expected budget shortfall due
to COVID-19 pandemic costs and decreasing tax revenue.
The LPP would be a Utah project that will encumber state
bonding capacity for decades, which means less funding
for state needs such as education, highways, and public
health.
BOR’s socioeconomic analysis covers only four counties
(Washington, Kane, Coconino, and Mohave), ignoring how
this project would affect Utah’s bonding limit. BOR must
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disclose all of the actual costs of the pipeline, including
the financing costs.
BOR does not analyze the effects of different terms of
financing, nor does it take into consideration recent events
such as an economic recession resulting from the 2020
novel coronavirus pandemic. The DEIS is deficient
because it doesn’t determine whether the LPP project is
financially feasible for WCWCD. The BOR doesn’t address
the adverse economic effects of paying for the LPP on
residents and businesses.
BOR doesn’t acknowledge that education, social services,
health care services, and public employment are already
facing many challenges competing for funding, making
paying for the LPP an even more significant burden for
residents. The BOR doesn’t address the economic impact
on residents and businesses, especially low-income
residents in Washington County who are faced with a
quadrupling of water rates, doubling of impact fees, and
property taxes going to WCWCD increasing by more than
50 percent.
Lower than projected population growth would increase
the debt burden per person and could make the project
unaffordable for residents. A 2019 Utah legislative audit
found that Washington County’s ability to pay relies on
growth, but low population growth caused by high
repayment costs for LPP could make the project
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unaffordable.
I’m alarmed because the LLP will rob public dollars from
other more pressing needs in our state like education,
healthcare, extensive costs as the COVID Pandemic
continues to spread and create havoc for many people
now and in the future.
The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado
River Compact. BOR does not disclose that the UDWR has
not secured the consent of the other Colorado River Basin
states or the Congress to transfer water from the Upper
Basin to the Lower Basin, in violation of the Colorado River
Compact. Utah has known about this issue for a very long
time and has not taken the necessary steps to resolve it.
BOR does not disclose objections from the Arizona
Department of Water Resources to the transfer of water
from Upper to Lower Basin. A 2017 letter to the Utah
Division of Water Rights from the Arizona’s Department of
Water Resources notes that this transfer may violate the
Colorado River Compact.
Utah doesn’t have approval to move this LPP water right
from the Upper Basin to the Lower Basin. Utah must also
seek approval from the U.S. Congress for interstate
agreements related to the Colorado River
Compact. Consequently, before approving the LPP, Utah
must secure the permission from the other Colorado River
states and the Congress to transfer water from the Upper
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Basin to use in the Lower Basin, as required by the
Colorado River Compact. Securing approval from the other
states could potentially and significantly slow the approval
process, especially in times of shortage. BOR only notes—
does not require—that Utah “is addressing this question”,
and not seeking approval from, the other Colorado River
Basin states about such a transfer when, especially in
times of shortage, approval by other basin states is
questionable. Utah has moved forward for years with this
project in the LPP planning and approval process after
taxpayers paid over $36 million for these studies and Utah
may not even have the legal water right to use the water
over the long term. This is wrong.
The Lake Powell Pipeline would transfer water from the
Upper Colorado River Basin (above Lee Ferry, Arizona) for
use in the Lower Basin (Virgin River watershed). As a
state in the Upper Colorado River Basin, Utah must first
secure approval from all of the other six Colorado River
states and the United States Congress.
The DEIS must include a requirement that Utah has
secured the necessary permissions before approving the
Lake Powell Pipeline.
Utah has already allocated water rights to more than
100% of the physical water within its Colorado River
watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent
use of the LPP water right during current and future
droughts. Water rights have a priority date, and a senior
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water right has an earlier date of water use; later dates of
use constitute a more junior right. The LPP water right is
junior in priority to the Northern Ute Tribe, Navajo and
other tribal rights, other federal reserved water rights not
yet determined, water rights established before 1958, the
Central Utah Project’s Bonneville Unit (as well as the
Lower Basin states and Mexico). The water right being
used to supply the LPP doesn’t have high enough priority
status to guarantee the water will be available over the
long term. As water supplies decline the competition for
physical water will increase and result in litigation and
uncertainty for junior water rights holders such as the LPP
because their junior rights may not entitle them to use the
water. This, combined with the uncertainty of future water
in the Colorado River due to climate change, makes
relying on water rights from Lake Powell very risky.
BOR has left any and all determinations of water
availability and water rights within Utah up to the state.
BOR owes it to the other states in the Colorado River
Compact to ensure that Utah is not over allocating its
physical water and making it even more difficult for Utah
to meet its Compact obligation to supply water to the
Lower Basin. The BOR must require Utah to provide
evidence that, after the LPP is in use, adequate water will
still be available to the Lower Basin in compliance with the
Colorado River Compact.
The BOR cannot ignore that the Northern Ute Tribe has
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senior water rights over the LPP—unlike the states. BOR
has had a critical role in protecting Native American water
rights in the Colorado River; these rights are senior to any
Utah right and BOR must protect them but, by approving
the LPP, they would be undermining tribal rights.
I’m very concerned that building the LPP would increase
lawsuits within the state over who has the rights to the
decreasing physical water flows within our state and the
Colorado River, exponentially increasing the cost of this
unnecessary pipeline.
I’m also concerned with the issue of a quagga mussel
infestation that would threaten the pipeline, local
reservoirs, municipal infrastructure, businesses, and
homes, and reduce our water quality. BOR acknowledges
that transferring water from Lake Powell to Sand Hollow
Reservoir near Hurricane, Utah, could introduce invasive
aquatic organisms to the Virgin River basin and municipal
water supplies. The BOR failed to analyze the effect and
cost of chemicals used to eradicate quagga mussels,
potential effects on the quality and safety of drinking
water, and potential pollution of aquifer storage beneath
Sand Hollow Reservoir.
BOR assures us that, should Sand Hollow Reservoir
become infested with quagga mussels, despite all the
prevention and control measures outlined in Section 1.3 of
Appendix C-12, Aquatic Invasive Species, there are
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measures that could control any transfer to the Virgin
River (see Section 2.2.2 in Appendix C-12, Aquatic
Invasive Species). Quagga mussels are a non-native
nuisance species that cause severe economic and
ecological damage. Since 2012, thousands of adult quagga
mussels have been found in Lake Powell attached to
canyon walls, the Glen Canyon Dam, boats, and other
underwater structures.
But BOR fails to adequately address the potential cost to
eradicate quagga mussels in systems operated by either
WCWCD or municipalities, or in individual homes. BOR
also fails to analyze the effect and cost of chemicals used
to eradicate quagga mussels, and potential effects on the
quality and safety of drinking water. The BOR must
include in the DEIS the risks and implications if mitigation
measures are not successful since this will be the first
major pipeline that will have to deal with the quagga
mussel.
Quagga mussels have moved across our country to infest
many water bodies; they can plug even large-diameter
water lines, resulting in treatment costs of millions of
dollars. The BOR must evaluate the potential economic
cost of treating quagga mussels in the pipeline, reservoirs,
municipal systems, businesses, and homes. The BOR must
analyze the effects on water quality from quagga mussel
waste products (e.g., sulfites, sulfates, nitrogen,
ammonia, etc.) and decomposition within the pipeline and
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their ability to spread toxic algae.
The UDWRe’s “November 2015 Draft Study Report 2
Aquatic Resources” noted “[Quagga mussels] have
demonstrated the potential to both damage ecosystems
and to require significant and costly, but often fruitless,
investment to manage and control their effects on
structures and equipment in the water supply industry.”
In 2016, the National Park Service (NPS) expressed
concerns to the Utah Department of Water Resources
(UDWRe) about transferring water from Lake Powell to
Sand Hollow. Utah Water Development Commission
members also voiced concerns about the spread of
quagga mussels to municipal and industrial water systems.
BOR proposes a chemical room in every pump station, but
UDWRe acknowledges that it “may not be possible to
absolutely manage this potential problem to any practical
extent…” Treating quagga mussels poses water quality
concerns because the treatment used creates
Trihalomethanes (THM’s) when chlorine reacts with
organic matter in water. Studies show mussels are
expensive to treat, and no treatment thus far has been
foolproof because the filters cannot filter out the very
early microscopic life stage.
I find it very disturbing that BOR has not addressed this
important issue and that we are this far in the LPP
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planning process and the state has no real plan to ensure
that the LPP will not bring the quagga mussel to
Washington County water supplies and facilities.
Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the EIS
should look beyond economics to protect public lands for
future generations.
On a list of 19 resources evaluated in the DEIS, both LPP
route alternatives have cumulative environmental effects;
while a conservation alternative would have little or no
effect. The building of the LPP would require extensive
excavation of soils and would be more than was used in
cement to build Hoover Dam.
BOR found that areas of Mojave desert tortoise habitat
would be affected by building the LPP. The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was intended to move
agencies such as BOR to prefer alternatives that minimize
damage to the natural and human environment; however,
the BOR’s preferred alternative is the most damaging
alternative. Habitat for the threatened Mojave desert
tortoise is already under stress due to development
pressures; LPP construction activities would add additional
stress. The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts to Mojave
desert tortoises is insufficient to meet the need of
protecting these threatened animals. LPP construction
adds to the industrialization of US 89, which is a scenic
corridor in the Grand Staircase Escalante National

0608

Monument (GSENM). The GSENM boundary was illegally
reduced by the Trump administration to allow fewer
restrictions to building the LPP.
LPP would include six hydroelectric plants and five pump
stations with power lines, high steel power poles
connecting them to existing power grids, parking lots,
substations, lights, new access paved roads, regulating
tanks and reservoirs, manholes, air release values,
vacuum relief values, blow off valves, fencing, buried
forebay tanks, buried surge tanks, pipeline inspection
gauge (pig) retrievals used to clean the pipe, and surface
overflow detention basins, all of which require weekly
maintenance. The BOR omits the effects of greenhouse
gas emissions resulting from LPP cement.
LPP infrastructure would scar the scenic beauty of desert
landscapes, disturb wildlife, and expose archeological and
cultural sites along its route. LPP facilities would be visible
from US Highway 89 and other highways along vast,
scenic areas, compromising viewscapes for untold
thousands of visitors, and affecting tourism. These lands
draw American tourists from around the country and
provide valued outdoor recreation opportunities and would
be permanently scarred by LPP’s infrastructure. The DEIS
(page 99) only considers impacts within one mile of the
pipeline, which is insufficient as it omits completely the
impact of the necessary infrastructure that has to be built
to support the pipeline.

0608

The scenic beauty of our public lands in Washington and
Kane counties is world-renowned and drives our
economies, providing thousands of jobs in hospitality and
tourism. Visitors driving to different National Parks and the
Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument would be
adversely affected by the visible scars from building the
LPP and the infrastructure to support it. Scars from the
LPP would harm scenic beauty important to Utah’s
economy which is transitioning to tourism and outdoor
recreation, an industry that provides 110,000 direct jobs
and $3.9 billion in wages in the state of Utah in 2017. The
BOR failed to consider the value of pristine land lost and
scarred for future generations. The BOR must assess
economic effects of lost scenic values on tourism and
major events in the region.
Living in Southern Utah for 7 decades, I’m appalled at the
destruction this pipeline would create. This pristine area
deserves our attention and consideration. As I have said
prior in the public scoping, the BOR is proposing approval
of a damaging pipeline project when water conservation is
a viable, less expensive option with little or no
environmental damage.
BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the
entire cost of the LPP. What exactly does that mean?
Whose benefit? The ‘benefits transfer” approach is only a
sleight of hand short cut to avoid the hard work of
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identifying the real costs and benefits of the LPP for
Washington County residents. The history of the LPP is
filled with examples where proponents grasp at some way,
anyway, to justify the multi-billion-dollar cost and
environmental damage. “Benefits transfer” is but the latest
example.
BOR’s questionable “benefits transfer” economic analysis
method to calculate “Water Supply Reliability Benefits”
that would supposedly accrue to Washington County if the
LPP is built. BOR should not rely on very hypothetical
models with unfounded assumptions, such as “benefits
transfer” of water security, to quantify LPP benefits. The
DEIS provides an estimate of benefit due to water
reliability of $1.879 billion (table 3.2-8, page 241). But it
does not give any analysis of the reliability of the project.
It assumes it is 100% reliable, and it is not. We know and
suspect, at times, there be limited to lower or no yield at
all. If BOR insists on using a “benefits transfer” method
and expects residents to accept it, they must reveal the
base study case and the details behind that study.
BOR grasps for a “benefits transfer” economic method to
find ways to justify the cost of the LPP—in terms of
benefits from avoiding a shortage—choosing values on the
high end of their range of values, equal to $300 per
household and $1,800 per commercial establishment. But
this assumes benefits in water security based on an
economic analysis from other areas that BOR fails to
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confirm.
BOR uses 100 years to estimate the present value of these
water supply reliability benefits and calculates a “Best”
current value of $1.879 billion (oddly close to the
estimated total cost of the project), and based on
projected growth at 2.516% per year for 55 years and
then reduced by 50% for the remainder of the 100 years.
In my humble opinion, using a present value period of 100
years is excessive, especially given the trends for how
climate change may affect Colorado River flows. Not even
considering the effects of COVID on population, health
costs and future generations who will continue to pay for
this absurd project. A full cost/benefit study should be
explicitly done for Washington County and invite input
from a third party and objective economists.
It is tremendously apparent that this project is
extraordinarily unnecessary, excessively costly, and LLP’s
water rights, to a fault, extremely risky.
Pamela Gilbert
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0610-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynn Brklacich <mcebrk@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 2:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LLP Project Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

From: Lynn Brklacich <mcebrk@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Aug 16, 2020 at 11:58 AM
Subject: Comment on the LLP Draft Environmental Impact Statement
To: <lpp@usbr.gov>
Dear Bureau of Land Management
It is ridiculous to spend billions of dollars on a water project that we don't need and can't afford:
also the fact that by the time it is built, there will very possibly not be any water for us to get as
there isn't enough water for those who are already using it, much less us. We have already spent
millions of dollars so far and still don't even have the authority to build it. This is crazy!
We also haven't evaluated any other water sources or conservation efforts,such as the dozens of
wells, surface diversions, water retailers, and surface and underground reservoirs within
the 2,800 square miles of Virgin River watershed. Shouldn't that be done before we go off halfhazardly spending billions of dollars and destroying a lot of land if we don't need to?
Also, there is no way we will have the massive amounts of people that we are being warned
about. It seems like it is a scare tactic to get their way!
The amount of land that will be destroyed is disgusting and positively unacceptable. What is
wrong with Washington County and the state of Utah that they would even consider such a
thing.
I beg of you please to cut our losses and look for better ways to use the water we have more
effectively, including setting rules that all new housing projects use xeriscaping, not allowing
lawns, and using desert plants instead of water loving ones. Doesn't that make more sense?
Respectfully,
Lynn
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0611-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lynn Brklacich <mcebrk@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 16, 2020 1:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the LLP Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Land Management
It is ridiculous to spend billions of dollars on a water project that we don't need and can't afford:
also the fact that by the time it is built, there will very possibly not be any water for us to get as
there isn't enough water for those who are already using it, much less us. We have already spent
millions of dollars so far and still don't even have the authority to build it. This is crazy!
We also haven't evaluated any other water sources or conservation efforts,such as the dozens of
wells, surface diversions, water retailers, and surface and underground reservoirs within
the 2,800 square miles of Virgin River watershed. Shouldn't that be done before we go off halfhazardly spending billions of dollars and destroying a lot of land if we don't need to?
Also, there is no way we will have the massive amounts of people that we are being warned
about. It seems like it is a scare tactic to get their way!
The amount of land that will be destroyed is disgusting and positively unacceptable. What is
wrong with Washington County and the state of Utah that they would even consider such a
thing.
I beg of you please to cut our losses and look for better ways to use the water we have more
effectively, including setting rules that all new housing projects use xeriscaping, not allowing
lawns, and using desert plants instead of water loving ones. Doesn't that make more sense?
Respectfully,
Lynn
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0615-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: orrxylla@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2020 6:35 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Cc: My iPhone
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS
0615-1

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear BOR:
Thank you for taking public input in your scoping process for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
As a Utah taxpayer, I have concerns that my wallet will be impacted by this ill-conceived project. The
guesstimated pricetag is far more than the intended beneficiaries will be able to cover, and the state is
likely to decide to cover the gap with tax money from all taxpayers. I hate seeing my tax dollars fund
stupid projects.
I am also deeply disappointed that water conservation efforts are not being employed before resorting
to such a ridiculous transfer of water from a reservoir which is already receding from a multi-year
drought, on a river which has already been over-allocated to users who have senior water rights they
may choose to use in the future. Friends in the St George area have told me that there is no
conservation campagin being presented, and it is well established that Washington County has long
been at or near the highest per capita water use in the USA, by a large margin.
As a Moab desert dweller, I have low flow toilets and fixtures, foot pedal controls on the kitchen sink,
xeriscaping with drought tolerant plants, drip irrigation for my garden, and any waste culinary water
goes into a bucket which I use to water my fruit trees. I greatly miss a couple of fruit trees which were
unable to survive on their water allocation, but feel it is my responsibility to conserve as much as I can.
Programs which educate and encourage conservation principles can be very effective in reducing water
usage, and should be the first line of defense when a community runs up against the threat of
shortages. For that matter, water conservation should just be a way of life for anyone who wishes to
live in or visit the desert - it looks this way for a damn good reason!
While Moab could use a dose of water conservation education as well, I do see more effort of
conservation among our population, and we’ve not yet resorted to trying to poke a straw across the
state to suck up water from elsewhere. Not that someone won’t suggest such a hare-brained idea, and I
will loudly protest it if/when it arises. But the LPP is beyond the pale in its hubris.
Another concern about the LPP is the fact that the reservoir is infested with quagga mussels. When I
was last there, I was gobsmacked by the thousands of shells covering all of the rocks that are being
exposed as the lake drops. There are checkpoints in Idaho and other states where all watercraft are
required to pull over to answer questions and have inspections/cleaning due to those state’s hugely
justified fears of quagga infestation, especially for any watercraft (even my tiny kayak) which has been
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in Powell Reservoir within the past month. I have seen firsthand the rampant destruction from these
masses of mussels, and doubt that the LPP has sufficient safeguards to insure they are not transported
to southwestern Utah. Given that they are essentially the mollusk version of Covid-19 (though arguably
not quite as deadly,) it would be only a matter of time before Sand Hollow becomes infested, or else
polluted from whatever measures are taken to try to control the quagga. In an attempt to bring in more
drinking water, the currently available water will be polluted - how does that make any sense?
So please take a deep breath, stand up to the self-enriching politicos who are pushing the LPP, and
deep-six this insane project.
Good luck with the onslaught of letters you will receive from those of us who have been cooped up too
long. But please do the right thing and not waste our money on a pipe dream which benefits only a few
people of questionable motives.
Regards,
~Nancy Orr
Moab, UT
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0616-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2020 11:51 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline remains risky re: Reclamation announces 2021 Colorado
River operating conditions

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.
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>> FYI - The lower basin states have priority and two of them (AZ and NV) face continued reduced water
deliveries. But Utah politicians want to risk billions on the Lake Powell Pipeline regardless of whether
there will be sufficient water to justify it. Gambling is prohibited in Utah except for this ridiculous LPP
boondoggle. 👎
>>
>> https://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm?RecordID=72085
>>
>>
>> Sent from my iPhone
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2020 10:37 AM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] U.S. West faces reckoning over water but avoids cuts for now - Las Vegas Sun
News

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://m.lasvegassun.com/news/2020/aug/13/us-west-faces-reckoning-over-water-but-avoids-cuts/

Sent from my iPhone
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2020 4:06 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] As Lake Mead remains low, Arizona and Nevada face more water cutbacks

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.azcentral.com/story/news/local/arizona-environment/2020/08/15/lake-mead-lowarizona-nevada-water-cutbacks/5584993002/

Sent from my iPhone
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0619-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Reed R. Guthrie <reed.guthrie@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 9:19 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment for LPP EIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I thank the BOR for putting together this valuable and informative report. I am grateful
for the process and principle of public review and the opportunity to provide comments
with the purpose of contributing to an improved project.
My concern is that an improper method was used to assess the No Action Alternative
because it uses the exact population projection as the Action Alternatives. The
assumptions required to use the same projection are entirely unreasonable, thereby
invalidating the main conclusions of the EIS. Further, ability to pay factors into the
acceptance of the Action Alternative, however, the requirement to pay obligates the
region to increase population and demand, a shortsightedness which will relegate the
region to a higher risk of water shortages at the end of the planning horizon than
present risk. The Action Alternatives fail to address the future conundrum and situation
antithetical to the project objective created by the new supply and its payment being
dependent on increased population and demand. Although this comment deals with
matters concerning the purpose and need of the LPP which I understand is the purview
of the State of Utah and not a central component of the EIS, because the purpose and
need are presented in Section 1.2 of the EIS, they are deemed relevant for comment.
To properly assess the No Action Alternative and compare it to the Action Alternatives
the following points would need to be included:
 The No Action Alternative should use a population projection which accounts for a
finite water supply, not a projection which assumes the population will grow to place
itself in extreme risk by dangerously and willfully exceeding its physical limitations. Such
an assumption requires misuse of the population model and is professionally
inappropriate and irresponsible.
 A system reliability analysis of the historic and present or near-term (e.g. 10-years
or outlook considering land-use projects already permitted) should be provided to
demonstrate current system risk. While the EIS does show results from a simple
analysis of the projected 2060 system (which erroneously assumes a demand increase
naïve to hydrologic reality) this establishes a baseline for comparison which is founded

0619-1

0619

on conjectured future conditions rather than a baseline rooted in the measured present
system reliability.

0619-1
Continued

0619-2 Water Supply

 Since repayment of the project is dependent on increasing population and demand
in the region, an obligation to increase demands will adversely affect system reliability.
The confounding effects that this will have on system reliability beyond the planning
horizon should be considered in the alternatives. Namely, the project purpose is not
achievable given the obligation of the region to promote and encourage increased
demand to pay for the project. The project affords short term (50 years) security while
imperiling security in the long-term (+60 years). This fact should be acknowledged and
accounted for in assessment of the Action Alternatives, especially given the LPP project
objective.
0619-2

The EIS states that the need for the project is to “satisfy increased water demands of a
growing population”. Therefore, the subject of future demand and its method of
derivation is of central import to the project. The project planning period ends at 2075.
Future population was projected by the University of Utah’s Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute (KCGPI) out to 2060. The WCWCD uses a 15-year planning buffer so the
projection was extended to 2075 by assuming a constant rate of increase equivalent to
the increase from 2059 – 2060. No justification for this assumption is provided in the
EIS.
Based on the assumptions used to demonstrate the increased water demands which
will need to be satisfied, I estimate that the region will again face a water supply deficit
by 2085 if the LPP alternative is selected, constructed and repaid. According to the
report, the total demand in 2075 is estimated to be 184,513 acre-feet and the total
maximum mean system supply in the same year is anticipated to be 213,806 acre-feet,
including: current supply (67,677 acre-feet), locally planned projects (31,050 acre-feet),
LPP (86,249 acre-feet) and full reuse for secondary delivery (28,830 acre-feet).
Using data from Table 6.2-1 of Appendix B, I calculate the total annual demand in 2085
to be 219,300 acre-feet (184,513 * 1.09022), where 1.0902 is the 5-year rate of change
in demand). This rate is used because it is unreasonable that population growth will
stop in 2075 and is consistent with the assumption used to extend the projection from
2060 to 2075 (no rationale is provided in the EIS for why this growth rate would not
continue). Supply in 2085 is herein assumed to be equal to that of 2075 since achieving
the total maximum mean supply anticipated by the EIS in 2075 will require such
significant effort and capital that no additional supplies will be reasonably available (no
additional supply options are reported in the EIS and the region will have exhausted the
local options).
Accordingly, there will be a water supply deficit of approximately 5,000 acre-feet in
2085.
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No historical or current or near-term evaluation of the system reliability or water supply
deficits is provided in the EIS. Viability of the No Action Alternative is impossible to
determine from the EIS report because the current system reliability is not presented
and cannot be deduced from information in the report. Only system deficits using a
2060 demand projection are presented (Table 1.2-1). The importance of the project
objectives stated in 1.2.2 cannot be ascertained without as complete understanding as
possible of the current system weaknesses and vulnerabilities given current demands.
An analysis of system reliability and estimated shortages using the current, or near-term
population should be provided. I presume that this was neglected because the risk of
shortage in the current system is low and no supply deficit exists. In that case, it
appears that approximately 65 years from now the region will face greater risk than it
faces today if the LPP were completed.
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The short term increases in system reliability, water resource security and drought
resiliency provided by the LPP will enable and promote continued increases in
population and water consumption. This is intent since such increases are required to
repay the project. According to the EIS, the ability to pay the estimated costs of the LPP
project “is dependent on continued growth in the region and that the cost of service
assumptions for the future actually occur”. The report states that even a modest growth
rate of 2% will be insufficient to recover project costs beyond 2067, which means that
although the LPP project would improve water resource management and system
reliability for the current and near-term population, the project is financially infeasible
unless the population drastically increases. To pay for the LPP, the region will be
incentivized and obligated to increase population and water demand, thereby
decreasing system reliability and leading to a future of risk and scarcity. In the long term
the improvements in system reliability will endure only if measures are taken to ensure
that system demands do not continue their current trend or increase beyond a threshold
which would jeopardize the desired system reliability.
The EIS notes that No Action Alternative is less than 6 percent of the total cost of the
LPP and that the ability of the WCWCD to pay is currently sufficient to cover the water
related costs for the No Action Alternative up to 2070 and beyond. It is impossible to
build the LPP to assure future system reliability and stabilize demand since the project
cannot be repaid without increasing system demands. The balance of these two
requirements, meeting the project objective and repaying the project, has not been
properly assessed. Rather, the assessments of the ability to pay have not considered
the effect on system reliability. If the purported project goal is not only to provide water
for more people but to simultaneously increase system reliability, then the region should
be encouraged to reduce demands (a factor of consumption rate and population), an
achievement possible only with the No Action Alternative since the Action Alternative
will require increased demand and population to repay the project.
Furthermore, to properly consider the No Action Alternative, demand projections ought
to be used which consider the water resource constraints that would exist if the LPP
were not built. One unstated premise of the No Action Alternative appears to be that
property owners, land-use planners, municipalities, county governments, developers,

0619-3 Water Supply

0619-4

0619-5

0619
0619-5
0619-5
Continued

community leaders and water resource managers will behave irrationally and recklessly
by refraining to govern demand. Rather, although unstated, it assumes they shall
willfully permit the dangerous exceedance of the natural limitations of water availability
thus putting an unsuspecting and uninformed public at risk. This is an unrealistic and
insulting premise. If permits for neither the LPP construction nor the BOR water
exchange contract were approved, then regional and local leaders, together with local
citizens, would step-up with the cooperative energy for which this State is renown to
make changes which are requisite to live modestly within their means and secure the
reliability of their water system to prosper in an arid environment. They would also not
assure their own water reliability while putting the next generation in peril (a result
elaborated above e.g. supply deficit in 2085). Because the No Action Alternative does
not consider a realistic and appropriate population projection, conclusions reached in
the EIS concerning this alternative are invalid. Again, the No Action Alternative assumes
that the population will increase at the same rate regardless of whether the project is
built. Such an assumption easily leads to the false conclusion that not building the
project will not increase reliability.
It is confounding why there is not greater discussion surrounding the population
projection since it is the principal driver of the LPP and directly relates to the project
objective. Population is treated like a natural disaster rather than a force under the
control and influence of free and rational human agents. The fatalistic acceptance of the
population projections evident in the method used to assess the No Action Alternative is
professionally unfitting because there is great uncertainty about future populations. The
only acknowledgement of uncertainty in the population projections mentioned in the EIS
appears in the description of a sensitivity analysis of the growth rate which was
performed because “the projected level of growth is not a guarantee of future
conditions”. If planners, engineers and authors of the EIS recognize that “the projected
level of growth is not a guarantee of future conditions” then alternative demand
projections should have been considered, especially a more realistic and suitable
projection which might occur in a No Action Alternative environment. If the projected
demand is uncertain and impossible without the LPP, then that may obviate the
objective of the project and factor against the Action Alternatives. If, as mentioned
above, the system will again face deficits, low reliability and increased vulnerability by
2085, then an alternative should be considered which focuses on management by
implementing measures to reduce demands in a way which optimizes future system
reliability and population size? It is a fatal flaw of the EIS analysis to assess the No
Action Alternative using the same population projection as the Action Alternatives.
An important, although often unknown, fact about the population model used to project
the future demand is that it has “no external constraints” (The Utah Demographic and
Economic Model VERSION 2017 report). In other words, the projections are presented
as a potential maximum which may be possible only when all actual external limitations
(i.e. food, housing, transportation, energy, resources, etc.) are removed. The rubric by
which the No Action Alternative was judged to “result in adverse future water supply
reliability issues” is thereby inappropriate and incorrect because the assumption was
that “population growth continues in the region at levels projected by the KCGPI growth

0619-6

0619-6

cont'd Alternatives

0619
0619-7

scenario”. How likely is it that the population would follow the submitted projection if
residents, officials, planners, developers and resource managers knew that sufficient
water was unavailable or if the risk of drought and shortages were well understood? Or
if new water users were aware of the lifestyle and quality of life which they would have
to accept? The population model makes no consideration for such physical or
psychological effects. The conclusion that without LPP there will be supply deficits or
compromised system reliability cannot be made when the negative feedback of limited
water supply on livability, desirability, vulnerability, water demand and human population
are not considered. In other words, using the same population projection for both No
Action and Action alternatives is unrealistic and inappropriate.
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To properly assess the No Action Alternative, the population model should be improved
to include a constraint related to water resource system reliability and vulnerability and
public perception of water scarcity. Such a task is not trivial but neither is it beyond
practicality since the KCGPI is “committed to continuous improvement of [their]
projection process and model system. As time and resources allow, [they] will
incorporate additional data sources, innovations in theory and modeling techniques, and
more formal integration of economic migration dynamics as well as land, water, and
other constraints”.
0619-9

In summary, conclusions drawn in the EIS are invalid because of an inappropriate
method of evaluating the No Action Alternative and a failure to consider within the
Action Alternatives the effect of decreasing system reliability which will be caused by the
required means to repay the project. The need for LPP relies on and anticipates a
continuously increasing water demand which renders it oppugnant to its own objective
because it cannot be financed unless water demand increases sufficiently to pay for the
project, yet if demand increases enough to pay for the project then there will again be a
high risk of shortage at the end of the planning horizon (~2085). The means to pay for
the project are the same as the need for the project! Thus, if the means to pay for the
project are removed then the need is also eliminated. Extension of the assumptions
made to demonstrate the need of the project show that the result of a continuously
increasing water demand will be a water deficit just 10 years after the end of the project
planning period. Because of its anticipated, irreversible effect on long-term system
reliability this issue must be addressed. If a population projection more appropriate
under a No Action Alternative were used to assess future system reliability, then the No
Action Alternative may present itself as the most viable and sustainable alternative to
the region’s problems. The No Action Alternative was not appropriately nor properly
assessed in the EIS since an unrealistic population projection was used which assumes
that the region willfully grows itself into dire water scarcity. Unfortunately, it may not be
viewed as an inappropriate or improper assessment since that will be the 2085 situation
resulting from the Action Alternatives and acceptable to and promoted by the State of
Utah and the BOR.
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0620-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

scottndonnasmith@gmail.com
Sunday, August 16, 2020 3:39 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
scottndonnasmith@gmail.com
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline for St. George

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am firmly against the Lake Powell Pipeline for St. George. If the main reason we
“need” the pipeline is to support growth, then limit the growth or reduce water use. I
understand that each St George residents use an average of 300 gallons of water per
day. That means I should have used over 109,000 gallons of water this year. Add my
wife and it jumps to 218,000 gallons. I admit that’s a lot of water. However, my
Washington City water bill shows we only used 52,000 gallons over the past 12 months,
or 152 gallons per day. However, I can see where the rest of the water goes with all
the lush green lawns and golf courses, swimming pools, and the brand-new water park
being built – not to mention the 18-acre man-made lake being completed at the new
housing division “Desert Color”. Kudos however to the developers opting not to build a
golf course, which they estimated would have required 10 times a much water as the
lake.
Studies show that other than farming, the greatest water use is for lawns, golf courses,
landscaping and recreation. Rather than allow unbridled population growth which will
bring even more golf courses and lawns, and further tax our already-strained local State
Parks and other public facilities, why not limit growth and/or practice better water
conservation?
There are those who say we can not constrain unbridled growth. These voices are
mainly developers, whose sole objective is to maximize profit.
Everything is a trade-off. If the pipeline is built it will provide a green light than every
acre of land in the St George area is open for development. We have a wonderful
community. I have spent time in both Albuquerque and Tucson – with its horrible traffic
and crime. “If you build it, they will come”.
I am just one voice crying in the wilderness. There may be thousands of similar voices.
However, I have little hope the pipeline will not be built. Money talks louder than words
and at the end of the day I am certain the developers and politicians who work to bring
increased population to Utah, along with increased political representation in Congress,
will win the day. So go ahead and make your millions, build your pipeline and your
housing developments, swimming pools, golf courses and lakes. Sleep well at night
knowing you will have destroyed a wonderful community in the process.
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Signed - just a citizen.
Scott J. Smith
U.S. Army Retired
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0621-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Scott Plummer <scottplum@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 13, 2020 5:41 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline, DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

From: Scott Plummer
e-mail: scottplum@gmail.com

Before I moved to Santa Clara, UT 12 years agbo, I stopped by the City Building and asked
about the adequacy of the Santa Clara water supply. I was assured that the independent water
supply of the City of Santa Clara was more than enough for the City's needs and future growth. I
bought a house on a 1/4 acre lot as per the standard size in an older subdivision. Sometime later,
upon review of the statement from the City, I noticed that the City of Santa Clara was now a
member of the Washington County Water Conservation District. Since then the City of Santa
Clara has promoted the Lake Powell Pipeline as an essential project for the growth and wellbeing of the City and all of Washington County. I became more of a student about water-related
issues, and discovered an organization, Conserve Southwest Utah, which took an opposing point
of view, that the PP was not necessary and would be an enormous expense for residents of the
County, as well as a drag on the local economy and the economy of the State of Utah, the lender
of last resort.
A cartoon printed in the local paper, The Spectrum and Daily News, shows a concerned couple at
the end of a pipeline producing no water. This is perhaps the worst of all possible outcomes: a
one to two billion dollar pipeline, twice that with finance charges included -- and no
water. And even if it does yield some water, the estimates are it will increase taxes and triple
the cost of water for residents. This is a distinct possibility because the Colorado River drainage
has not produced the amount of water it was projected to produce, and with global warming
reducing inflows and the level of the Lake, some say inflows within 50 years could fall below 9
million acre feet, at which point Utah's share would be less than its current use.. It seems a very
risky proposition.
No one would argue with the proposition that the least expensive water is the water you do not
use. If we conserve water there will be enough even as we continue to grow. At the present time
we use 303 gallons of water per person per day, GPPD, far higher than other cities in the
Southwest, some of which use less that 200 GPPD and yet they have continued to grow and
prosper even as per water consumption and total consumption has gone down. We also know we
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have additional sources of water currently not being counted, for example, irrigation water from
farmland to be converted for residential and commercial use.
Many of us, and I include myself, have chosen to use water as though we do not live in a
desert. It is time, in my view, to make different choices that will reduce the use of water without
compromising quality of life -- and without the
enormous expense of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Scott Plummer
scottplum@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Duke Breitenbach <tenbach@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 10, 2020 4:15 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Subject: Lake Powell Pipeline comments..
1. Politicians should not dictate the LPP!!!
2. With our elected officials approving development after development in
Washington County, they are trying to force the LPP into existence
3. ‘If’ we live in a democratic state/county, why is the LPP issue not put up for a
vote by the citizens?
4. What happened to the idea to live within our means? Financially and natural
resources.
5. Washington Water District has always presented a very biased assessment of
the LPP project.. The costs are way underestimated.
6. All Utah Universities economists evaluated the project as too expensive for the
state of Utah to support
7. If approved it will be an extreme debt load for the entire state of Utah for years
to come.
8. Local water user bills estimated to go up 300-400% or more.
9. With current climate issues, will there be water available at Lake Powell?
10.
With the lower basin states consumption of the Colorado River water,
Utah’s entitlement to a percentage is irrelevant. The 1921 allotment of Colorado
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River water gives California a guaranteed number of acre feet per year. All other
states take a back seat to California’s mandatory allotment.
11.
Iron County has backed out of the pipeline process, with more costs
required of Washington County residence.
12.
There are alternative conservation measures that could be developed. As
example, look at the daily per capita use levels in other states compared to our
current 300 gal/day/capita.
13.
If Utah has to exercise its right to its established percentage, build a ‘short’
pipeline and develop Big
Water as a new community..
14.

Where does this leave Mexico in the pecking order?

15.
The current EIS does not address all of the issues. I understand the current
review is focused on environmental issues, but all of my above comments directly
are applicable to the EIS.
16.
The Washington County Water District has wasted enough money on LPP
studies over the years. It is time to just say NO and live within our resources.

Edward D. Breitenbach, PhD
1062 Mesa Vista Dr.
Ivins, UT 84738
435-773-8963
tenbach@yahoo.com
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Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
For nearly 40 years, I represented the state of Utah administering the appropriation and
distribution of Utah's water. During my tenure with the Division of Water Rights, I represented
the state and division through 11 legislative sessions that included a significant number of
water right bills and adopted legislation.
In my role as state engineer and director of the Utah Division of Water Rights, I did my best to
balance the demands of lawmakers, court rulings, irrigation companies, farmers, residents and
water districts that all have a stake in one of Utah's most precious natural resources - water.
The Bureau of Reclamation has similar responsibilities as it evaluates the costs and benefits of
the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).
The Utah Board of Water Resources holds the water right for the LPP. Utah has the right to
develop its 23% share of the upper basin allocation whenever the demand for such water
arises. The LPP would beneficially use 6% of the state's annual reliable supply. The amount of
water specifically available to the LPP is, in turn, subject to state administration. The mainstem
water right being used by LPP carries a priority that has never been curtailed or called out
pursuant to the state system of water rights administration. The LPP diversion from Lake Powell
represents a firm, reliable water supply.
Reclamation's modeling conducted in August 2018, considering future water uses in the upper
basin including the LPP, indicates a near 0% chance of a declared 1922 Compact shortage for
the upper basin through the year 2050 presuming hydrology remains similar to what the basin
has experienced over the last 100 years. On the other hand, if the future hydrology of the basin
is similar to the drier, hotter climate change predictions, and more closely resembles the last 30
years, including a period of historic drought, the probability of a declared 1922 Compact
shortage rises to less than 13% through the year 2050.
If temporary Colorado River supply interruptions arise due to a declared system shortage, the
Upper Colorado River Commission and the four upper basin states would determine how to
allocate upper basin water equitably based on a number of factors, including the Law of the
River, historic state water use, existing agreements and available scientific data. Each state
would determine how water users subject to its jurisdiction would share in the state's portion
of the available supply. It is anticipated that basic domestic needs would take priority.
Therefore, the Colorado River, in conjunction with other existing or planned supplies, is more
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0623-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
than capable of providing the water necessary to sustain the 10 communities who are
beneficiaries of the LPP project.

0623-1
Some challenge Utah's right to develop its unused Colorado River supply for the LPP. I'm
familiar with these arguments and have many years of experience defending the state's rights
in court. All basin states, including Utah, have the right to develop and use their water. The Lake
Powell Pipeline is essential to the wellbeing of all Washington County residents and to the
economic vitality of the state. Reclamation has conducted a thorough assessment of the
environmental and socioeconomic implications of several alternatives. The LPP Southern
Alternative represents the only feasible option for meeting future water demands of
Washington County with a more diverse and secure water supply.
Thank you.

s~,-l,.,,,v;::::::::::::::::.

Kent L. Jones, P.
11056 Copper Po nt Way
South Jordan, Utah 84095
kleroi7 4@gmail.com
August 14, 2020
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August 13, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Re: Lake Powell Pipeline Project (LPP)
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support advancing the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) project. I am one of the
founding partners of Snow Jensen & Reece in St. George, the largest locally owned and
headquartered law firm in southern Utah. I am the past Chair of the W,ashington County
Economic Development Council, past president of the Utah State Bar arid currently serve
in the Utah House of Representatives.
Most southern Utah residents depend exclusively on a single river basin to supply
water. If water quality or quantity problems arise with that one source, it places these
communities at great risk. The LPP introduces one of the state's most reliable water
sources-the Colorado River-into the region, helping to ensure uninterrupted water
delivery to homes and businesses now and in the future.
Utah has .a right to develop its currently unused Colorado River water resources,
as has been done .i n other states and as is supported by our elected officials. In the 2020
legislative session, I was privileged to cosponsor House Concurrent Resolution 22 that
reads, in part, "Utah has not fully developed and placed to beneficial consumptive use its
portion of the [Colorado River] Compact allocation; the future development and use by
Utah of the state's portion of the Compact allocation will be necessary to meet the needs
of an expanding economy and growing population ... Utah intends to use its currently
available and fu:ture water ~upplies in an efficient and responsible ~armer."
·u~ing·a ~niaUportion.(6%) ofUtah's arnmal reliable supply of Colorado River
water will ensure a reliable, diverse water supply for Utah's driest and fastest-growing
region-Washington County.
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Washington County grew 30 percent during the past decade and currently has
nearly 200,000 residents. All economic indicators signal strong, continued growth and the
state's population projections estimate the county could nearly triple over the next 40
years. This projected growth for Washington County requires that we make the
investment in water development and infrastructure necessary to serve the critical needs
of our residents, and to accommodate our economic growth.
Some who oppose the LPP do not live in Washington County. While all input
must be evaluated and is valued as part of this process, it is critical that local needs are
considered. Special interest groups and those who do not have a vested interest in our
community cannot dictate the quality oflife in southern Utah. It is the job of the water
district in Washington County to ensure citizens have clean and reliable water. Prior
planning has allowed the communities to have an ample water supply today; now is the
time to make sure future generation do as well.
History has demonstrated that the State of Utah can develop large infrastructure
projects economically while respecting environmental resources. The state has funded
more than 1,500 regional water projects-all of them have been repaid. In 2015, the
legislature created a Water Infrastructure Restricted Account to assist in funding water
projects that will generate approximately $40 million a year.
Our community is best served by also promoting water conservation. Residents in
Washington County have made great progress in reducing water use. In fact, the county
was the first in the state to surpass the Governor's 25 percent water conservation goal by
reducing water use 30 percent since 2000. This progress is significant given this region's
outdoor irrigation season is four months longer than northern Utah. The district and its
municipal partners have invested more than $70 million in recent conservation efforts and
are committed to doing more.
The LPP is critically important to our region. That's why I'm asking the Bureau
of Reclamation to approve the Southern Alternative in the draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Lake Powell Pipeline and issue its Record of Decision for the project.
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August 6, 2020
Rick Baxter
Program Manager
United States Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Re:

Lake Powell Pipeline

Dear Mr. Baxter:
On behalf of the Board of Trustees of the Washington County Water Conservancy District, I
would like to thank you and your team at the Bureau of Reclamation for the thoughtful and
comprehensive analysis you have conducted on the Lake Powell Pipeline project. The board
approved this letter by motion during our August 5, 2020 meeting and authorized me to
sign and submit it to you. We appreciate the opportunity to summarize why a second
reliable source of water is critical to Washington County.
As board members, each of us has a legal and fiduciary duty to provide a safe, adequate,
and reliable water supply for the people of Washington County. This obligation is imposed
on us by Utah state law and delegated to us by the elected leaders who appointed us to
serve. We consider the project to be of historic significance to our district and county.
The importance of a second water source
Washington County's water currently comes exclusively from the Virgin River drainage.
The drainage is a single, hydrologically connected source that is almost completely
allocated, leaving no available supply to meet the demands of future growth. Also, its
reliability varies having endured years of drought mixed with occasional floods . Climate
change studies suggest that the drainage could face even greater unpredictability in the
future.
The county's population has been growing rapidly and demographic experts forecast that it
will continue to do so. We began working on the Lake Powell Pipeline several years ago
when it became apparent that water from the Virgin River drainage would not meet the
needs of our growing population. The need for a second source is even more crucial as our
population expands because even more people will be harmed when our original source
becomes inadequate.
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To account for unforeseen contingencies, we include a 15-year planning reserve in our
water demand projections. This planning reserve is consistent with standard water
management practices and is essential to mitigate the risk of a shortage. Given that water
projects take a long time to permit, plan, and construct, a 15-year reserve gives us time to
respond when unforeseen events occur.
By seeking to diversify and strengthen the reliability of our water supply, the district is
taking the same reasonable planning measures practiced by other prudent water managers.
Every water user, from the small farmer to the municipal or regional water supplier,
understands the importance of having a supplemental source of water. This is not a novel
concept. Gas and electric utilities also strive to diversify their supply - and no utility is
more vital to survival than water. Extensive academic literature recognizes the symbiotic
relationship between a reliable water supply and the economic and social viability of a
community.1
For instance, water managers throughout the west recognize the importance of diversifying
their water supply to mitigate the risks of relying exclusively on a single, variable source.
Arizona built a 350-mile canal to bring Colorado River water to cities including Tucson and
Phoenix. Colorado constructed new infrastructure to import out-of-basin water to cities
such as Denver, Colorado Springs, Boulder, and others. California also built canals and
pipelines to deliver second water sources throughout the state.
Much like these water suppliers, we have been working diligently to avoid the economic and
social impacts that would result from a water shortage. We have carefully studied our
current resources and calculated how far we can extend our existing supply by maximizing
reuse, converting agricultural water to culinary water, and pursuing conservation
measures.
Even though we are implementing all three of these strategies, their combined results will
not meet the need of our growing population.
For example, the amount of water we can capture for reuse is limited by the amount of
water already available from the Virgin River drainage system. We are expanding the
capacity of our reuse plant, but without a second source there will not be enough water.
Climate change projections heighten this problem.
Likewise, we cannot meet our future water demand through conversion of agricultural to
culinary water. We are acquiring agricultural water when we can, but there is not enough
to meet our need even ifwe dry up all the county's agricultural land. Also, we cannot
guarantee that we can obtain agricultural water without the coercive use of condemnation.
Further, our agricultural water is not suitable for culinary purposes due to natural
contamination from local hot springs. Treating the agricultural water requires reverse
osmosis technology that is more environmentally impactful and costly than the Lake Powell
Pipeline. Finally, we do not want to destroy the agricultural heritage and economic
contribution of our family farms.
Conservation is also an important part of meeting our future water supply needs . But,
without a second source, there will be too little water no matter how much we conserve. We
could mathematically divide our current water supply across our projected population to

0625

August 6, 2020
Bureau of Reclamation, page 3 of 4

create a hypothetical "conservation" goal. But that goal would create an illusion that
damages the social and economic viability of our community. An unrealistic conservation
goal would foster the appearance of adequate water on paper, thereby undermining
planning for the delivery of actual water.
A conservation goal must protect against the harmful consequences of underestimating
future demand. To realistically account for conservation in the years ahead, we established
a goal of an additional 20 percent reduction in per capita daily use through 2060. The 20
percent goal recognizes that we have already substantially reduced our per capita water
use by 30 percent between 2000 and 2018. The 20 percent conservation goal reflects:
•
•
•
•

our recognition that the easiest conservation actions have already been achieved;
our understanding that we lack legal authority to impose mandatory conservation
requirements;
the advice of economists regarding how water rate increases affect consumer
demand; and
how residents respond to conservation incentives due to evolving attitudes and
developing technology.

An independent evaluation by an internationally recognized water conservation
organization concluded that our conservation plan compares favorably with those of our
peers. 2 Further, our goal takes into account and aligns well with the state of Utah's recently
updated regional water conservation goals. 3
The district's conservation goal is not static. We will monitor and adjust our conservation
efforts as events unfold. Ifwe conserve more water than expected by 2060, our descendants
will have more flexibility in planning and responding to contingencies. But, ifwe wrongfully
anticipate more conservation than we can realistically achieve, we will saddle our
descendants with enormous social and economic hardship.
Even though the district is maximizing reuse, converting agricultural water, and pursuing
a realistic conservation goal, none of these strategies will produce more water. Without a
second source, these strategies:
•
•
•
•
•

will not protect against single system failure;
will not secure a supply buffer to insulate against regulatory changes, more rapid
population growth, or more extreme climate variability;
cannot be implemented without significant cost to our community exceeding that of
the Lake Powell Pipeline;
will potentially harm environmental values, create heat islands and reduce local
return flows; and
will undermine community values associated with recreation, parks, and open
spaces.

As we have studied these issues, we have sought the advice of qualified economists,
engineers, demographers, climatologists, and hydrologists. We have analyzed multiple
contingencies and uncertainties. We have tried to examine our biases, challenge our
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assumptions, and eliminate our blind spots. We have included an attachment with this
letter that illustrates a variety of the scenarios we have considered.
After carefully weighing many variables, we have concluded that relying solely on reuse,
agricultural conversion, and conservation is a risky bet that will not meet our county's
future water needs. That is why our top priority is obtaining a reliable second source of
supply.
In our judgement, securing water from the Colorado River via the Lake Powell Pipeline is
the best alternative for the people of Washington County.

Ed Bowler
Chair, Board of Trustees
Washington County Water Conservancy District

Attachment: Comparison of alternatives spreadsheet
E.g., Racher, Robert S., White Paper, The Value of Water Supply Reliability in the CII Sector (2015).
Maddaus Water Management, Water Conservation Programs: A Comparative Evaluation (2018).
3 Utah Division of Water Resources, Utah's Regional M&l Water Conservation Goals (2019).
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Comparison Tables: Lake Powell Pipeline versus No Second Source
Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Median Climate Change Scenario
lake Powell Pipeline

Water Supplies'
(S0th Percentile Climate Scenario' for Existing, Planned and Ag Supplies)

Culinary Water

Secondary Water

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

a.sos

72,842

Existing and Planned Supply'
Existing Supply

59,172
13,670

Planned Supply Projects

Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse
Additional Reuse
Aericultural Water Transfers due to Conversion to Urban Lancf
Additional Aericulture Water Transfers lbuvln• or lon•-term leasln•l"
Lake Pawell Pipeline
Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply
Water Demand

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population
Growth)'·'

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Sho rtage

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population Growth
plus 15-Year Reserve)'·'·•

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage

8,505
0
7,300
28,830
10,080
0
0

0
0
0
0
86,249
159,091
213,806
Lake Powell Pipeline

No Second Source
Secondary Water
(acre-feet/year)

Culinary Water
(acre-feet/year)
72,842
59,172
13,670
0
0
0
0
0

a.sos
8,505
0
7,300
9,600
10,080
0
0

72,842
108,327
No Second Source

54,715

35,485

Culinary Waterh

Secondary Waterh

Culinary Water"

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

Secondary Water"
(acre-feet/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34.403

20,3SS

2,SS0

44,519

90,687

10,196

-17,845

104,395

142,408

51,043

1,082
3,932

71,398

139,995

135,262

184,S13

19,096

44,57S
-9,090
-26,935

29,293

Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Drier Oimate Change Scenario
lake Powell Pipeline
No Second Source
Water Supplies'
Secondary Water
Secondary Water
Culinary Water
Culinary Water
(10th Percentile Climate Scenario• for Existing, Planned and Ag Supplies)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

52,880

Existing and Planned Supply'

8,50S

41,252
11,628

Existing Supply
Planned Supply Projects

8,505
0

Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse

139,129
186,59S

Lake Powell Pipeline
Water Demand

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population
Growth}'·'

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/Shortage

2060Demand
(Baseline Population Growth

Total Demand

plus 15-Year Reserve)""

Total Supply Surplus/Shortage

8,505
8,505
0

7,300
28,830
2,831
0
0
47,466

0
0
0
0
86,249

Additional Reuse
Agricultural Water Transfers due to Conversion to Urban Lan cf
0
Additional Aerlculture Water Transfers lbuvine or lone-term leasine)
Lake Powell Pipeline'
Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply

52,880
41,252
11,628

7,300
9,600
2,831
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
S2,880
81,116

28,236

No Second Source

Culinary Water"
· (acre-feet/year)

Secondary Water"
(acre-feet/year)

Culinary Water•
(acre-feet/year)

Secondary Water"
(acre-feet/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34.403

13,107

-17,113

44,519

90,687

2,948

-37,807

104,39S

142,408

31,081

I
44,187

139,995

2,082

-6,167
44,575

13S,262

184,513

-866

I
-23,279

-16.338
-54,146

Assumes 10,080 acre-feet of agricultural conversion under the No Second Source Scenario
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Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Median Climate Change Scenario
Lake Powell Pipeline
No Second Source
Culinary Water
Culinary Water
Secondary Water
Secondary Water
(50th Percentile Climate Scenario' for Existing, Planned and Ag Supplies)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
Water Supplies'

Existing and Planned Supply'
Existing Supply
Planned Supply Projects
Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse
Additional Reuse
Agricultural Water Transfers due to Conversion to Urban Land"
Additional Aerlculture Water Transfers fbuvine or lone-term leaslnel"
La ke Powell Pipeline
Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply
Water Demand

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population
Growth)"-'

72,842

8,505

59,172
13,670

8,505
0

1S9,091
213,806
Lake Powell Pipeline

Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage

2060Demand
(Baseline Population Growth

Total Demand

plus 15-Year Reserve)'-'·•

Total Supply Surplus/Shortage

8,505

8,505
0

7,300
28,830
10,080
0
0

0
0
0
0
86,249

7,300
9,600
13,600
9,600
0

0
0
0
0
0

54,715

72,842
121,447
No Second Source

48,605

Secondary Waterh
(acre-feet/year)

Culinary Water"

Secondary Water"

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34,403

Culinary Water•
Total Demand

72,842

59,172
13,670

142,408

51,043

104,395

20,355

2,850

44,519

90,687

10,196

-17,845

14,202
17,052

71,398

139,995

135,262

184,513

19,096

44,575
4,030
-13,815

29,293

Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Drier Climate Change Scenario
Lake Powell Pipeline
No Second Source
Secondary Water
Culinary Water
Secondary Water
Culinary Water
(10th Percentile Climate Scenario' for Existing, Planned and Ag Supplies)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-fe et/year)
(acre-feet/year)
Water Supplies'

Existing and Planned Supply'
Existing Supply
Planned Supply Projects
Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse
Additional Reuse
Agricultural Water Transfers due to Conversion to Urban Land"
Additional Aericulture Water Transfers fbuvine or lone-term leasine)•
Lake Powell Pioeline'
Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply
Water Demand

52,880

8,505

41,252
11,628

8,505
0

139,129
186,S9S
Lake Powell Pipeline

Total Demand

Growth)'-'

Total Supply Su rplus/ Shortaee

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population Growth
plus 15-Year Reserve)'-'-<

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/Shortage

7,300
9,600
3,820
2,697
0

0
0
0
0
0

47,466

S2,880
84,802

31,922

No Second Source

Culinary Water"

(acre-feet/year)

Secondary Water•
(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

Secondary Water•
(acre-feet/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34,403

13,107

-17,113

44,519

90,687

2,948

-37,807

Culinary Water•

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population

8,505
0

7,300
28,830
2,831
0
0

0
0
0
0
86,249

8,505

52,880

41,252
11,628

142,408

31,081

I

1D4,39S

44,187

139,995
184,513

-866

I
2,082

I
-19,594

-2,481
44,575

135,262

I
-50,460

-12,653

Assumes 23,200 acre-feet of agricultural conversion under the No Second Source Scenario
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Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Median Climate Change Scenario
Lake Powell Pipeline

Water Supplies'

(50th Percentile Climate Scenario• for Existing, Planned and Ag Supplies)

Secondary Water

Culinary Water

(acre-feel/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

8,505

72,842

Existing and Planned Supply'
Existing Supply

59,172
13,670

Planned Supply Projects

Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse
Additional Reuse
Agricultural Water Transfers due to Conversion to Urban Land"
Additional A•riculture Water Transfers lbuvin• or lon•-term leasln•l"
Lake Powell Pipeline
Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply
Water Demand
2060 Demand
(Baseline Population
Growth)'·'

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population Growth
plus 15-Year Reserve)'·'·•

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage

No Second Source
Secondary Water

Culinary Water

(acre-feet/year)

72,842

8,505

59,172
13,670

8,505
0
0
0
0
0
86,249

7,300
28,830
10,080
0
0

159,091

S4,71S

8,505
0
0
0
0
0
0

7,300
9,600
13,600
21,600
0

72,842

60,60S

133,447

213,806
Lake Powell Pipeline

No Second Source

Culinary Water"

Secondary Waler"

Culinary Water"

Secondary Water"

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34,403
104,39S

142,408

51,043

2,850

20,355

26,202
29,0S2

71,398

139,995

44,519

90,687

10,196

-17,845

13S,262

184,Sl3

19,096

44,S75
16,030
-1,815

29,293

Washington County 2060 Supply and Demand under Drier Oimate Change Scenario
No Second Source
Lake Powell Pipeline
Water Supplies'
Culinary Water
Secondary Water
Culinary Water
Secondary Water
(10th Percentile Climate Scenario• for Existing, Planned a nd Ag Supplies)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)
(acre-feet/year)

41,252
11.628

Existing Supply
Planned Supply Projects

8,505
0

Subtotal 2060 Supply
Total 2060 Supply
Water Demand

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population Growth
plus 15-Year Reserve)'·',.

Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage
Total Demand
Total Supply Surplus/ Shortage

52;880

8,505

41,252
11,628

8,505
0

0
0
0
0
86,249

7,300
28,830
2,831
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

7,300
9,600
3,820
6,067
0

139,129

47,466

52,BB0

35,293

Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse
Additional Reuse
Agricultural Water Transfers due to Conversion lo Urban Land°
Additional A~riculture Water Transfers (buvine or lone-term leas in~)•
Lake Powell Pioeline'

2060 Demand
(Baseline Population
Growth)..,

8,505

52,880

Existing and Planned Supply'

186,595
Lake Powell Pipeline

88,172
No Second Source

Culinary Water"

Secondary Water•

Culinary Water'

Secondary Water•

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-feet/year)

(acre-fe et/year)

108,048

34,360

69,992

34,403
104,39S

142,408

31,081

13,107

-17.113

44,519

90,687

2,948

-37,807

2,082

44,575
135,262

184,513

-866

890
-16,223

44,187

139,995

-9,282
-47,089

Assumes 35,200 acre-feet of agricultural conversion under the No Second Source Scenario
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water supplies for thJ. •. LakL PJ.ve11··:Pipkline alternative are from UDWRe's 2016 Water Needs Assessment. Projected water supplies for the No Second
Source lte native are based on
a~d afsu1pti9ns from Western Resource Advocate's 2013 study. Any revisions to the 2013 assumptions are described in

dala

I ! ,

subseq~n notes.
. :
b - VirITT!'l ver climate change see. arifs \'4:re provided by Reclamation (2014). UDWRe modeled the climate change scenarios in the Virgin River Daily Simulation

W

Model
cilrnlate changes i.n reliaple ',iiel~)f~r ~he Sand Hollov'. Reservoir/Quail Cree_k Reservoir projects. It was assumed that effects on future. Ash Creek Pipeline
sup~y ~d 10gnculture supplies wo~ld ije s1rn1lar as these supplies originate from similar sources as Sand Hollow Reservoir/Quail Creek Reservoir supplies. Current and
futufi, gtoJ,dwater and secondar\f water supplies were not adjusted for climate change in this analysis, but the reliable yield from these supplies may decrease as well
,._.

;:

•

i

'

-

\

unde;t g;l1mtte change.:·,
j
;
:
c - l:,/9stfoglmd planneo:supplies fat th1= No Secbnd Source alternative were originally equal to UDWRe's draft estimates (WRA 2013). These supplies are assumed to be
,

•

i

•

,

l

equa1 t9'.·U~WRe'scfina(estimates in the 2016 Water Needs Assessment.
-~ '<•' l'. ,;, ~· :~, '-! d - ~~lil3'~le agrg:ult~raj)N,iti:r ,available for transfer to M&I use has been estimated to be up to 23,200 acre-feet per year (Olds 2018). The No Second Source alternative
ass~ifi.therei,muld ~.~· ui[to-SS,200 c1creifeet per year available (WRA 2013).
e - Baseline population growth for the WCWCD service area is calculated from the the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute 2017 projection (Gardner 2018). The baseline
population for the WCWCD service area in 2060 is projected to be 458,960 people. The high population for the service area, also calculated from the Kern C. Gardner
Policy Institute projections, is 490,827 people. The Lake Powell Pipeline alternative demand projection is based on a 240 total system GPCD by year 2060 (UDWRe
2018). The No Second Source alternative is based on a 176 total system GPCD by year 2060 (WRA 2013).

f - The Lake Powell Pipeline alternative demand projection is based on a 240 total system GPCD by year 2060 (UDWRe 2018). The No Second Source alternative is based
on a 176 total system GPCD by year 2060 (WRA 2013).
g - The WCWCD has adopted a policy to plan for and maintain a 15-year reserve supply, which is equal to the projected demand at a given year plus 15-years (e.g.
reserve demand in 2060 would be the demand projected for 2075). Planning and maintaining a water supply reserve is practiced by most large water providers to
ensure a reliable water supply under uncertain future conditions.
h - Culinary and secondary demand ratios for the LPP alternative are from WCWCD service area 2015 water use data. Culinary and secondary demand ratios for the No
Second Source alternative are from Western Resource Advocate's 2013 study.
i - All Colorado River water users, including the State of Utah, understand that there is some uncertainty associated with the use of Colorado River water. Should there
not be enough water in the system to meet all lawful state allocations, the basin states intend to work cooperatively in an effort to establish criteria, consistent with the
Law of the River, for the equitable sharing of any such shortages. Each state will then decide how best to address any shortfall amongst users within its boundaries
should the state's individual allocation prove inadequate. To mitigate the risks and uncertainties associated with this water supply, the State of Utah is actively
participating in regional water supply strategies including the development of drought contingency plans and the renegotiation of the interim guidelines. In addition, the
2012 Colorado River Basin Study identifies a number of other "options and strategies to resolve supply and demand imbalances" and encourages the Compact states
and stakeholders to work together in advancing the same. That work has been ongoing and continues to this day.
Sources:
Utah Department of Water Resources. 2018. Water Needs Assessment: Demond and supply Update. FERCfiling, Project P-12966. November 16.
Western Resources Advocates. 2013. The Local Waters Alternative to the Lake Powell Pipeline. March 13.
Western Resource Advocates. 2018. Western Resource Advocates' Comments on the Original Licensing Proceeding for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. November 16.
Bureau of Reclamation. 2014. Virgin River Climate Change Analysis Statistical Analysis of Streomf/ow Projections. Katrina Grantz. March 26.
Olds, J.O. 2018. Evaluation of the Potential Conversion of Irrigation Water to Municipal Use in the Virgin River Basin, Washington County, Utah. December 2018.
Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute. 2018. Tehcnical Memorandum: Washington County Long-Term Projection Scenarios. January 30.
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0627-1 Climate Change - General
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alice Newberry <alicemnewberry@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 4:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office (BOR)
The Colorado River Compact is a 1922 agreement among seven U.S. states, including Utah,
governing the -allocation of the -water rights to the river's water to those states as well as federal
rights and Mexico. (usbr.gov)

Utah has already over allocated water rights for their share of the physical water in the
Colorado River watershed. The LPP water right is junior in priority to several Utah tribal rights
as well as federal water rights and the Lower Basin states and Mexico. These are only some of
the senior water rights, but it is clear that the water right being used by LPP isn’t high enough to
guarantee water will be available long term. Further, the average flow of the Colorado River
has declined nearly 20 percent over the past century making the likelihood of water availability
even more questionable.
By approving the LPP, the BOR is undermining tribal rights, which are senior, but tribes have
been historically and tragically ignored. The BOR owes it to these tribes, as well as the other
states in the Colorado River Compact to make sure that Utah can meet its obligation to supply
water to the Lower Basin. The BOR has not reviewed the determinations of water availability in
the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS must be rewritten to include this before the project goes any
further.
Climate change has already affected the amount of water in the Colorado River and will
continue to do so. This is clarified in an article in the 8-7-2020 Washington Post, entitled
“This giant climate hot spot is robbing the West of its water”. In this article the point is made
that climate change is not universal but specific: there are counties in Western Colorado and
Eastern Utah that are already at 2 degrees C over the limit established in the 2015 Paris
accord. The 20 year drought in these counties is part of the problem; whether that is due to
the climate change or not, it too has affected the water supply.
As an illustration of other risks of the LPP, my family’s ranch in central Western Colorado has
water rights on the Gunnison River, which flows into the Colorado River in Grand Junction,
Colorado. As a child, I knew that other ranchers sued one another almost constantly regarding
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water use. The likelihood that the LPP will cause increased litigation is tremendous . The likely
cost to the state of Utah as well as those parties with competing rights to the water is also
tremendous. This is foolish, particularly since there is scant likelihood that there will even be
enough physical water to utilize this expensive pipeline by the time it is built.
Sincerely yours,
Alice M Newberry, PhD
alicemnewberry@gmail.com
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0628-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rebecca B. <beckyebostick@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 2:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am wanting to reach out to let my opinion and opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline be
known. I do not feel it is necessary or required and that it is our moral obligation to conserve the
water we already have via the virgin river and the expensive construction of a giant pipeline is
unnecessary. Due to climate change and population growth is is necessary to conserve water.
Washington county does very little to conserve water. Water conservation should be pushed and
people should be educated on this necessary practice instead of spending our tax dollars to
construct a pipeline that is unwanted and unnecessary.
Given the current political climate and the Black Lives Matter movement it would be especially
cruel and callous to construct this pipeline that is opposed by Native American people. Please
reconsider further consideration of the pipeline and demonstrate to the rest of the country that
Utah is capable of thinking of our future and humanity. Thank you for your time.

Rebecca E. Bostick
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From: Bret Goodfellow <deuce2ii@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2020 9:23 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau,
Washington County UT continues to be one of the West’s most wasteful water users. Our residents use
water at a rate of 303 gallons per capita per day (GPCD), far exceeding the national average of 179
GPCD. Clearly there is room for improvement. it’s time to turn down the tap, not a fire hose!
Thank you,
Bret Goodfellow
Hurricane, UT
Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone
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From:

Doug Hacker <Doug.Hacker@utah.edu>

Sent:

Tuesday, August 18, 2020 9:42 AM

To:

LPP, BOR-sha-PRO

Subject:

[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Who will be the one to drink that last cup of water from the Colorado River? More importantly,
when will that last cup be swallowed? This seems farfetched when you are on the banks of the
river in Colorado where the river runs wildly, but follow the river to its mouth in the Gulf of
California, and this doesn’t seem so farfetched at all. In 1922, the delta at the mouth of the
Colorado extended over 3,000 square miles. Today, barely 250 square miles are covered, and
what exists is choked off with invasive plants and mud flats, and a once abundant variety of
shellfish, shrimp, and waterfowl has dramatically decreased. When too much of a limited water
source is used, overused, and misused, the result is simple: It disappears. You don’t need
science to figure that one out. Just use your eyes.
A recent report from the United States Geological Survey was printed in the prestigious journal
Science that presented two scenarios on the fate of the Colorado River. The first, with warmer
temperatures resulting from climate change, the flowage of the Colorado by 2050 could be
reduced by 14-26%. The second, and the more likely, is that the flowage could be reduced by
19-31%. That cup of water will be 1/3 empty for those who take seriously the projections of a
quickly diminishing resource; or it will be 2/3 full for those who continue to think that resources
are boundless. This second optimistic outlook is shared by the Bureau of Reclamation, which
has not shown that Lake Powell as a second source of water is reliable and that the Lake Powell
Pipeline can be a permanent water supply. By January, Lake Powell will dip by 16 feet. Because
of the “V” shaped structure of the canyons holding Lake Powell, a similar loss of water in the
next several years will result in considerably greater dips in the lake. Continued losses of water,
creating a “ring around the lake” effect, will deter considerably from the aesthetics of the lake
and from the navigation of the lake, with once sunken islands becoming navigational
headaches. When my investments in the stock market plunge and continue to plunge, I have
neither a reliable nor permanent source of income. The water from Lake Powell is not a
reliable source of water nor is it a permanent source. These are adverse effects, and the
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Bureau of Reclamation has not evaluated reasonable alternatives to the pipeline that would
avoid or minimize these adverse effects.
Anything that has managed to survive in a desert, plant or animal, has learned one critical
lesson: you must conserve water or die. Whether it is hubris or ignorance, humankind seems
not to have learned this lesson. Before someone reaches into my pockets and the pockets of
every taxpayer in Utah for the 1.2 to 3.0 billion dollars to pay for the Lake Powell Pipeline, why
not try conservation? Conservation of water resources in a desert is an ecologically sound
strategy and far less expensive than the proposed pipeline. The Bureau of Reclamation has not
given sufficient consideration to water conservation as an alternative to the pipeline and must
expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the current reality and achievements
by other southwest communities. Washington County uses 303 gallons of water per capita per
day; the national average is 179 gallons per capita per day. Washington County’s 2065 usage
goal, based on a 2019 Utah Division of Water Resources regional conservation plan, would still
be 259 gallons per person per day. Other communities such as Las Vegas have dramatically
reduced water usage by treating and recycling the water they use for flushing toilets, running
dishing washers, and using water-wise plumbing. Las Vegas also replaced almost 305,000
square miles of grass with landscaping compatible with desert conditions. Does Washington
County really need to have 12 golf courses? Thinking back to the last cup of water from the
Colorado, do we really want to use that last precious cup to water the grass on the ninth hole?
Serious consideration and reconsideration must be given to the Lake Powell Pipeline before this
expensive and ill-conceived project comes to fruition. We live in a desert. Let’s survive in this
desert but wisely conserving our dwindling water resources.
Douglas J. Hacker
doug.hacker@utah.edu
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0632-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Evelyn Johnson <ejjohnson4568@att.net>
Friday, August 21, 2020 3:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Bureau of Reclamation:
Topic 1: BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County needs
a “second source” of water and then made this a critical purpose and need for the LPP,
thus rejecting water conservation alternatives.
My comment: Rarely do cities have second sources of water. Was this decision made
without adequate research? Long-range and time-tested research requires lengthy and
meticulous probing of all sources used to made a decision; has this been done?
Topic 2: BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water
conservation alternative.
My comment: Water conservation can be accomplished using many
methods. Economics dictates what communities can endure and afford. Indianapolis
has upon various occasions used conservation as a favorable method to avoid extreme
costs and inconveniences.
Topic 6: Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical
water within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely
prevent use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.
My comment: Water rights are not negotiable unless all parties concerned are given
sufficient input. This is mandatory. Environmental and economic impacts affect local
residents, not governmental bureaus in a far off region. Give consideration to the
pocketbooks of the citizens who must live with hastily-made decisions. Uprooting
people because of poor choices can affect the growth of any community.
Evelyn Johnson
Ejjohnson4568@att.net
Indianapolis, IN 46240
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

April Johnson <fallasleepandwakeup@hotmail.com>
Sunday, August 23, 2020 7:33 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Find below my comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS:
The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable alternatives, did not adequately address
public concerns raised in scoping, and did not include an objective analysis of the environmental and
economic impacts the project will have on the residents of Washington County and the state of Utah.
1) BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County needs a “second source”
of water and then made this a critical purpose and need for the LPP, thus rejecting water conservation
alternatives.





The BOR must show that a “second source” of water is reliable; that water will be
available in Lake Powell and that the LPP can be a permanent water supply.
The BOR’s analysis of the security of the water supply for the LPP does not demonstrate
that Lake Powell will be a reliable “second source”; it doesn’t meet the test for scientific
integrity and accuracy of information required by NEPA.
The BOR must provide examples of other communities with reasonable GPCD demand
and which have similarly large watersheds and that have a “second source” of water
before asserting that Washington County must have such a second source.
I have lived in numerous communities, albeit smaller in size than St. G, with no second
water source. These communities managed to grow and thrive by limiting municipal
water permits, building small reservoirs for storage, and
encouraging/researching/promoting water conservation. The BOR rep in the scoping
meetings seemed desperate to maintain that the BOR didn't come up with this pipeline
idea but is simply been tasked with implementing a project designed and desired by the
Utah DWR. Is this how our government is supposed to work? The State spends millions
strong arming a federal agency to implement something the State's constituents don't
want? When was there an opportunity to say NO, we don't want this project and would
prefer you focus on water conservation? Have you been to Washington County? Have
you seen how many green lawns are sitting in the 100 degree red desert? It's insanity.
Saying that a second water source is needed by a county that has made little effort to
conserve this precious resource is selfish, greedy, and bullying. Washington County
(WaCo) needs to approach 50-70% conservation before we consider giving them more.
Where is their rip-out-your-lawn incentive program? Where are the stringent

0633-1

0633

requirements on new construction? Where is the incentive program for replacing
plumbing fixtures in older houses? Where are the limits on growth? The limits on
municipal water permits? They are not even trying and you're rewarding them? They
are already sucking one water source dry (the Virgin River) and you want to give them
another one? Is there no way to consider a conditional or provisional permit that
refuses to initiate LPP construction until certain conservation thresholds are met?
I find all of this particularly concerning in light of the tentative future of Lake Powell.
This DEIS fails to address the viability of Lake Powell as a long-term water source,
specifically in light of climate change and the multi-state strain that will be put on the
already over-allocated Colorado River. It does not address how pumping will effect
recreation on Lake Powell. The communities of Big Water including Amangiri, Under
Canvas, and other new subdivisions are expanding on the western shores of Lake Powell
and the highway is a steady stream of boats from in and out of state. My understanding
is that there is already a significant bottleneck in the Lake for boats trying to get
upstream due to low lake levels. Why does WaCo's desire for more water supersede
boater access to the tributaries of Lake Powell? As temperatures rise, Lake Powell gets
busier and busier. This DEIS fails to address the economic impact sticking a straw in the
reservoir will have on gateway communities.
This DEIS also does not address how flow releases from Glen Canyon will affect the Long
Term ecosystem, monitoring, flow plans passed by Grand Canyon National Park and
other stakeholders. There seems to be little concern or regard for how modified flows
will affect the Grand Canyon ecosystem which is already struggling. A true, thorough EIS
needs to address how environmental targets and optimal flow releases will be altered if
LPP pumping is allowed to occur. Beaches below Glen Canyon are already severely
depleted due to a homogenous and untimely hydrograph resulting from the dam. Flash
floods aren't moving organic material downstream as they did historically. And this
deficiency in organic material is affecting invertebrate diversity. Humpback chub
populations are precarious and now facing threats from this proposed project as well as
3 proposed dams on the Little CO River. It is all connected - don't you see? If Lake Foul
water levels are reduced due to the LPP, how will this affect dam operation and flow
releases? You don't get to ignore this question. I have studied the effects of dams
extensively and this section of the CO River is already deeply compromised. We are
spending millions to study the river corridor and working hard within what little wiggle
room we've squeezed out of dam operators to ensure commercial and private boaters
have beaches to land on, humpback chubs have enough bugs to eat, and to try to
encourage native plant colonization vs. widespread tamarisk invasion. The LPP puts all
of this progress in jeopardy and vastly limits what few management tools we have left
to preserve the health of this ecosystem downstream of an inherently detrimental
dam.
This DEIS also fails to address local and regional traffic flow which will invariably be
adversely impacted by the construction of this project. It fails to discuss major digging
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and blasting through the Coxcomb or how such activities will adversely impact the
adjacent wilderness study areas.
Generally speaking, our NEPA process fails to address the cumulative and landscapescale impacts of projects such as these, but that should not be seen as a default to move
forward. NEPA is fraught with inadequacies, but it is all we've got to force an informed
conversation when considering projects. As we speak, there are conservatives nationwide (including UT Senator Mike Lee) that are adverse to regulation and hell-bent on
weakening and dismantling the NEPA process. They see it as an obstruction to
"progress" and an obstruction to big projects and unfettered environmental
degradation. Again, I get it - I used to work for the feds. But we do not currently have
any way to say NO as a community, as a state, as the American people to these projects.
Like FERC, the BOR does not have the authority to just say NO. This is a failure of our
process, not a particular agency. Why aren't we having public comment before a permit
is submitted? Why isn't the default no, but if you prove you have the support of the
people, then yes? Until we have something like that in place, we must armor and
improve NEPA, not dismantle and weaken it.
2) BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation
alternative.











The BOR only analyzed a very narrow “No Action” alternative and two pipeline
construction alternatives and must consider a reasonable water conservation
alternative.
The BOR must evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed pipeline that would
avoid or minimize adverse effects. It is not reasonable to reject water conservation
alternatives because they do not provide a “second source” of water.
The BOR must consider a water conservation alternative such as the Local Waters
Alternative that would rely on local sources of water and could provide a predictable,
stable, less expensive, and incrementally implemented method for satisfying water
needs.
The BOR must expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the current
reality in, and achievements by, other southwest communities.
The BOR must include all future water supplies from municipal and other sources and
must use reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for agricultural water
conversions.
Just because BOR, as the permitting agency, or the Washington County Water
Conservation District (WCWCD), as a water wholesaler, cannot require strict water
conservation practices, doesn’t mean that water conservation cannot be implemented
by retail water providers to dramatically reduce demand.
I live in Kanab and am deeply committed to water conservation as an ethic for living in a
dry desert area. I don't have a lawn, am sparing with water use, and reclaim water
inside my house. For a long time those of us living in rural communities outside of St. G
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have looked at WaCo as a careless water user - they have some of the highest rates of
water use in the country. Pushing forward a multi-billion-dollar pipeline is fiscally and
environmentally irresponsible at both the local and state level. You know what we
could really use down here? More mental health services, more support for education,
better healthcare benefits, more health care options, and a robust recycling program.
Not a scar across the landscape showing the ignorance of government officials in the
desert.

0633-4 Socioeconomics

The narrow alternatives considered by the BOR demonstrate a lack of intelligence and a
lack of creativity. Water conservation strategies must be considered as part of this EIS.
3) BOR artificially inflates Washington County’s need for water.
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The DEIS does not adequately characterize future water use; BOR should project future
per capita demand that is similar to the current reality in, and achievements by, other
states, metropolitan areas, and water districts in the southwest U.S.
The DEIS did not identify all potentially available sources, so BOR must quantify the total
available water supply and include reasonable increases in yield from sources other than
WCWCD’s supply (i.e., cities, irrigation companies, etc.).
The BOR must provide a fair and accurate projection to determine how much additional
population could be supported by these additional supplies as demand is reduced to
levels seen in other, similarly semi-arid, places.
BOR has started out with a pile of past studies and projections on water availability,
consumption, environmental impact, and future usage. Many of these studies and
projections were performed by proponents of the plan. When asked at the scoping
meetings if BOR performed their own studies or what kind of framework they used to
evaluate existing studies, there was silence. It doesn't seem like any kind of scientific
review had been undertaken to ascertain the validity or veracity of assumptions derived
from these studies. It sounded a bit like the blind leading the greedy. Because BOR's
main function in this project is permitting, they need to make sure their projections are
sound and based on good, replicable science. The Kem Garner Institute was mentioned
multiple times as the basis for projections. They are not known for impartiality or
accuracy, at least in Kanab, in terms of hydrologic monitoring. The BOR needs to work
harder to provide objective science in terms of WaCo's need vs. desire for water.
4) Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public
debt if the Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed.




The DEIS is deficient because it doesn’t determine whether the LPP project is financially
feasible for WCWCD.
The BOR doesn’t address the adverse economic effects of paying for the LPP on
residents and businesses.
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The BOR doesn’t address the economic impact on residents and businesses, especially
low-income residents in Washington County who are faced with a quadrupling of water
rates, doubling of impact fees, and property taxes going to WCWCD increasing by more
than 50 percent.
BOR must disclose all of the actual costs of the pipeline, including the financing costs.

0633-4
Continued

0633-5 Water Resources

Planning and studying for the LPP has already cost Utahns millions of dollars. I blame
the idiots elected by idiots for letting it get even this far. But when you look at the cost
comparison between the no action alternative and the other two, the difference blow
me out of the water. Think of all the water conservation we could achieve with these
dollars. Think of all the other things we could do to improve healthcare and education
in our state. And what about the pandemic? There are all sorts of costs cropping up to
just marginally protect ourselves from Covid-19. How might we save our state's
economy from buckling along with the country's if we weren't spending these billions on
a project for the few? As I mentioned earlier, we have pressing needs in Utah, especially
rural Utah, and a pipeline and second water source for WaCo ain't one of them.
I used to live in Albuquerque which overextended itself financially on the ABQ Rapid
Transit system. ART quickly become a saga of too much money, poor planning, and
delayed delivery of non-functional buses. ABQ continues to throw money at the project
in hopes of salvaging all the money and road construction they've already completed.
Meanwhile, many businesses went bankrupt and out of business on Route 66, the
location of the first leg of ART. It has become a mar on ABQ's government and
accomplishments, a stain on this historic road, and a real-life lesson in poor project
management. From what I understand, the LPP is already headed in this direction - and
that's just with planning and construction costs. It is a poster child that will be used in
intro to project management classes as an example of runaway scope, undefined goals,
lack of buy-in from stakeholders, over budget, and unspecified deliverables. This DEIS
fails to address maintenance or future removal costs and how much of this burden will
land on the shoulders of WaCo residents vs. Utah residents. It fails to address how
residents are expected to juggle the economic fallout from a GLOBAL PANDEMIC with
increased water rates and taxes, sending the message that the State of Utah, WaCo, and
the US Government don't give a damn about the struggling middle and lower class.
Another death by a million cuts.
5) The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado River Compact.
0633-5




Utah doesn’t have approval to move this LPP water right from the Upper Basin to the
Lower Basin. Consequently, before approving the LPP, Utah must secure the permission
from the other Colorado River states and the Congress to transfer water from the Upper
Basin to use in the Lower Basin, as required by the Colorado River Compact.
The DEIS must include a requirement that Utah has secured the necessary permissions
before approving the Lake Powell Pipeline.
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$36 million dollars in and Utah doesn't even have the legal water right to use the water
over the long term. This DEIS fails to address this issue as if it is somehow a separate
thing. Scoping meetings echoed this disconnect - when asked, the BOR rep said oh
yeah, people are working on that... So if permission is not granted by the Upper Basin,
then we just wasted a bunch of money we could've used for water conservation which
makes zero sense for WaCo's sustainability. Seriously?!? I know inter-basin water
transfers are very popular in Colorado, but I don't want them to become the norm
between states over the CO river. With the long term ecological drought we are
experiencing in the Southwest and the increasing effects of climate change, we need to
be focusing on local solutions to our community problems. If we can't find nearby
solutions to water worries, perhaps it is time to write water conservation policies and
infuse planning and zoning with more stringent requirements and limitations. Why not
run a pipeline down I-15 and siphon from the Wasatch front to promote unfettered
growth in WaCo? It sounds just as insane as what you are proposing here.
6) Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical
water within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely
prevent use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.




The BOR must require Utah to provide evidence that, after the LPP is in use, adequate
water will still be available to the Lower Basin in compliance with the Colorado River
Compact.
The BOR cannot ignore that the Northern Ute Tribe has senior water rights over the
LPP—unlike the states. BOR has had a critical role in protecting Native American water
rights in the Colorado River; these rights are senior to any Utah right and BOR must
protect them but, by approving the LPP, they would be undermining tribal rights.
Water is gold out here. But the fact remains that it is dwindling. Drought in desert is
common, but appears to be increasing in severity and longevity with climate change. If
the LPP is built, it will directly conflict with senior water rights in my area, initiating
lawsuits and costing me, as a UT taxpayer, even more than its construction. This is
unacceptable. Why build a pipeline if it ends up empty most of the time? Or would the
BOR just allow the LPP to steal from senior water holders? It sounds like the Northern
Ute Tribe have the most senior water rights - how do you expect to not undermine their
rights? The BOR needs to spell out how they intend to protect these rights. The BOR
also needs to be explicit about how, where, and what they intend to monitor to ensure
water rights are being respected, adequate water is still making it to the Lower Basin,
etc. Reporting methodologies and schedule of release must also be explicit.
This DEIS also fails to address affects on hydroelectricity production from Glen Canyon.
A couple years ago we were very close to having to shut down hydroelectric production
due to low lake levels. How will pipeline managers prevent the LPP from exacerbating
our proximity to this threshold? There are other bits missing from BOR's analysis - like
how LPP pumping might increase sediment load and turbidity behind Glen Canyon dam.

0633-6

0633
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This would affect dam maintenance as well as water quality in Lake Foul.
7) A quagga mussel infestation would threaten the pipeline, local reservoirs, municipal
infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water quality.
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The BOR failed to analyze the effect and cost of chemicals used to eradicate quagga
mussels, potential effects on the quality and safety of drinking water, and potential
pollution of aquifer storage beneath Sand Hollow Reservoir.
The BOR must include in the DEIS the risks and implications if mitigation measures are
not successful since this will be the first major pipeline that will have to deal with the
quagga mussel.
The BOR must analyze the effects on water quality from quagga mussel waste products
(e.g., sulfites, sulfates, nitrogen, ammonia, etc.) and decomposition within the pipeline
and their ability to spread toxic algae.
The BOR must evaluate the potential economic cost of treating quagga mussels in the
pipeline, reservoirs, municipal systems, businesses, and homes.
I don't understand why there isn't more attention in this DEIS paid towards the threat of
quagga mussels moving around as a part of the LPP. You are literally trying to pump
water from an infested source over a couple hundred miles. Attempts to address this
deficiency in the scoping meetings were met with ignorance - the BOR did not seem to
understand how infinitely quagga mussels can proliferate and destroy water systems.
This ignorance has been demonstrated repeatedly across the globe - mixing waters
tends to spread invasive species and other contaminants, destroying water bodies and
ecosystems. For example - the Panama Canal. This seems like a very underdeveloped
portion of the DEIS and does not inspire confidence that the BOR knows what they are
doing. I certainly wouldn't trust the WaCo WCD to have enough expertise to deal with
such a potentially catastrophic situation. And should we be worried about infestation of
the Virgin as well? A thorough DEIS would need to show careful consideration of this.
8) Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the DEIS should look beyond
economics to protect public lands for future generations.








The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts to Mojave desert tortoises is insufficient to meet the
need of protecting these threatened animals.
The DEIS (page 99) only considers impacts within one mile of the pipeline, which is
insufficient as it omits completely the impact of the necessary infrastructure that has to
be built to support the pipeline.
The BOR failed to consider the value of pristine land lost and scarred for future
generations.
The BOR must assess economic effects of lost scenic values on tourism and major events
in the region.
The BOR omits the effects of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LPP cement.
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I live along the proposed corridor and am extremely concerned about the visual and
audible impacts of this project. Even the portions proposed to be buried along the
highway cause anxiety. I recreate regularly along the highway edges of the Coxcomb - in
fact, the Coxcomb WSA has become one of my favorite winter hiking spots, as one can
get up on slickrock and have extensive views pretty quickly. Cat Stair Canyon is also very
popular. This DEIS does not address how wilderness character will be protected and
preserved in the WSA both physically and audibly, nor whether its boundaries will be
infringed upon.
I am also concerned about the physical scar on the landscape that you will be able to
see from the air and various vantage points like LeFevre Overlook. The BOR has also
failed to address how construction will act as a vector for invasive plants and a barrier to
wildlife. Both of the proposed routes bisect a major deer migration pathway and yet
this remains unmentioned. This DEIS doesn't address the audible impact of construction
nor what kind of impact noise from the pumping stations will have on the surrounding
landscape. The pumping station proposed over towards CO City is one of the most
pleasant, quiet places to watch the sunset glow on the west flank of the Kaibab.
This DEIS doesn't address how traffic patterns will be disrupted - near the highway or on
the dirt roads criss-crossing the proposed routes. Muggins Flat and Johnson Wash make
up our backyard and this is where we go, especially in the winter, to get away from
tourists, find solitude, sit and read a book, get some sun, ride dirt bikes, run, etc.
Marring our backyard so that WaCo can water their lawns seems unfair and bullying. I
also worry how construction will disrupt tourist traffic which is a main driver in Kanab's
economy. Our motto is "Kanab: Magically Unspoiled." How can that be true when 140
linear miles of it are dug up, leaving a huge scar on the landscape and several pumping
stations? The Toadstools and other popular tourist destinations dot the proposed
corridor and will surely be impacted by noise and unsightly construction and yet the
DEIS fails to analyze these impacts. And what about us locals trying to get to St. G for
doctor appointments or to go to the grocery? Some even make this commute to jobs in
Kanab or St. G, but the BOR fails to mention how already hour-long commutes will be
affected by LPP construction. It fails to mention how Alton coal trucks might be
delayed. The DEIS needs to address the specific logistics of this disruption.
I also don't understand why the proposed routes also attempt to undue other land
protections like altering the integrity of the Kanab Creek ACEC. Why are you forcing a
choice between degrading existing protected public land OR defouling Kaibab Paiute
Indian land? Why is there no smarter choice that avoids trampling either of these
spaces? Because of $? Sorry, that is unacceptable - you can operate within the confines
of current land protections entrusted to the BLM on behalf of the public, aka ME. The
rigmarole about degrading visual character and integrity of the Kanab Creek ACEC is not
ok - I will not permit the downgrade you are proposing, nor will I permit trampling of an
indian reservation. This DEIS fails to explain why such public land degradation would
need to occur.
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0633-9 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
As I'm working on these comments, CA is on fire, 2 hurricanes are headed towards the
Gulf, the Midwest is in shambles after being blown apart by derechos, and it hasn't
rained here in Kanab in months. Did I mention it's 100 degrees out? This DEIS
desperately needs to address climate change - in terms of available water (to all states,
not just WaCo) and in terms of the impact of all the concrete to be used in this proposed
construction. This inadequate DEIS fails to take into consideration how sticking another
straw into Lake Foul will affect the system as a whole. Any EIS would need to be
expanded to the whole of the Colorado River, just as other pipeline proposals should.

0633-10 Biological Resources

I'm tired of reading NEPA documents that fail to address climate change and fail to
expand the scope of analysis to appropriately address something as massive as a 140
mile, 6 ft diameter pipe bisecting the desert. Again, I fail to see why the American
people should entertain the notion of a water pipeline when the community it is
expected to serve seems blissfully undedicated to water conservation. This is
irresponsible, selfish, and disrespectful and should not be rewarded with a multi-billion
dollar expenditure placed on the backs of Utah taxpayers.
9) BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost of the LPP.
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BOR should not rely on very hypothetical models with unfounded assumptions, such as
“benefits transfer” of water security, to quantify LPP benefits.
A full cost/benefit study should be explicitly done for Washington County and invite
input from a third party and objective economists.
If BOR insists on using a “benefits transfer” method and expects residents to accept it,
they must reveal the base study case and the details behind that study.
Taxpaying residents of WaCo and Utah in general deserve to understand exactly how
this will affect tax rates in the short and long term. What other services are we giving
up so WaCo can blatantly waste more water? The BOR seems to be avoiding
responsibility for the details and appears to be attempting to assume the role of
ignorant implementer. As mentioned previously, many questions at scoping meetings
were left unanswered and deferred to the Utah DWR. Who is really running the show
then? And what happens to the LPP in 15 years when Lake Foul has dried up and this
pipeline is rendered inoperable? Who pays to dig it up and remove it? Or can we
expect it will be abandoned and then taxpayers will have to pay for removal?
10) Additional Concerns
This DEIS fails to address impacts to surface and subsurface hydrology and connectivity
in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline. It fails to address flash floods and how they may
undermine infrastructure in the desert. It fails to address regular maintenance costs as
well as funding for disaster preparedness and repairs. It fails to address the logistics of
repairs. It fails to address soils and how soil horizons will be dismantled and
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reassembled and what kinds of subsequent impacts that will have on plant
communities.
Sincerely,
April Johnson
fallasleepandwakeup@hotmail.com
Kanab, UT 84741
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gregg Ferris <gregg9092@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 12:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement produced by the U. S.
Bureau of Reclamation
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This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The Bureau of Reclamation Draft Environmental Impact Statement Section 3.20.1 states “The
Proposed Project is a non-federal water project. The Ability to Pay (ATP) and cost-benefit ratios
are presented here exclusively for informational purposes and are not required for the Proposed
Project to proceed” (italics added). Given that position, it is unclear why the DEIS presents the
analysis at all, especially as indicated below the analysis presents an incomplete and favorable
interpretation of the data which consequently does not permit particular confidence in its
conclusions.
The above claims derive from the analysis presented in Appendix C-23 beginning in Section
2.1. In this Section Table 2.1-3 is presented indicating the “Best” estimated present value of
project benefits over a 100-year timeframe is either 2,097.87 MM$ or 1,879.61 MM$
depending on which Population/Commercial Establishment growth rate is used. These values
are presented as “Best” from a range of potential benefits spanning 490.45 MM$ to $2,364.16
MM$. The DEIS adopts a best value relatively close to the top end of the range rather than one
closer to a midpoint but offers no evident rationale for the choice. Additionally, Section 2.1.6
presents an undefended application of using the high estimate of household level benefits as a
lower bound for commercial benefits. Similarly, Section 2.1.6 states an unexplained assumption
for using “… the same potential growth rate in the number of employer establishments as for
households” in estimating the present value of commercial establishment water supply
benefits. In terms of the analysis conclusions these assumptions seem slanted toward
producing a most favorable interpretation of water reliability benefits. This notion is
particularly relevant as indicated in the following Tables.
Table 1 brings together the DEIS indications of project construction and operating costs for both
the Highway and Southern project options. Table 2 compares the various high and low benefit
and cost options. The comparisons indicate using even the best high benefit option, several of
the cells show costs exceeding benefits. Further, if the best benefit option were even about 7%
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lower, all but one of the cells would turn negative. These comparisons indicate the need for a
fully justified “Best” selection of project benefits.
Regarding costs, it is not clear whether all the potential costs listed in the DEIS are
appropriately represented in the Benefit-Cost analysis. Table 3 presents several potential
environmental developments that the DEIS indicates could be significant problems. With the
exception of the Quagga mussel infestation the DEIS is silent on whether the Stantec cost
estimates account for those. If not, significant developments in one or more of those
potentialities could raise the cost estimates beyond the point of a positive benefit-cost
result. At a minimum it would seem these potential developments should at least have cost
estimates presented in the DEIS, perhaps based on a probabilistically represented likelihood of
their occurrence along with associated costs for accommodation or remediation.

Table 1: High and Low Stantec Cost Estimates for Project Options
1
2
3
Construction
Southern
Highway

1,480.5
1,422.0

Interest During Construction
Low
High
105.2
220.4
101.8
213.3

4

OM&R + Power
312.9
312.9

5
Low Total
Costs

6
High Total
Costs

1,898.6
1,836.7

2,013.8
1,948.2

Table 2: Net Benefits for Project Options
1

2

3

4

Low Benefits

Low Benefits

High Benefits

High Benefits

- Low Costs

- High Costs

- Low Costs

- High Costs

Southern

(19.0)

(134.2)

199.3

84.1

Highway

42.9

(68.6)

261.2

149.7

Table 3: Southern and Highway Areas of Significant Environmental Affects
Area of Concern

Environmental Affect

Degree of Affect

Recreation
Water Quality
Vegetation Communities
Cultural Resources
Ethnographic Resources
Environmental Justice

Visual Effects
Quagga Mussel Infestation
Vegetation Clearing
Historic Properties
Sacred sites and Cultural Properties
Environmental Justice

Long Term
Major
Areas of Permanent Affect
Adverse
Long-term and Adverse
Disproportionate Affect
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Additionally, the analysis expresses its financial components in discounted terms which devalue
future benefits and costs. In the particular case of water availability, discounting seems
unwarranted or at least very low discount levels should be used. The point of providing for
future water supplies over a 100-year timeframe is to accommodate the needs of the children,
grandchildren and great grandchildren of today’s families. It seems unreasonable to expect
today’s families would significantly discount the value of having an appropriate water supply for
their progeny.
The final 2.1 Section, 2.1.7 states, “It is acknowledged that other methods, such as
conservation, could be implemented to address future supply and demand gaps, but these
methods would not address reliability benefits as measured by WTP”. This statement also
suggests incompleteness as a parallel analysis approach would seem to require a best effort to
offer some option for making a side-by-side comparison as opposed to simply dismissing the
only alternative option presented.

Gregg Ferris
406-558-9447
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jamiejvavra@aol.com
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 4:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am a resident of Saint George Utah, and have a few comments on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Project.
I believe that climate change is the biggest potential impact to the proposed project, and question the
merits of expending so much funding on a pipeline which could be unable to be fully utilized to provide
water to the citizens of southern Utah. I do not support the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project due to
climate warming trends.
I am a retired scientist, and previously worked as a meteorologist at the National Weather Service
headquarters in Silver Spring, Maryland. My knowledge of climate and weather make me aware of the
climate change experienced in the inter-mountain west over the past two decades and the links to the
warming trends we have experienced in Utah and Colorado.
Here are citations from three articles which support my opinion that there is a trend for overall
temperature warming in Colorado and Utah and less annual snowfall, resulting in lower water levels in
Lake Powell.



A recent article published in the Washington Post Newspaper described the past 20 years of
drought that the western portion of the stated of Colorado is experiencing which has been evident
in the lower than normal snowfall that the region received over the past. The average flow of the
Colorado River has declined nearly 20 percent over the past century, half of which is because of
warming temperatures, scientists say."
See the article on line at:

https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2020/national/climate-environment/climate-changecolorado-utah-hot-spot/


Chapter 3 of the Colorado River Basin Water Management: Evaluating and Adjusting to
Hydroclimatic Variability (2007) available on line
at: https://www.nap.edu/read/11857/chapter/5#80 provides an overview of methods used for river
level forecasting. "River management decisions are inherently forward looking and rely heavily
on forecasts. These forecasts typically assume that past properties of the river system, as
revealed through observations will be replicated in future conditions.. However, the prospect of
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changing states of atmospheric conditions and climate behavior, associated with
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, calls this assumption into question." We are
currently experiencing climate warming and therefore it is not appropriate to assume that
forecasts of river level based on past conditions are going to be representative of future
conditions,






Basin Water Management: Evaluating and Adjusting to Hydroclimatic
A Colorado River Basin Climate study published by the University of Colorado and partner
organizations in April 2020 reported "The Colorado River Basin currently faces unprecedented
stresses. Persistent dry conditions since 2000, along with the increasing recognition that warming
temperatures are impacting the hydrology of the basin, have led to great concerns about the longterm reliability of basin water supplies. The report also states that "Decreases in spring
snowpack and shifts to earlier runoff timing in many parts of the Upper Basin, as well as
decreases in annual Colorado River flows at Lees Ferry, Arizona, have occurred in recent
decades. These changes in hydrology can be linked, at least in part, to the warming trend. " The
report also states "There has been a substantial warming trend over the past 40 years; the period
since 2000 has been about 2°F warmer than the 20th-century average, and likely warmer than at
any time in the past 2000 years. The online report is available
at https://wwa.colorado.edu/publications/reports/CRBreport/ColoRiver_StateOfScience_WWA_20
20_Executive_Summary.pdf

Global warming effects are already apparent in most of Utah and Colorado, therefore these
current trends of significant warming of temperatures should be considered when making
projections of the future forecast water levels in Lake Powell. It is not wise to build a pipeline to
take water from Lake Powell when it is likely to have lower than normal water levels.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Jamie Vavra
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Henrie Walton <jhwalton7@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 12:35 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Mr. Baxter,
I hope this email finds you well. You may remember me from my short stint as
Senator Romney's Western Utah Director. I am now at Dixie State University,
where I work as the Assistant to the President for Government and
Community Relations. I am emailing on my own account to provide a personal
comment on the proposed draft EIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Water is the most crucial element to any community’s existence. Most
cities are located on or near water. St. George and many of the
surrounding towns rely solely on the Virgin River basin as their water
source. This is risky. The Lake Powell Pipeline brings in a critical second
source of water that will help our communities better weather drought,
climate change and uncertainties associated with our current water
supply.
Once need has been established, we must examine if the communities can
bear the costs. Fortunately, this question has been studied in detail by the
Bureau of Reclamation as well as other independent sources.
The DEIS states, “The project is “economically feasible based on the ability to
repay. After examining a variety of affordability factors, the draft EIS
concludes Washington County’s population has the ability to pay for the
project so long as the area continues to grow as projected. Further, “[t]he
overall fiscal condition of the economic region appears to be conducive to
continued economic growth...”
The Utah Office of the Legislative Auditor General reported that in all
hypothetical payment structures, Washington County Water Conservancy
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District revenues were sufficient to repay the state the costs of the LPP. The
project is also deemed affordable according to a widely used Environmental
Protection Agency index.
Finally, I am happy with the relatively limited and short-term impacts the
project will have on the land it will cross.
The need and purpose are clear and there is verification our communities can
repay the cost of the project. For these reasons, I am writing to express my
support for the Lake Powell Pipeline and encourage the Bureau of
Reclamation to sign a Record of Decision for the Southern Alignment.
Sincerely,
Henrie Walton
-Henrie Walton
(435) 359-3125
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jill Berglund <jillberglund@rocketmail.com>
Friday, August 21, 2020 11:30 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am a very concerned citizen who DOES NOT WANT the lake powell pipeline coming into
Washington County. I feel very strongly that the development of it has been grossly
misrepresented to those of us living here. We do not want to become a sprawling over crowded
area like Phoenix or Las Vegas or even the Salt Lake Valley .
The studies are deceptive displaying the necessity and value of having this water pipe built.
For years we have been told that there already isn't enough water in the Colorado River to
sustain all the needs of the states who have access and use its resources.
We have been told that in a few years the silt backing up against the dam will make lake
powell just a river and therefore not a viable lake anyway and the hugh cost of paying for its
needed water will be for not.
There are better ways to resource our existing water supply than the excuse and extravagant
cost of that water source which will run out within a few years of being built anyway.
I am a senior citizen on a fixed budget and I know that water costs backing this pipeline will
be beyond my ability to pay for drinking water to my home.
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike M <mjmcainsh@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 10:24 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To the Bureau of Reclamation:
A fix is in the works to insure that the pipeline to Washington County
from Lake Powell gets built. Common-sense water conservation
alternatives were dismissed out-of-hand in order to "green-light" this
project.
When the water in Lake Powell runs out, citizens of this state will still be
on the hook for the billion-plus dollars that this project will cost, while
water conservation in Washington County will have suffered due to the
false notion that there will always be water.
Put a stop to this nonsense now!
Sincerely,
Mike McAinsh
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nancy Stewart <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Saturday, August 22, 2020 7:49 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Currently the only alternative I support for the LPP is the "no action" alternative. As presented,
this project poses a threat to the Colorado River and the people and wildlife that rely on it. We
must find solutions to our water demands that work for both people and nature. The DEIS is
based on an incomplete hydrologic assessment, does not adequately address the water
conservation alternative, fails to fully consider senior Tribal water rights, and does not consider
the unresolved legal implications of inter-basin transfers. The Bureau of Reclamation should
follow past successes by working with the seven Colorado River Basin states, Mexico, and water
providers and users throughout the Basin to find solutions that work for both people and nature.
The Bureau should not issue a Record of Decision for the LPP until the seven Colorado River
Basin States reach consensus on the nature of any required legislation to permit permit the
Pipeline's inter-basin water transfer.
Sincerely,
Nancy Stewart
nstewartnp@hotmail.com
85602
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Pam Perlich <pam.perlich@utah.edu>
Friday, August 21, 2020 10:38 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Natalie Gochnour
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the LPP Draft EIS/draft RMPA
20200819_LPP_DEIS_Comment.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Good morning.
Please submit my attached comments for the LPP EIS process.
Can you please confirm that you have received my email and file?
Thank you.

a

Pamela S. Perlich, PhD
Director, Demographic Research | Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute
David Eccles School of Business | The University of Utah
Office: 801-581-3358

IJ ._

e

I

F O RM . I) I

.C I

I a N ~ ,M

0645

U PeOLICYnleNSTITUTE
®

Memorandum

0645-1 Socioeconomics

THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

DAVID ECCLES SCHOOL OF BUSINESS

August 19, 2020
To:
Mr. Rick Baxter, Project Manager, Lake Powell Pipeline EIS
From: Pamela S. Perlich
CC:
Natalie Gochnour
Subject: Long-Run Projections for Washington County
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute at the University of Utah produces fifty-year demographic and economic
planning projections for the State of Utah. The most recent baseline was released on July 1, 2017, and is
available here: https://gardner.utah.edu/demographics/projections/. Our next set of baseline projections is
scheduled for release on July 1, 2021.
On March 12, 2020, we published this blog in which I stated:
“Our long-run projections distill data and research to reveal the most
fundamental drivers of Utah’s demographic and economic structure and
dynamics. We ground our work in population science, economic analyses, and
historical studies. We contextualize and customize our models to capture the
uniqueness of Utah’s population, institutions, economy, and evolving
interconnections with the outside world. We incorporate macro trends as they
permeate and transform Utah. The current demographic growth dynamic has
been persistent in Utah for more than a century.”
Source: https://gardner.utah.edu/blog-utahs-future-the-long-view/
Our long-run trend projections indicate that, for the foreseeable future, the fundamental drivers of Utah’s
demographic growth and change will remain. The current dual public health and economic crises will
significantly disrupt our lives and markets over the next year. But how will these short-term events affect Utah
50 years into the future?
The bottom line is that we expect short-run dynamics to be disrupted by the pandemic, and a variety of
structural trends will take hold. We do not yet have enough data to determine how migration flows to and
from Washington County will either accelerate or decelerate in the short run in response to COVID-19. But the
trend growth dynamics in Utah and Washington County remain.
Thank you for the opportunity to include these comments in the Lake Powell Pipeline EIS process.
Sincerely,

Pamela S. Perlich, Director
Demographic Research
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pamela Palmer <pampalmer11@outlook.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 6:29 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am writing this letter to dispute the Bureau of Reclamations’ (BOR) requirement that
Washington County must have a second source of water, that BOR dropped
consideration of a viable conservation alternative, and that BOR artificially inflated
Washington County’s need for water.
I moved to Ivins, Utah, in Washington County in 2017 knowing it was a desert climate
that required me to practice water conservation measures to the fullest. My home has
low-flow toilets and shower heads. I use low-flow spray kitchen faucets and aerators,
and utilize shorter cycles on dishwashing and clothes washing. I have a drip irrigation
system throughout my landscape, which is planted with low-water native plants, bushes
and trees.
I am not alone in conservation measures. Ivins City encourages water conservation to
its utmost extent. The City has been promoting water efficiency for a long time and the
efforts have been paying off. Ivins City has seen water use reduce by 28% from 293
gallons per capita per day (GPCD) in 2000 to 219 GPCD in 2017.
Ivins City has achieved this reduction in water use while simultaneously increasing its
number of housing units and experiencing population growth. From 2000 to 2017, Ivins
City estimates population has increased 49% and housing units have increased 47.6%.
Furthermore, Ivins City Council has adopted a new water conservation plan that
commits to reducing water usage another 10% by 2027 from 219 to 197 GPCD, during
which time the city estimates population will increase another 16% and housing units
increase an additional 30%.
Clearly demonstrating that population and housing unit increases can be accomplished
using up to 30% less water by 2027, Ivins City is proof there is no need for an
additional water source for Washington County to accommodate future growth. In
addition, BOR’s arbitrary requirement for a second source of water for Washington
County create the following problems:
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BOR provides no explanation or justification for how large a watershed should be
to qualify as “reliable,” or when a community needs a “second source”; in fact,
we’d still have just a “single source” of water—the Colorado River watershed.
The “second source” of water for the LPP is the already over-allocated Colorado
River, where flows are declining and expected to further decline due to climate
change.
The cost for a “second source” seems an unreasonable burden to place on the
county—and our state—and not necessary if we would just lower our demand
and use local supplies.
BOR believes Washington County’s water supplies are not secure, even though
we have dozens of wells, surface diversions, water retailers, and surface and
underground reservoirs within the 2,800 square miles of the Virgin River
watershed.
Colorado River flows are declining, so the cost of seeking a second source in
Lake Powell—$1.8-2.0 billion—seems an unreasonable burden for such an
unreliable source.

By not considering the viable and reasonable irrigation and household water
conservation alternatives adopted by Ivins City, the BOR also has not addressed the
following problems:
 The county’s excessive water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is
more than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson.
 In 2015, Washington County used 302 GPCD; by reducing demand just 1% each
year we could eliminate the need for 86,000 acre-feet of additional water by
2060, even using BOR’s population projections.
 BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives such as those relying on
water conservation, which were requested by many people during scoping.
 Water conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally at lower
cost and with greater reliability, obviating the need for the LPP altogether; such
water conservation practices have been very successful in other western cities.
 Water conservation has been shown by other communities (such as the Southern
Nevada Water Authority) to be much less expensive and less risky than investing
in water transfers from remote basins and sources.
Ivins City clearly demonstrated that the BOR has artificially inflated Washington
County’s need for water. This is a problem for the following reasons:
 Many southwest communities have proven that increasing population does not
necessarily require increasing water demand, so BOR should not assume that
simple growth demands more water.
 Colorado River water diversions by Nevada, Arizona, and California have been
declining, even as populations are increasing; even in St. George, increased
population has used less water per capita over the past five years without any
severe water conservation efforts.
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WCWCD claims many millions of dollars were spent to reduce system losses,
which they may call “water conservation,” begging the question of why they still
forecast a 15.4% loss.
Use of the 15-year “reserve buffer” and continuing to use 15.4% “system loss”
are contrivances to justify the LPP.
BOR has not considered new technologies that can save water or yield more
water from existing sources.

Based on the above problems with the BOR’s flawed decision-making in not considering
reasonable water conservation alternatives and inflating Washington County’s need for
future water, I propose the BOR must consider the following:
 The BOR only analyzed a very narrow “No Action” alternative and two pipeline
construction alternatives and must consider a reasonable water conservation
alternative.
 The BOR must expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the
current reality in, and achievements by, Ivins City and other southwest
communities.
 Just because BOR, as the permitting agency, or the Washington County Water
Conservation District (WCWCD), as a water wholesaler, cannot require strict
water conservation practices, doesn’t mean that water conservation cannot be
implemented by retail water providers to dramatically reduce demand as has
been accomplished in Ivins City.
 The BOR must provide a fair and accurate projection to determine how much
additional population could be supported by these additional supplies as demand
is reduced to levels seen in other, similarly semi-arid, places.
 The BOR must evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed pipeline that
would avoid or minimize adverse effects. It is not reasonable to reject water
conservation alternatives because they do not provide a “second source” of
water.
 The BOR must consider a water conservation alternative such as the Local
Waters Alternative that would rely on local sources of water and could provide a
predictable, stable, less expensive, and incrementally implemented method for
satisfying water needs.
 The BOR must quantify the total available water supply and include all future
water supplies from municipal and other sources (i.e., cities, irrigation
companies, etc.) and must use reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for
agricultural water conversions.
 The BOR’s analysis of the security of the water supply for the LPP does not
demonstrate that Lake Powell will be a reliable “second source”; it doesn’t meet
the test for scientific integrity and accuracy of information required by NEPA.
 The BOR must provide examples of other communities with reasonable GPCD
demand and which have similarly large watersheds and that have a “second
source” of water before asserting that Washington County must have such a
second source.
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I am troubled because the BOR blindly accepted the assertion that “Washington County
needs a second source of water.” I am disturbed that the BOR would favor a multibillion-dollar pipeline when LPP proponents have misused data to attempt to distract
from the fact that per capita water use in Washington County is among the highest in
the nation. The history of the LPP has been mired by misinformation as well as a
serious lack of transparency. The DEIS continues this pattern with an incomplete and
inadequate forecast of water needs.
Until all of the problems and considerations cited in this letter are addressed,
transparently, there should be no forward movement on the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Sincerely,
Pamela Palmer
864 Sihu Way
Ivins, UT 84738
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, August 23, 2020 10:50 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Dips in Lake Powell, Colorado River a reminder water supply isn't unlimited - St
George News

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://www.stgeorgeutah.com/news/archive/2020/08/23/apc-dips-in-lake-powell-colorado-riversupply-a-reminder-water-supply-isnt-unlimited/

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Randy Vorhies <rbvorhies@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 12:44 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] LPP Mussel Problem

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Sir: I am very concerned about the mussel contamination problem the LPP will present to
Washington county residents. As an engineer I recognize the huge additional cost this can entail trying
to control it. These costs on top of the Normal operational costs of it. We need to pursue the
conservation alternative and utilize money saved from the LPP for this. There is too much risk in a costly
pipeline when one also realizes the water may not be available in the Colorado River basin in the years
ahead. Thank you very much. Randy Vorhies
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Kanner <richard.kanner@hsc.utah.edu>
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 4:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Oppose Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Sirs:
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Lake Powell pipeline. My opposition is based on
the following:
1. Washington County has not made a serious effort to conserve water and use twice as much per
capita as Arizona.
2. The pipeline ‘rewards’ them for being wasteful of water.
3. The pipeline is extremely expensive.
4. Although the cost is said to be borne by the residents of Washington County the marked
increase in their taxes will get them to go to the legislature to spread the cost to all of Utah.
5. The water flow in the Colorado River is well below what it was almost 100 years ago when
allocations were made to the various states and Indian reservations so there is now insufficient
flow to satisfy the needs of all.
6. We do not know when the drought will end so the amount of water Washington County will
obtain from Lake Powell may be much less than they hope to receive and the pipeline costs will
be very high per acre foot of water. This will probably be much more than Washington County
residents are willing to spend once the bill comes due.
7. Developers in Washington County, who need the water to continue to develop the area, have
made no effort to control the wasteful use of this precious resource. The onus for water
conservation should fall to them and the Washington County Commissioners and they should
not be able to avoid this responsibility by getting the public to foot the bill for their inaction.
Thank you for considering our views.
Sincerely,
Richard E. Kanner, MD
Suzanne S. Stensaas, Ph.D.
2460 Lynwood Drive
Salt Lake City, UT 84109
Tel: 801 466 9050
Email: richard.kanner@hsc.utah.edu
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephen C. Jett <scjett@hotmail.com>
Saturday, August 22, 2020 3:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Stephen C. Jett
[EXTERNAL] pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am Stephen C. Jett, Ph.D., a geography professor from the University of California,
Davis. Please record my public comment on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft
EIS/Draft PMPA.
As an American and a Southern Utah property owner, I strongly oppose the proposed pipeline,
for the following reasons:
•I believe that inter-basin water transfers are generally ill-advised. Economic activity should go
to where the water is adequate instead of conducting water to areas with limited supplies.
•The flow of the Colorado River has for many years been way below the projections of earlier
years and is likely to remain so for the foreseeable future. Riverine ecological values are
threatened. No more significant diversions should be permitted, much less facilitated; they
would take place at the expense of existing uses.
•The southwestern Utah destination of the water is already over-developed; its growth should
be limited by, among other things, the requirement of living within its local water budget.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CAROL MARTIN <sunny31940@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 20, 2020 9:13 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am a concerned citizen of Southern Utah. I have several pertinent objections to the
construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline:
# l. At the present time, the LPP is unnecessary and is certainly "putting the cart before the
horse". Washington County uses considerably more water per capita than other similar desert
communities, and we have not implemented sufficient water conservation practices. In addition,
local supply could be increased through agricultural conversion and reuse of our water. A much
less costly project.
# 2. The LPP is far too costly. This is a multi-billion dollar project that Utah taxpayers
would bear the burden of repaying through increased water usage fees, property taxes,
surcharges, and impact fees. State & Local authorities are already struggling to meet the needs
of education, and transportation. Conservation would place a lighter burden on users and
taxpayers in Washington County. The LPP gives a completely false sense of security. The costs
do not even guarantee that we will get water! The proponents of this LPP might one day watch
their beautiful Southern Utah area end up bankrupt because people will no longer be able to
afford to live here, then, of course, we would not have the need for water.
# 3. The risk of the LPP is far too risky at best. We cannot even be guaranteed there will be
water to transport by the time the pipeline is built. However, the debt will be there! The flow
of the Colorado River has already been over-allocated and the flows continue to decline.
#4. I believe the LPP will cause tremendous environmental damage to Federal lands which
will cost all Americans in use of these Federal Lands. In addition, dealing with
environmental damage will likely increase our projected costs to build the LPP much more
than predicted.
I would personally request that the proponents of the LPP step back and think about why they are
so set on this being a must! Could it possibly cause the demise of our beautiful area in Southern
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Utah? Please put the Horse before the Cart. We have much we can do before taking on such a
strong financial burden.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Carol Martin
sunny31940@gmail.com
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0654-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Whitehead <treefrog002@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 22, 2020 3:13 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS Public
Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Scrap this project already! It is a boondoggle. It is irresponsible. It is poorly planned and ignores
the scientific reality of the water situation in the West.
-Brian

Brian Whitehead
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STATE
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MAPLETON, UTAH 84664
(801) 361-0082

email: fgibson@le.utah.gov

UTAH COUNTY

August 20, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am writing in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Southern Alternative. The water development project and preferred
pipeline route represent the best option to benefit the people of southwestern Utah.
The University of Utah ' s Kem C. Gardner Policy lnstitute ' s population projections show that Washington County has a 2018
baseline population of 173 ,000. During peak seasons, the county could have a third more seasonal and overnight visitors. The
Gardner Policy Institute projects Washington County ' s population to increase to just over 500,000 permanent residents by 2065 .
Continued rapid population growth and high visitation of Washington County will put pressure on existing water sources. The
LPP will provide up to 86,249 acre-feet of water for the growing population as well as be a second, non-local water source.
The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act authorized the Utah Board of Water Resources to build the Lake Powell
Pipeline project, as funded by the Legislature, and contract for the sale of developed water and operation of the project. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) has an agreement with 10 Washington County municipalities to
charge impact fees, water rates and limited property taxes. The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act requires that 70% of
water be contracted before construction begins.
I am a member of the Audit Subcommittee of the Legislative Management Committee. Our Subcommittee asked the Office of
the Legislative Auditor General to conduct a performance audit of the repayment feasibility of the Lake Powell Pipeline. The
audit, completed in August 2019, confirmed that the combination of impact fees, water rates and property taxes can generate
sufficient revenue to repay the cost of the LPP under all examined scenarios. In fact, if projected population increases are
realized and planned fee increases are implemented, potential revenue can dramatically increase in future years. WCWCD
anticipates making a $200 million down payment on the LPP and could have as much as $250 million by 2025.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a well-conceived project based upon sound scientific and socioeconomic principles. I urge the
Bureau of Reclamation to issue its Record of Decision that supports the state' s preferred approach --- the Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,

Francis D. Gibson
Majority Leader
Utah House of Representatives
350 North State, Suite 350
P.O. Box 145030
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
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0656-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE

OF

UTAH

REPRESENTATIVE

1668 N . ASPEN CIRCLE

JEFFERSON Moss

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH 84045

DISTRICT 2
UTAH COUNTY

(385) 250-6738

email: jeffersonmoss@le.utah.gov

August 20, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I sµpport the Lake Powell Pipeline project as the most cost-effective way to meet the future demands of population growth in
southwestern Utah.
As a resident and former Planning Commissioner of Saratoga Springs, Utah, I understand the importance of planning for growth. As a
small business owner, I also understand how critical entrepreneurship is to our economy. As a state representative, I appreciate that
Utah ' s history is rooted in our pioneer heritage of self-reliance and hard work.
Washington County is another fast growing area of the state attracting thousands of new residents and millions of visitors each year.
Utah ' s water policy includes water resource development and the creation of new water infrastructure necessary to meet the state's
growing demand and promote economic development. In addition, the state Legislature passed a resolution during the past session that
encourages our state agencies to expeditiously develop and place to beneficial use the water apportioned to Utah under the Colorado
River Compact, consistent with the Law of the River.
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) is a critical project consistent with the state' s water policy. When operating at full capacity, LPP will
support 120,000 jobs, I 0,000 businesses and $11 billion in gross domestic product. ln addition , LPP will generate$ I I billion in sales
tax revenue through and $9.4 billion additional state personal income taxes through 2060.
Entrepreneurs are constantly evaluating the risks and opportunities for business development throughout our state. The LPP reduces
the risk of water system failure due to disasters or aging infrastructure by providing a second source of water for Washington County.
By reducing these risks, the LPP provides the opportunity for entrepreneurs-to bring-their best ideas forward to create the jobs of
tomorrow .
The Utah Division of Water Resources and Washington County ·water' Conser~ancy· District have collaborated on planning for the
Lake Powell Pipeline. The time has come to move forward with the final design and engineering for the project. The Bureau of
Reclamation can help Utah and Washington County by supporting the Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative in its Record of
Decision.
Sincerely,

,,,,----

'--~

ir, The Executive Appropriations Committee
House of Representatives
350 N State Street #350
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
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0657-1 Water Resources

Department of Agriculture and Food
R. LOGAN WILDE

State of Utah
GARY R. HERB ERT
Governor

Commissioner

KELLY PEHRSON
Deputy Commissioner

SPENCER J. COX
Lieutenant Governor

August 15, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:
Agriculture producers are the backbone of society. In addition to providing safe, fresh, reliable
food supplies, farming in Utah represents the largest employer and an important piece of the
state' s economic pie. Suitable water, land, and climate are essential natural resources for
agriculture production. In arid regions like southwestern Utah, agricultural viability requires that
land and water be bound together, with food production as the most direct and primary beneficial
use of agricultural water.
The. l !Jah Division of Water Resources plans to develop the Lake Powell Pipeline on behalf of
tl:i-eJ e~idel).ts of Washington County. The Division proposes using a portion of Utah' s Colorado
~ver ~lloc~tj_on as established in the 1922 Colorado River Compact and water rights held by the
S!a.te and Vfa~hiµgton County Water Conservancy District. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) will
S~:v~ ~ r~;,i4~Y growing population in southwest Utah.
Washington County currently obtains all of its water supplies locally from Virgin River surface
and groundwater. I support the LPP because the project will add resiliency and reliability to the
water delivery system to address the risk of variability associated with the Virgin River.
Some non-goverrµnental organizations have suggested the elimination of most or all agricultural
production in Washington County as an alternative strategy for meeting future municipal water
needs.
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These advocates have questioned whether production of Utah hay products sold into
international trade essentially constitutes an export of water that would be better redirected
through local water markets to satisfy future water demands and at more reasonable
infrastructure costs than regional water projects. Farmers note that this water export analysis has
not been applied to computer chips and other export products, that Utah hay products enjoy a
significant comparative advantage because of world-class quality, and that most of the water so
used has such low quality and is in such remote places that it would require expensive regional
water systems to transport it to urban areas and at great environmental cost.
Aggressive agricultural transfers ignore the many challenges and shortcomings of such an
alternative including poor water quality and associated high treatment costs, the loss of local
agricultural production, and reliance on nonrenewable groundwater resources. The Lake Powell
Pipeline is a superior strategy for securing Washington County's future water supply.
I ask the Bureau of Reclamation to complete its work, support the Southern Alternative as the
preferred alternative in the EIS, and issue its Record of Decision.

Kelly Pehrson
Deputy Commissioner
Utah Department of Agriculture and Food
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Department of Agriculture and Food
R. LOGAN WILDE

State of Utah
GARY R. HERB ERT
Governor

Commissioner

KELLY PEHRSON
Deputy Commissioner

SPENCER J. COX
Lieutenant Governor

August 14, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Dear Mr. Baxter:
As the Commissioner for the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food, our agency is charged
with supporting and preserving agricultural business in Utah. We want to make sure that our
state's agricultural economy remains strong and vibrant.
Agriculture production and processing plays a key role in Utah' s diverse economy. The market
value of agricultural commodities totaled $1. 74 billion in 2017. Combining agricultural
production and processing produces nearly 80,000 jobs and $35 billion on compensation. Utah is
ranked 25 th in the country for total land in farms. Livestock and poultry are the foundation of our
agricultural economy. Abundant ranchlands support livestock production and more than 6,000
cattle ranching families. Our state' s "Utah' s Own" campaign encourages our residents to buy
local produce and faqn prodµcts.
~

It has been proposed by opponents to the Lake Powell Pipeline that agricultural water transfers in
southern Utah, along with conservation, are the solutions to meeting southern Utah' s future
water needs and therefore, the Lake Powell Pipeline project is unnecessary.
Agricultural transfers do occur in Utah through a market system involving a willing seller
conveying owners of the water right to the public entity who needs the water. Agricultural
conversions are done through "buy and dry" of agricultural lands, when cities grow onto
agriculture lands in which the water rights are also sold, and through leases or other water
sharing agreements with agricultural water rights holders.

B!JR-PROVO AREA OFFICE
AUG 24 '20PM1:0?
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The amount of water available from agricultural transfers in Washington County is significantly
less than the water the LPP will supply. It is estimated that only about 23,000 acre feet of water
would be available from agriculture water rights versus the 86,249 acre feet the Colorado River
would supply.
It is also important to note that the quality of agricultural water in Washington County is largely
unsuitable for domestic supply purposes without costly reverse osmosis treatment that would
create environmental waste.

Permanently drying up farms is not the solution to meeting southern Utah's water needs.
Tapping Utah's available supply on the Colorado River is much more sustainable and reliable.
As Utah continues to grow, it will become increasingly difficult to provide a source of local
foods to feed our citizens. As the COVID-19 pandemic underscored, food security is critically
important. We must balance the need to grow and raise food with our water demands. The Lake
Powell Pipeline brings a new source of water from the Colorado River to southern Utah while
preserving the water rights of farmers.
I am writing to share my support for the Preferred Alternative for the Lake Powell Pipeline and
request the Bureau of Reclamation approve this project.

Si~

IL/

LggfjTr'Wilp
Commissioner of Agriculture
Utah Department of Agriculture & Food
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August 20, 2020

Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
This letter is concerning the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline wherein it is being requested that
over 80,000 acre-feet of water be diverted, each year, from Lake Powell across 140 miles to
Washington and Kane Counties, in Utah, for whom are known to be some of the most wasteful
water users in America, currently using more than twice the national average of water perperson.
It is a well-known fact that the Colorado River Basin has been experiencing a historic drought
and dry conditions for the past 20 years that has caused Lake Powell and Lake Mead to be at
their lowest levels since Lake Powell began being filled in the 1960' s. In March 2019 The
Colorado River Drought Contingency Plans were entered into wherein Nevada, Arizona and
California agreed to give up anywhere from 400,000 acre-feet to 600,000 acre feet of water each
year, dependent on the water level in Lake Powell. Even prior to this Contingency Plan, Arizona
and Nevada had adopted more aggressive water conservation goals of 2%+ that continue to this
day, while Utah state leaders have made a meager attempt to conserve just 0.5% per year of
water for the next 40 years. Advancing the largest new diversion to the Colorado River in the
face of such a drastic decline is bad policy and morally corrupt. If we continue this route we will
run out of water before we have ·a plan to conserve it, and 40+ million residents will face one of
the largest water crises in the history of our nation.

Despite the fact that the lower basin states have already given up water rights and are willing to
give up additional water rights to preserve the future of the Colorado River, Utah continues its
attempts to divert more water from an already dying source instead of being held accountable for
not conserving the water they already receive and waste. If Utah was required to implement the
same water conservation measures as other states it would be found that they do not need the
requested diversion from Lake Powell.
Any person who has seen the Colorado River, in the lower basin states, in December can attest to
the fact that the water is so low in some areas that you could practically walk across it. These
low water levels directly affect business owners in our area who utilize the river throughout the
DON LAUGHLIN'S RIVERSIDE BESOBT HOTEL & CASINO
PMB 500 • 1650 S. Casino Drive • Laughlin, NV 89029 • (702) 298-2535 • FAX (702) 298-2231
www .riversideresort.com
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year in that the levels are so low that boats cannot operate, and it is now believed that we could
be facing this same predicament through the entire year, including summer months when tourism
is the highest, if more water is diverted per the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Very truly yours,

~~
Chief Operating Officer
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE

REPRESENTATIVE
MIKE SCHULTZ
MAJORITY WHIP

OF

UTAH

4904

w.

5850

s.

HOOPER, UTAH 84315
(80 I) 564-761 8

email: mikeschultz@le.utah.gov

DISTRICT 12
DAVIS AND WEBER
COUNTIES

8/20/20

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
As a lifelong resident of northern Utah, I grew up working on my grandfather's cattle farm . Utah has provided me the opportunity to
become a successful businessman while raising a family and representing my community in the Utah State House of Representatives.
State legislators are constantly faced with decisions on how to best manage and allocate resources to meet present and future needs of
Utah ' s citizens. Population growth is a common theme for our legislative committees dealing with increased demands for
transportation and water infrastructure. Before allocating resources, we always consider the alternatives and do our best to understand
the consequences resulting from these alternatives.
In looking over the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), I see where Reclamation has analyzed
several alternatives. I appreciate the comprehensiveness and rigor of the analysis including looking at environmental impacts and
economic benefit-cost evaluation. For example, I am encouraged to see that Reclamation has considered but eliminated " General Fish
& Wildlife" from further study given the negligible long-term effects from constructing the Lake Powell Pipeline. In addition,
construction of the LPP will not permanently affect the few existing trails or roads that the project will cross. Furthermore, the
pipeline will be completely buried and will not pose an impediment to sensitive species movements.
I'm concerned that water shortages in southwestern Utah will have very serious negative economic impacts to the families and citizens
of our state that will exacerbate over time if they are not addressed in the coming years. The LPP water infrastructure project will
create economic opportunities for Utahns, provide long-term productivity savings to the customers of Washington County Water
Conservancy District, as well as avoid the costs of frequent disruptions in water and wastewater service to business.
Safeguarding the interests of Utah is job one for all state legislators. Even though I represent northern Utah, I support the Lake Powell
Pipeline as the best aiternative to meet the water demands of southwestern Utah. What' s good for southern Utah is also good for
northern Utah.
· ·
I look forward to Reclamation's Record of Decision favoring the LPP Southern Alternative so we can get started constructing this
crucial project for the benefit of all Utahns.
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WEBER BASIN WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

0661-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

2837 EAST HIGHWAY 193 • LAYTON, UTAH• PHONE (801)771-1677 • SLC (801) 359 -4494 • FAX (801) 544-0103

August 20, 2020
Tage I. Flint
General Manager/CEO
Board of Trustees:
Dee Alan Waldron
President

Mr. Rick Baxter
Lake Powell Pipeline Project Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

Morgan County

Kym 0 . Buttschardt
Weber Count y

Dear Mr. Baxter,

Randy B. Elliott
Davis County

Scott K. Jenkins
Weber County

Marlin K. Jensen
We ber Count y

Thank you for the good work and diligence of the Provo Area Office staff in
managing this and many other important federal processes and infrastructure. As
a fellow regional water supplier in Utah, Weber Basin Water Conservancy
District hereby submits the following comments regarding the Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

P. Bret Millburn
Davis Count y

Angie Osguthorpe
Weber County

Paul C. Summers
Davis Count y

Dave Ure
Summit County

Utah has the distinction as being one of the most rapidly growing states in the
Union. Our state also boasts one of the most relatively robust economies. These
two labels are not accomplished without the realization of a reliable, high quality
water supply. It is also notable that the water being used to fuel our state
economy today is that which was conceived and constructed decades ago. Any
expectation of future generations that they too will have a water supply at the
places and times it is needed depends upon current responsible and assertive
planning. Recognizing that water in Utah is a finite natural resource, long range
planning and construction of these types of projects will be the only method by
which future generations will have a critical supply.
As a regional water supplier in northern Utah, we appreciate the effort, time, and
expense that has gone into developing the LPP draft EIS. The document exhibits
the careful path needed to minimize and mitigate impacts of the project while
providing a means by which Utah may use its rightful allocation of Colorado
River water. Water that has to date flowed to lower basin states and consumed.
Utah's claims to its Colorado River rights remain in jeopardy until the time comes
when it is diverted and utilized within the state. The fact that population growth
in southwest Utah has occurred at a later date than those of other states is
irrelevant to fact that the LPP will put to use Utah's rightful allocation.
The LPP has the potential to fuel the economy of southwest Utah by providing the
one resource that is imperative to all thriving communities in the West. Reliable
water projects have long brought jobs and revenue to a community with incredible
returns on investment. In each case where a water project in our state was
successfully constructed and mitigated, the local economy has thrived. This, even
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when most seemed expensive at the time of construction. LPP will be categorized
likewise in the analysis years from now.
We encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to recognize the need for future
economic viability of the state and recognize the ability of Utahns to beneficially
use their water rights by issuing a Record of Decision in favor of the proposed
LPP.

-n+-"f~
ge I. Flint
General Manager/CEO

TIF/bb

0662
0662-1 Alternatives

HOUSE OF REPRE S E N T A TIVE S
STATE

REP RE SENT AT IVE
V AL PETE R S O N
MAJORITY ASSISTANT WHIP

DISTRICT 59

OF

UTAH

528 W . 1160 N .
OREM, UTAH 84057
HOME (801) 224 · 4473
WORK ( 801) 863·8424

email: vpeterson@le.utah.gov

UTAH COUNTY

August 20, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo , UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Southern Alternative as a crucial water infrastructure project for the state of
Utah . A plurality of elected officials in Washington County and the state Legislature support the LPP project. In addition,
LPP is consistent with the state's water policy that includes increased water conservation and new water infrastructure
development. Furthermore, the state of Utah has a firm legal water right to its allocation under the Colorado River
Compacts, consistent with the Law of the River.
As a state Representative of my district, I advocate consistency in public policy for lessening governmental burdens on
businesses, which are the engines of prosperity for quality employment. When entrepreneurs see consistency in public
policy and pto-business attitu<;les in government, they are far more likely to expand and take the risks that produce
slli?cess, jobs and prosperous families .

.,

Utah's water policy reflects the collective position of the state's residents. During the 2020 legislative session, the state
Legislature affirmed its intent to develop and beneficially use Utah's allocated share of interstate rivers, including Utah's
allocation under the 1922 and 1948 Colorado River Compacts. In addition, the policy includes support for water
conservation and efficiency, and compliance with the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative represents the superior option to balance the social, economic, public
interest and environmental values of the state of Utah . The LPP project is expected to support more than 120,000 jobs
and $11 billion in gross domestic product. The combination of water rates, impact fees and property taxes are projected to
generate more than $6 billion in incremental revenue, more than sufficient to fund Washington County's current water
infrastructure plan .
I appreciate the efforts of the Bureau of Reclamation and those individuals who contributed to the draft Environmental
Impact Statement. The LPP is a priority project for the state of Utah. I urge Reclamation to help us move this project
forward .
Thank you .

al Peterson
Majority Assistant Whip
Utah State House of Representatives
350 North State, Suite 350
P.O. Box 145030
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
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August 25, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

0663-2 Water Supply

BOR-PROiJO AREA OFFICE
AUG 27 ;20AM10:27

Dear Mr. Baxter:
During my SO-year career in government, education, and the private sector, I have been
heavily involved in water development in Utah. Some of the major projects I worked on
include the analysis and purchase of the Olmstead Pipeline in Provo Canyon; the
hydrologic and constituent analyses for TMDL studies for Strawberry Reservoir and Lower
Silver Creek in Summit County; the conceptual planning for South Jordan City's Daybreak
community, including water conservation and r eclamation; the quantification of water
rights for the East Jordan Irrigation Company that were adopted by the State Engineer as
the official quantification; the analysis and transfer of 25,000 acre-feet of Utah Lake water
for Salt Lake City and several canal companies; and converting mining tunnels for use as
pressurized water storage reservoirs for Snowbird Resort just to name a few. I am also a
Professor Emeritus of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Utah, and I hold a
doctorate degree from the University of California at Berkeley in Hydraulic and Sanitary
Engineering.
As a signatory to the Colorado River Compact and other legal agreements, Utah is entitled
to its share of the Colorado River. In fact, Northern Utah would not be what it is today
without Colorado River water. The Strawberry Reservoir Project was a major water
development in the early 1900s. This project captured tributary flows from the Colorado
River and diverted them via tunnel to Utah County. This system was expanded to secure
additional water from Uinta Basin watersheds to provide municipal water via pipeline to
the Central Utah Water Conservancy District's facilities. Another project, the Duchesne
Tunnel, diverts water to the Upper Provo and ultimately to Deer Creek Reservoir. Nearly a
quarter-million acre-feet of water from the Colorado River system is moved annually to
Salt Lake and Utah Counties.
Th~ .s ~ate of Utah ,h<;1-s adciitional water rights in the Colorado River System, some of which
w_Ul ~~ exercised.fC?t.~h~ ~~ke Powell Pipeline (LPP). The LPP will divert up to 86,249 acrefeet of Colorado River water to Sand Hollow Reservoir in Washington County, and from
.ther e-distributed to u";~ers.by the Washington County Water Conservancy District
TtVcwcb). ou'r state.legislature passed HCR 22 in March 2020 concerning the protection,
development, an d beneficial use of Utah's Colorado River Compact Allocation. The state of
Utah has not fully developed and placed to beneficial consumptive use its portion of such
Compact allocation.
HCR 22 acknowledges Utah's status as signatory of certain Colorado River compacts
and other documents. It also outlines the need for future use of Utah's Colorado River
corn pact allocation and efforts related to Drought Contingency Plans and Colorado River
interim Guidelines.
It encourages the state to expeditiously develop and place to beneficial use, the water
apportioned to Utah under the Compacts, consistent with the Law of the River. It also calls
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for state and local water users to continue to explore and implement practices that
promote water efficiency.
Utah intends to coordinate and cooperate with the federal government and the other
Colorado River basin states to implement the Drought Contingency Plans and to engage in
the re-consultation on the Colorado River Interim Guidelines.
The Lake Powell Pipeline would beneficially use only 6% of the state's annual reliable
supply. The Utah Board of Water Resources holds the water rights for the LPP. The LP P's
diversion from Lake Powell is one of the most reliable water supplies in Utah's allocation of
the Upper Colorado River Basin.
In addition to the water being available, I am convinced that there is a solid plan in place to
pay for the project. The estimated construction cost is $1.4 billion. My research found cost
estimates to be in line with those of other major pipeline systems in the Southwest. An
independent audit conducted for the Utah legislature confirmed the funding sources are
adequate to repay the state of Utah to build the project.
Washington County is one of the fastest growing areas in the U.S., projected to nearly triple
by 2065. Additional water will be needed to support this region's growing population and
economy. Just like Northern Utah, the Washington County water providers can support this
growth by using Colorado River water. In addition, the Colorado River would provide a
desperately needed second water source to Washington County where residents depend on
a single water source - the Virgin River basin.
Some claim the LPP wouldn't be needed if Washington County wasn't such a "water
waster." Washington County uses less than 50,000 acre-feet of potable water a year to
support nearly 200,000 permanent residents, more than 15,000 second home owners,
more than $32 billion in property values, 6 million annual visitors, more than $6 billion in
gross domestic product and nearly 80,000 jobs. That water is being well used.
Comparing Washington County's water use to other cities is like comparing apples to
oranges. Different cities/states calculate their water use differently - some apply a "return
flow credit" for water that's returned to the system; others omit water use by certain
industries and/or types of water (treated vs. untreated). These variations make drastic
differences in the water use numbers. Washington County is not squandering water. They
are prudently planning for and diversifying their water resources for their growing
community and economy- just as we have done and continue to do in Northern Utah.
For these reasons, I encourage Reclamation to complete the NEPA process for the LPP and
issue a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,

David W. Eckhoff,
, PE
6428 Castlefield L e
Murray, UT 84107
deckhoff@xmission.com
801-450-3 5 06
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0664-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Ky le S. W ell s, PhD

August 21, 2020
Rick Baxter
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:

I am writing to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to advance the Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP) by completing the environmental assessment and issuing its license. I am a native of St. George and
serve as Dean, School of Business for Dixie State University. Dixie State, which receives its water from the
City of St. George and the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD), serves over 10,000
students. We expect that number to grow to 15,000 by 2025.
Having an adequate and reliable water supply system is critical for the university and the economic viability
of our communities. As our cities continue growing, they will become more dependent on regional water
projects like the LPP. In addition, six million tourists visit our region annually and that number is expected to
increase, along with the need for water to serve them.
Recognizing the projected needs of our region, Utah state legislators created the Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act in 2006 ("the Act"). The State of Utah will fund the initial development and construction
cost of the LPP. There is little question regarding Utah's ability to finance the LPP; our state is one of only ten
states receiving a AAA rating by all three major credit rating agencies.
Washington County will have the ability to contract for blocks of water, as needed, and will have decades to
repay the acquisition cost of each acquired block. Revenue to repay the state will come from three funding
sources: impact fees, water rates and property taxes. County officials continue to develop the project funding
strategy that will,provide the most appropriate outcome for our residents and tourists. The reality, however, is
that WCWCD has sufficient capacity to fund the LPP and the balance of water infrastructure projects that our
growing and vibrant communities will require in the future.
Because southern Utah is susceptible to drought, residents and businesses have been asked to conserve water.
Washington County has been a leader in the state in both conservation and reuse water for irrigation.
Unlike some other areas, we have looked ahead and developed a comprehensive water plan. The LPP is a part
of this comprehensive plan. We aren ' t waiting for a crisis. Our water providers know the time to start planning
a water project irnot when you need it - but years if not decades -- in advance.
For reasons discussed in thfs 1etfer, I support the issuance of a FERC license for the Lake Powell Pipeline
project."
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0665-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Art Beckman <aabeckman@yahoo.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 5:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
As a frequent visitor to St George I've been following the Lake Powell pipeline
story for some time. The entire concept is flawed and should be scrapped.
The BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County
must have a “second source” of water and made this a critical “purpose and
need” for the LPP. Water conservation alternatives were summarily rejected
based on this assertion.
Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical
water within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will
likely prevent use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.
The reading I've done indicates that the "need" for the water is debatable
even without conservation. Given the likely future of the Colorado River
watershed and its uses, any city that can get by without further straining
those resources should make every reasonable effort to do so.
Regards,
Art

0665-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ann Millner <amillner@le.utah.gov>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 6:15 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Baxter, Rick J
[EXTERNAL] LPP Public Comment
Ann Millner DEIS Letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello,
Attached is my public comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Thanks,
Ann
F Ann Millner
Utah State Senator
Senate District 18

0666
8/27/2020

0666-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I’ve served my constituents in the Utah State Senate since 2015 including responsibilities for the Ethics
Committee (Chair), Higher Education Strategic Planning Commission, and Economic Development and
Workforce Services Committee. I am keenly aware of the relationship between water supply, population
growth, economic development and education. That’s why I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).
The Utah Legislature relies on the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute to provide population estimates and
forecasts for counties throughout the state. Washington County’s population growth is among the fastest in
the state and nation – the county is projected to increase 229% by 2065.
This level of growth has created increased demand for all public services including water, transportation and
education. Communities, counties and state bodies are collaborating to develop the infrastructure required to
meet existing and future demands. The LPP is a crucial component of Washington County’s comprehensive
plan for having a reliable water supply to meet the growing demands of 10 communities within its service
district.
According to the 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the state of Utah will construct the project as
funded by the Legislature, and the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) will repay the
state with interest. The combination of WCWCD water rates, impact fees and property taxes are projected to
generate more than $6 billion in incremental revenue through 2060. These funds will be more than sufficient
to fully fund Washington County’s water infrastructure requirements and ensure a safe, stable and sufficient
water supply for the next half-century. In addition, based on projections from 2026 to 2060, sales tax revenue
supported by the LPP is estimated to generate over $9.4 billion with 78% benefiting the state.
The state Legislature has been assured that Washington County can generate sufficient revenue to repay the
cost of the LPP under all examined scenarios considered in the 2019 audit. Therefore, I’m writing to ask the
Bureau of Reclamation to complete the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
to issue its Record of Decision in support of the LPP Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,

Ann Millner
Assistant Majority Whip
Utah State Senate
320 E Capitol Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
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From: Ann Brauer <ann@sierrasunrise.net>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 8:03 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline dEIS Comments
Attachments: LPPdEIScomments TCSC 200828 .pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Attached please find comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline dEIS from the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra
Club.

0667
0667-1 NEPA Process

SIERRA
CLUB
r U D D

Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club
PO Box 8096
Reno, NV 89507

I 9.l

Mr. Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
August 28, 2020

Via: email to lpp@usbr.gov

Re: Lake Powell Pipeline Project draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Baxter,
On behalf of the 30,000 members and supporters of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club in Nevada
and the Eastern Sierra, many of whom, especially in Southern Nevada, depend on the Colorado River
for water supplies, we are submitting comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project (LPP) draft
Environmental Impact Statement (dEIS). We are concerned that the LPP proposal will result in
diversions from the Colorado River which will threaten Nevada's water rights, an impact which is not
analyzed in the dEIS. We are also concerned that the Bureau of Reclamation's (USBR) dEIS failed to
comply with many requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), including failures
to establish a need for the project, to provide a full range of alternatives, and to analyze many impacts
from the proposed project on Utah and on Nevada as well as on the other 5 states bound by the
Colorado River Compact of 1922. Further, the USBR'S dEIS failed to document that the proposed
water diversions would even be possible in the future due to the declining river flows from our drying
climate.
Many of our concerns are being raised by Utahns directly affected by the proposed pipeline. We would
like to incorporate the dEIS comments submitted to the Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) by the Utah
Rivers Council and the Conserve Southwest Utah on the LPP project into the Toiyabe Chapter
comments.
In addition, the Toiyabe Chapter would like to raise concerns about the dEIS non-compliance with
NEPA, especially as this impacts Nevada.

Unavailable information on dEIS documents on USBR's LPP website:
Unfortunately, our review of the dEIS has been extremely difficult due to the lack of availability of
dEIS documents on the USBR's LPP website. The dEIS documents appear to be scattered among many
different agencies - the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Utah Board of Water Resources,
various consultants, the Bureau of Land Management, etc. Many links to these documents don't work.
Critical parts of the NEPA analysis are in appendices - which are not attached to the dEIS - and links do
Toiyabe Chapter comments on LPP dEIS

1
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not work.
For example, on the USBR website under Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a click on the link to
Appendix B - Purpose and Need Report or Appendix E: Plan of Development, results in “... can’t open
this page” messages. A click on Appendix C - Supplemental Resource Reports, results in a transfer to
an EPA website: https://cdxnodengn.epa.gov/cdx-enepa-II/public/action/eis/details?eisId=297778. And, a click
on any of the specific EIS documents results in nothing. The links to the 5 Kaibab Tribal documents
under Appendix D work, but a click on Appendix D results in the “... cannot open this page” message.
The USBR should correct these webpage problems and make sure the full and complete dEIS and fEIS
is available online for public review and comment in a single, accessible location..

0667-2 cont'd NEPA Process

Based on what information we found available on the BOR webpage, following are our specific
comments.

Chapter 1 - Need for Project:
Although we understand that project proponents provide project information to the USBR which best
supports its proposal, we expect that the Bureau will carefully consider all available information which
does not support the proponent's more optimistic information, especially on the need for the project.
Even if the projected population numbers are correct (the Appendix B, Purpose and Need Report was
not available on USBR's LPP website), the need for this proposed expensive and environmentally
damaging infrastructure project cannot be justified since the project proponent refuses or is unable to
develop effective water conservation programs in order to reduce water demands.
Information on water use in Western states and communities is widely available. The per capita water
use in Washington County, Utah, 302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD) using 2015 data, exceeds
water use in communities in neighboring states by two or three times. For example, even with rising
population, Las Vegas reduced its per capita demand by a very successful water conservation program.
(https://www.snwa.com/importance-of-conservation/conservation-facts-and-achievements/index.html) The water
conservation efforts by the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) "...have helped the community
reduce its per capita water use by 2% between 2002 and 2019, even as the population increased by
more than 730,000 residents during that time. In 2019, Southern Nevada used 101 gallons GPCD." If
there is no increased demand for water due to effective conservation programs, there is no need for this
project.
The dEIS also failed to analyze the "reliability" of the proposed project of a new additional water
supply from the Colorado River, given its overallocation to the 7 Compact States, current and future
projected declining river flows, and legal questions about the proposal's compliance with the Compact.
Again, information on current declining river flows and increasing declines from future climate change
impacts is widely available. For example, see this USGS report: https://www.usgs.gov/mission-areas/waterresources/science/atmospheric-warming-loss-snow-cover-and-declining-colorado?qt-science_center_objects=0#qtscience_center_objects. And: https://journals.ametsoc.org/jcli/article/32/23/8181/344319/Causes-for-the-CenturyLong-Decline-in-Colorado. Colorado River Compact States have developed a drought contingency plan

(DCP) due to these declining river flows. See USBR's own document on the historic drought
agreement: https://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm?RecordID=66103. From the experiences of
Las Vegas and other Western communities with effective water conservation programs, it is obvious
that reduced water demand is a far more reliable and secure water supply than the proposed pipeline
Toiyabe Chapter comments on LPP dEIS
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project.

Chapter 2 - Alternatives:
NEPA requires a full range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIS. Public scoping comments strongly
supported a water conservation alternative in order to reduce water demand and preclude the need for
the proposed project. Due to the narrow scope of the dEIS, the USBR rejected two reasonable
alternatives. Thus, the dEIS only analyzes alternative routes for the LPP and therefore fails to meet
NEPA requirements to study all alternatives, even those over which it has no control.

0667-3

0667-5 Cumulative Impacts

Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences:
The estimated $1.879.6 million to $2,013.8 million "net present value cost" of constructing and
operating the Southern Alternative and the estimated $1.847.7 million to $1,959.2 million "net present
value cost" of constructing and operating the Highway Alternative do not include the financing costs.
The EIS must disclose this critical information, since the dEIS estimates are likely an order of
magnitude lower than the actual cost of either alternative.

0667-4

This analysis, due to the failure of the dEIS to consider a full range of alternatives and to consider
"regional" effects to include potential impacts of the proposed project and its diversion of 86,000 acrefeet annually (AFA) from the Colorado River on all of the 7 Compact states, is totally flawed and
substantially violates NEPA requirements for a robust impacts analysis. We will list the unanalyzed
regional impacts of the proposed project in the following comments.

Unanalyzed Impacts of the proposed LPP on Nevada and other Colorado River
Compact States:
We find that we are as perplexed as Pat Mulroy, former general manager of the Southern Nevada Water
Authority, by the dEIS totally ignoring the regional effects of the LPP. In 2008 in a scoping response to
the earlier version of the LPP, Ms. Mulroy stated,
"...it should be obvious that there will be significant cumulative impacts associated with the
transbasin importation of water. These effects include induced growth and related issues of
transportation, energy, and impacts on lands and water resources in and surrounding the areas
to be served."
Specifically, Ms. Mulroy listed several "regional" effects of the LPP which we reprint below. All of
these possible effects should be analyzed as cumulative effects and mitigation for adverse effects
should be mandated in the EIS by USBR:

0667-5

1. This will affect the water supply of all seven states that depend on the Colorado River system
reservoirs for the management and delivery of water supply.
2. The socioeconomic and environmental effects will in some measure affect all users of water in
the system, and
3. ...may exacerbate shortages in the system.
Toiyabe Chapter comments on LPP dEIS
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4. The environmental analysis should address not only the security of the water supply to the
proposed pipeline, but
a) the direct and cumulative impacts to water supply,

0667-6 Colorado River Compact(s)

b) availability and management and hydroelectric power generation at Glen Canyon Dam to
the other states and entities that depend on the Colorado River, including the Southern
Nevada Water Authority.
5. This list of alternatives (in 2008 version of the LPP) presumes the project is the only source of
supply for water to serve anticipated growth. As such, the alternatives list appears deficient.
Ms. Mulroy's statements and concerns are as appropriate today on the current LPP proposal as they
were on the 2008 LPP proposal. We agree that the dEIS failed to address these impacts of the LPP on
all of these regional issues. In addition, we would add several other important regional issues omitted
from analysis in the dEIS.
0667-6

1. The EIS should analyze whether the proposed diversion of 86,000 AFA from the
Colorado River violate the Compact requirement that any transbasin transfer of
Colorado River water requires Congressional approval.
2. The EIS should analyze whether the proposed diversion threatens the Drought
Contingency Plan (DCP), since any diversion not included in the DCP would lower river
flows which would trigger the specific actions required as water levels drop in Lake
Mead?
3. The USBR and the proponent should consult with the other Compact states and all
Indian Tribes with water rights on the Colorado River on the current LPP proposal.
4. Among the cumulative impacts, the EIS should analyze whether the approval of the LPP
by the USBR, without any consultation with the other 6 Compact States, would likely
initiate lawsuits by these states to protect their Colorado River water rights?
5. The dEIS failed to analyze direct impacts of the proposed LPP to Nevada:
a) Nevada depends on only 300,000 AFA from the Colorado River for water supplies
for millions of residents. The EIS should analyze how the 86,000 AFA diversion for
the LPP will affect Nevada's water supply and provide mitigation for any adverse
effects.
b) Nevada has effective water conservation programs which have reduced water
demands significantly while our population increases. The USBR must provide a
rationale for approving the proposed LPP to supply water from an over-appropriated
river system with declining river flows to a region which is currently wasting its
existing water supplies due to absent or ineffective water conservation programs.
The EIS should clarify whether the approval of the LPP by the USBR would set a
precedent for future USBR approval of additional diversions from the Colorado
River.
c) The EIS should clarify how and why the USBR can ignore or discount scientific
findings, including its own, on climate change impacts - declining river flows,
Toiyabe Chapter comments on LPP dEIS
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increasing temperatures, less snow and less runoff on which river flows used to
depend - in its consideration of approving the LPP.

Conclusion:
We did read in the dEIS that USBR's mission is "...to manage, develop, and protect water and related
resources in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the interest of the American
people." USBR is faced with a decision on whether to approve a project which proposes to divert
Colorado River water, when the proponent has easier and less costly alternatives to meet future water
needs; which takes water which does not really exist considering the increasing climate change impacts
toward a drier climate and accelerated reductions in river flows; which takes water from one basin for
use in another basin which is a potential violation of the Compact without Congressional approval;
which could ignite dueling lawsuits by states striving to protect their own Colorado River water
allocations; which takes water which could violate the Drought Contingency Plan because it did not
consider an 86,000 AFA additional diversion from the river as well as increased demands on the
Compact States' shares of the river; which could threaten negotiations scheduled in January 2021 on
additional drought planning; and which is so risky since actual water will not be able to be delivered
through the pipeline because of protections for senior water rights holders from being harmed by junior
rights holders.
We strongly urge the USBR to carry out its mission and deny approval of the proposed LPP project.
Sincerely,

Anne Macquarie
Chair, Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter

Toiyabe Chapter comments on LPP dEIS
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Brent Gardner <brentgardner@alphaengineering.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 1:21 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline - Public Comment
Lake Powell Pipeline Comment.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Attached are my comments regarding the Lake Powell Pipeline Project for your consideration.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Brent E. Gardner

0670

BRENT E. GARDNER
953 SOUTH 770 EAST
ST. GEORGE, UT 84790

Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager, Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
(via email lpp@usbr.gov)
Re:

Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement – Public Comment

Mr. Baxter:
I have lived in Southern Utah for 40 years and consider myself a native as I was born here but
moved away for a portion of my growing up years. Many people before me developed water
resources to service the area. There is no area or community that continues to grow without
water. When I moved back to St. George there were two stop lights in town and I have watched
as we grew from the culinary water source of the springs at the base of Pine Valley to wells
developed in Snow Canyon and below the Gunlock Reservoir. The Quail Creek Reservoir was
then constructed and, to provide additional redundancy, the Sand Hollow Reservoir was
constructed as a surface source of water supply as well as a ground water recharge reservoir.
I am grateful for the foresight of our leaders in this area to develop water. However, I have been
very disappointed in people who have moved here and portray fiction instead of facts concerning
the need to develop additional water resources. If we had not developed our water resources,
there would not have been resources available for them to be here now.
Most of our current water supply comes from the Virgin River which has a drainage area of
12,250 square miles. Lake Powell has a drainage area that is 108,335 square miles of which a
portion originates in the State of Utah and we are entitled to use by allocated water rights. We
have a much greater chance of having a reliable water supply by having multiple drainage areas
contributing to our water supply verses the Virgin River drainage area which is approximately
11% of the larger Colorado River source provided from Lake Powell. If we sit by and do
nothing, there will be serious consequences if we end up with a drought in the Virgin River
drainage system.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline project. Many communities (e.g. Las Vegas, Phoenix, etc.…)
use similar pipelines to distribute water to support their communities and the growth from people
who migrate there. The water rights are available to us here in the State of Utah now to protect us
from possible drought scenarios and assist in our growth in this beautiful part of the State we call
home. It is no surprise to me that many want to take root here in this outstanding community and
I believe it is not fair for us to decide, once we inherit this community as our home, to shut the
door on those future residents by avoiding expansion resource projects. I honor those who made
conscious decisions to develop our water resources to allow my family to live here and my hope
is that we will continue that legacy to prepare for future generations.

0670
0670-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
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I request the Bureau of Reclamation complete the EIS and issue a Record of Decision for the
Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative.
Sincerely,

Brent E. Gardner
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0673-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Charles Manges <cbmanges@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 2:32 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Government Bureaucrat Folks,
What in gods' names are you doing with this ridiculous plan for the Lake
Powell Pipeline, and how did you ever manage to draft such an absurdly
bad EIS?
It's a known fact that the Colorado River System is already
over-allocated, and you're looking to allow more rights claims? Really?
With growing drought and climate change, where exactly do you expect
that water to come from, and how much can you really hope to siphon off
in times of greatest needs, given the primacy of older claims? And we
won't even bother you with the violations of the 1922 Compact.
And should the taxpayers of Utah really be put on the hook to the tune
of $2 billion? When it is very likely to be legally contested (taxpayers
pay for that too!) and may not even be allowed to move water?
And is all this Bureau of Reclamation fiddling with new water source
requriements, not to mention the rejection of conservation measures, the
kind of justification you guys want to rely on--using yesterday's
solutions without accurately appraising tomorrow's problems?
There are cheaper, more efficient, more environmentally responsible, and
did I mention CHEAPER ways to address what, at present, is a problem
only on paper.
Be smart. Respect the tax payers who pay your salaries.
Charles Manges

0673-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carol Collins <ccollins54@msn.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 3:44 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] NO PIPELINE

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The Bureau of Reclamation has released a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline, which would slurp
86,000 acre feet of water from the Colorado River each year and deliver it 140
miles from Lake Powell to Sand Hollow Reservoir near the city of St. George. If
built, the pipeline would scar iconic and scenic landscapes, block wildlife
movements, and disturb sacred cultural sites along its route.
Our friends at Conserve Southwest Utah say the Draft EIS fails to evaluate
reasonable alternatives, doesn't adequately address public concerns, and
doesn't include an objective analysis of the environmental and economic
impacts the project will have on the residents of Washington County and the
state of Utah.

NO PIPELINE.
Sincerely,
Carol L Collins
1935 Nault Road
Dover, DE 19904

0674-1
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0675-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Cathey M Finlon <cfinlon@mcclainfinlon.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 6:29 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0675-1

We ask that you deny he Lake Powell Pipeline Project:
1. There is no reason for St. George, UT and Washington County UT to grow to over 500,000 people.
Do not assume growth is necessary in a desert area.There is simply not enough water. Wrong location
for growth.
2. St. George UT and Washington County, UT make NO effort to conserve water.
3. Colorado River and Lake Powell/Lake Mead are in decades long drought. There is not enough water.
What are you thinking?
Spend $1 billion on water conservation and stop the growth.
The EPA was established to protect our environment. Do it.
Cathey M Finlon
cfinlon@mcclainfinlon.com
720 300 7184
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From: chambers@xmission.com
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 5:27 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the
physical water within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior
(older) rights will likely prevent use of the LPP water right during
current and future droughts.
BOR has left any and all determinations of water availability and
water rights within Utah up to the state.
This is a problem:
Water rights have a priority date, and a senior water right has an
earlier date of water use; later dates of use constitute a more junior
right. The LPP water right is junior in priority to the Northern Ute
Tribe, Navajo and other tribal rights, other federal reserved water
rights not yet determined, water rights established before 1958, the
Central Utah Project?s Bonneville Unit (as well as the Lower Basin
states and Mexico).
The water right being used to supply the LPP doesn?t have high enough
priority status to guarantee the water will be available over the long
term.
As water supplies decline and water demand increases due to more
people and more development the competition for physical water will
increase and result in litigation and uncertainty for junior water
rights holders such as the LPP because their junior rights may not
entitle them to use the water. This, combined with the uncertainty of
future water in the Colorado River due to climate change, makes
relying on water rights from Lake Powell very risky.
BOR owes it to the other states in the Colorado River Compact to
ensure that Utah is not over allocating its physical water and making
it even more difficult for Utah to meet its Compact obligation to
supply water to the Lower Basin.
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0676-1 Colorado River Compact(s)
Commenting guidance:
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The BOR must require Utah to provide evidence that, after the LPP is
in use, adequate water will still be available to the Lower Basin in
compliance with the Colorado River Compact.
The BOR cannot ignore that the Northern Ute Tribe has senior water
rights over the LPP?unlike the states. BOR has had a critical role in
protecting Native American water rights in the Colorado River; these
rights are senior to any Utah right and BOR must protect them but, by
approving the LPP, they would be undermining tribal rights.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
David Chambers
chambers@xmission.com

0676-2
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

charlie@charlesdhawker.com
Thursday, August 27, 2020 6:28 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
info@utahrivers.org
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am 100% opposed to the construction of this pipeline for many reasons:
1. It is not necessary. The growth projections by Washington County have been badly
inflated.
2. It is outrageously expensive. Two counties have pulled out of the plan for that reason.
Estimates are that tax payers and water payers in the State of Utah will be paying off this
boondoggle for a century, if ever.
3. The Utah Board of Water Resources and the Washington County water managers have
repeatedly lied about their projections and intentionally hidden facts from public scrutiny.
4. Washington County (and the State of Utah, for that matter) should have policies to
conserve water, but they do not. Their actual policies encourage the wasting of water.
Present water supplies in Washington County would meet all of their inflated, projected
growth demands if simple conservation policies were enacted.
5. Millions of people, not just Washington County, depend on the Colorado River for water
for households and agriculture. Taking this water that is not needed hurts all of us who
live downstream and depend on that water.
6. In this age of proven global warming and continuing drought conditions, we all need to
share the burden and conserve our water use.
7. Instead of allowing more Lake Powell water than is justified for Washington County, the
Bureau of Reclamation should consider eliminating Lake Powell completely and storing
that water in Lake Mead. Both reservoirs are far less than half full and Lake Mead would
hold all of it. Evaporative losses from the two reservoirs would be cut in half which would
more than justify that action.
Sincerely,
Charles D. Hawker
PO Box 1505
La Quinta, CA 92247
Email: charlie@charlesdhawker.com

0677-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris Jasinski <chrisj@bestfriends.org>
Tuesday, August 25, 2020 6:32 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

0678-2 Water Supply

0678-3 Climate Change - Hydrology
This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.
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The EIS should include a water conservation alternative.

0678-1



The Bureau of Reclamation should look at the full negative environmental
impacts of building the pipeline AND removing 28 billion gallons of water every
year out of the Colorado River.

0678-2



The Bureau of Reclamation should analyze the effects of climate change
on lowering water the levels in the Colorado River and Lake Powell.

0678-3



The Pipeline is unaffordable, and the Bureau of Reclamation should
evaluate how the Pipeline will affect Utah taxpayers.

0678-4



The draft EIS exaggerates future water needs in Washington County because it
does not consider common water conservation alternatives.

Chris Jasinski
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0684-1 Purpose and Need
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Carolyn Spotts <cospotts@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 8:23 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Baxter, Rick J; Duke, Marlon B; PAComments, BOR-sha-UC;
Goff, Laura (Callie) C; Tibbetts, Gloria A; Hughes, Amber L;
Favour, Nancy L; Christian, Lorraine M; Boshell, Brandon E;
Ferris, Dawna E; Bunting, Whitney
[EXTERNAL] My Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental
Impact Statement comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

August 28, 2020
RE: My Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
comments
Dear Bureau of Reclamation officials:
I have been a Washington County Utah resident for the past 22 years, and I am
gravely concerned about the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP). Among other
things, I am retired on a limited monthly income and I am very worried about how the
LPP debt could cause my property taxes and water rates to skyrocket. This could
threaten my ability to pay my bills and stay in my home. I do not believe that it is fair
or appropriate for LPP proponents to expect me to pay more for water that I don't
need and likely cannot afford, and that may only allegedly serve the needs of future
county residents decades from now.
I have looked over the Bureau of Reclamation's (BOR) LPP Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). I have also read many LPP related newspaper articles and
opinion pieces. I am very disappointed with the DEIS because I believe that it is very
biased, improperly deferential to LPP proponents, and fails to analyse a reasonable
range of alternatives as strongly requested in the public scoping comments.
From a legal standpoint, I believe that the DEIS is woefully inadequate. For example,
43 CFR Section 46.420 requires BOR and other federal agencies to have a different
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purpose and need than the applicant's and that it be broader and in the public
interest. BOR violated this requirement by essentially and improperly adopting the
Utah and Washington County Water Conservancy District's (WCWCD) narrow
purpose and need (for an allegedly reliable second source of water). By this violation,
BOR in turn, violated 40 CFR Section 1502.14 that requires BOR to analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives, including those that may be beyond the agency's
jurisdiction. Through these clear legal violations, BOR then arbitrarily decided to not
carry forward the Local Waters Alternative or any other alternatives relating to water
conservation, water reclamation, and water efficiency methods. By doing so, BOR
essentially prevented any analysis of these demand related solutions, and instead
purely focused on the supply side of the future water equation. This prevented the
public from having a realistic or meaningful comparison of the choices among a
variety of demand reduction and supply augmentation options. It also allowed BOR
to largely ignore many of the most important public scoping comments, and likewise
ignore the benefits of considering various water conservation methods that have
already proven very successful in other western communities.

0684-1
Continued

0684-2 Colorado River Compact(s)

In short, I believe that BOR put on its own National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) "blinders" so that it could try to keep a narrow focus out of political
expediency, rather than take the broader and objective "hard look" that NEPA
requires. As such, I believe that BOR officials should be ashamed of themselves for
blatantly putting politics above law and science, and for wasting public funds on a
patently inadequate DEIS. At this point, I believe that the only effective remedy
would be for BOR to wake up, smell the coffee, get back on the right track, and
prepare a fair, objective, and NEPA adequate Supplemental DEIS that corrects the
current DEIS' many deficiencies. Otherwise, this DEIS is likely to be held up in
prolonged litigation, or the stench may attract a future Congress or Presidential
administration to step in and hold BOR accountable.
To build on my introductory comments above, I now wish to express and describe a
number of more specific DEIS comments as follows:
1) The LPP would transfer upper basin water to a lower basin use, thereby violating
the Colorado River Compact ("Law of the River") unless Utah obtains support from
other Compact states and achieves explicit Congressional statutory
authorization. This is what New Mexico had to do for a similar proposed transfer in
2009. The DEIS is inadequate because BOR did not analyze this issue, despite strong
public scoping requests that it do so, and instead simply said the issue is being
"addressed" (whatever that is supposed to mean). The DEIS also failed to
acknowledge or respond to the serious related concerns raised by Arizona and
California officials. And , since federal legislation is needed for the LPP to proceed,
the BOR and DEIS fail to analyze whether a Legislative EIS format was more

0684-1 cont'd Purpose and Need
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appropriate under the current CEQ NEPA regulations. A Legislative EIS could help
lay out the pros and cons of various options for Congress to consider. It is a mystery
why Utah has spent over thirty million dollars thus far on its LPP quest without
achieving any apparent consensus among the other Compact states nor moving any
proposals in Congress. Utah officials are foolish if they think that they can quietly
slip the LPP through without Congress and the other Compact states raising strong
concerns.

0684-4 Water Supply

0684-5 Alternatives
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2) The DEIS is inadequate because it does not assess the level of LPP water risk
given the reality of how the Compact and Colorado River water rights work. Utah's
water right is junior to other senior water rights holders, and the senior rights come
first during drought related water reductions. In addition, the lower basin states
(California, Nevada, and Arizona) have Compact priority over Utah and other upper
basin states during drought related water reductions. Some tribes and Mexico
reportedly still have outstanding claims to Colorado River water that, when perfected,
have priority over Utah's. Lakes Powell and Mead are already at critically low levels,
and climate change and the mega drought increase the odds of greater future delivery
reductions and shortages. So, when push inevitably comes to shove, Utah is near the
back of the line for Colorado River water. The DEIS ignores this harsh reality. Utah
and BOR are therefore willing to risk billions of public dollars on a highly speculative
gamble that in future decades there will be enough water to justify the
LPP. Meanwhile, Utah and BOR are ignoring water conservation measures that could
begin to be phased in immediately to begin reducing demand, and that would be much
more reliable and less costly than the future LPP.
3) The DEIS is inadequate because it arbitrarily failed to analyze feasible water
conservation alternatives. The DEIS says that every action alternative must provide
86,000 acre-feet-year (AFY) from a "second source" to meet the assumed water needs
of a 2075 county population of nearly 600,000. However, there is no standard or
rationale for what would objectively qualify as a "second source" nor any examples of
why this may have proven necessary in other communities. And the Virgin River
watershed is part of the lower basin within the Colorado River watershed. So
shortages from prolonged drought could be comparatively severe in both shared
watersheds. The DEIS paints a too rosy picture of the WCWCD's water conservation
efforts and relative success. There is enormous water waste in Washington County,
and therefore enormous opportunities to reduce existing demand through
implementation of feasible water conservation measures. As an example, I converted
my grassy lawn to desert xeriscape a few years ago, with a drip irrigation system, and
it cut my monthly water use in half. The WCWCD has sadly been so obsessed with
spending millions of public dollars on pushing the LPP that it has neglected spending
enough to push reasonable water conservation measures. This bias and myopia do not
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serve the public interest. I was shocked and appalled to read this BOR statement on
DEIS page 15: “The DEIS has been prepared in response to the Proposed [Lake
Powell Pipeline] Project and does not attempt to compel Washington County
residents to modify, change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social
expectations.” This is legally wrong under NEPA because of the previously-cited
regulations that require BOR to have a purpose and need beyond the applicant's and to
analyze a reasonable range of alternatives including those outside of its
jurisdiction. This is factually wrong because he WCWCD leadership is interwoven
with the relevant county and city officials who have the authority, both within
WCWCD as a water wholesaler, and within their own municipal water WCWCD
retailer agencies, to consider and adopt a wide range of tiered pricing, lawn
conversion incentives, xeriscape development ordinances, voluntary agricultural water
transfers, and other feasible water conservation and reclamation methods, programs,
and ordinances. These are water saving tools that are already widely successful in
thriving communities like Las Vegas, Phoenix, and Tucson, and they could be
implemented here too with responsible leadership. In other words, the DEIS reads
like a water development "flash back" to the 1950's rather than a practical assessment
of the new contemporary reality and options of the 2020's. I liked the "Back to the
Future" movie, but it is irresponsible for BOR to apply that concept in preparing this
DEIS. A Supplemental DEIS, that objectively analyzes water conservation
alternatives, must be prepared and released for public review and
comment. Otherwise, this ridiculous DEIS should not and cannot stand for use in
agencies' considerations of whether to approve LPP related rights-of-way and other
authorizations..
4) The DEIS economics analysis improperly uses a "benefits transfer" concept that is
highly speculative and unreliable. One of the greatest LPP public controversies
relates to the wide disagreements over the purported benefits and estimated costs. The
estimates used by Utah and the WCWCD largely conflict with those by other
economic experts, including over twenty Utah university economics
professors. Legislative audits have shown that the WCWCD and other Utah water
districts have inconsistent or perhaps even incoherent accounting methods. Utah and
the WCWCD always resort to "smoke and mirrors" when they do not have solid
factual ground to stand on. They are using vague and speculative future numbers to
build this "benefits transfer" LPP rationale without any objective or comprehensive
data to back those numbers up. This is not the bona fide cost-benefit analysis that the
public asked for in the scoping comments and deserves. And, again, the failure to
analyze any DEIS water conservation alternatives completely skews this situation
because likely more reliable and less expensive solutions were ignored. This is one of
many examples of clear BOR bias because of its blind acceptance of the LPP
proponents' arguments and "data" in preparing this DEIS. Models are only as good as
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the professionals that develop them, and the data that is processed to reach
outcomes. In this case, I question the objectivity and credibility of both.
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Continued
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5) The DEIS does not adequately address the LPP related risks of future invasive
quagga mussel infestation. While the DEIS acknowledges this obvious threat, it does
not analyze the economic and environmental impacts that may result, including to
greatly changing aquatic ecosystems in a manner that may further jeopardize Virgin
and Muddy (Nevada) River fish species listed or proposed for listing under the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA). As filter feeders, these mussels may consume much
of the aquatic life that makes up the food chain for the listed fish and other native
species. The chemicals that may be used to control these mussels in drinking water
may prove harmful to human health. Listed fish species may be harmed when the
chemicals in this water enter the Virgin and Muddy River systems. The mussels may
release harmful chemicals in their biological waste, such as sulfates, sulfites, nitrogen,
and ammonia. These chemicals could adversely affect drinking water quality, as well
as surface and ground water quality in the Virgin and Muddy River watersheds. Once
an infestation occurs in the WCWCD water delivery system, it could prove to be a
very expensive and endless battle to prevent mussel concentrations from hindering the
system's basic operation.
6) The DEIS is inadequate because it ignores or gives short shrift to potentially
significant LPP related adverse impacts on federal lands owned by all
Americans. The DEIS itself admits that the LPP action alternatives would have
direct, indirect, and/or cumulative adverse impacts on 19 different public resources or
uses. For example, for the Southern LPP Alternative, it admits conflicts with current
BLM Arizona Strip Field Office (ASFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP)
decisions relating to protection of the existing Kanab Creek Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC). BLM is proposing to amend these decisions to
allow the LPP. However, BOR provides no specific or compelling justification for
why these weakening amendments are needed, or why this LPP alignment could not
stay in an existing utility corridor and avoid the ACEC. The public is apparently
expected to take on faith and accept the BOR's conclusion in this regard. BOR and
BLM should not be so cavalier in willing to undermine the protection of this
important ACEC. The BLM organic law (Federal Land Policy and Management Act
or FLPMA) makes designating and protecting ACECs a priority, but the current BLM
management appears to have forgotten that. Another example relates to BLM's
proposed weakening of the Visual Resource Management (VRM) designations near
the ACEC to facilitate the LPP. BLM was improperly inconsistent because it
recognized the need for this VRM weakening by the ACEC but failed to recognize the
similar need to likewise propose weakening of the existing VRM designations where
the LPP would cross three historic trails and other corridors designated as protective
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VRM Class II. This was arbitrary because the protection of visual quality is as or
more important for these three trail corridors as it may be for the ACEC area. Even
after back-filling, there would be a visual LPP scar on the landscape, providing strong
adverse scenic contrast, for many decades and perhaps permanently. Due to generally
poor soils and the mega drought, it would be a very slow process for vegetation to regrow over the LPP. And it might be very difficult for heavy equipment operators to
prevent soil types from improperly mixing, which could also create long-term or
permanent visual contrast.
7) The DEIS is inadequate because it does not analyze how future LPP operations
may adverse affect current options in terms of the timing, management, and revenue
creation from Glen Canyon Dam water releases through its turbines to generate hydro
electric power. This specific hydroelectric power is very important because it can be
generated on short-notice to maintain stability on the regional electrical grid. Without
this power, there is an increased risk of shortages or black outs, particularly during
peak times or during the hot summer months when air conditioning demand is
greatest. During low water level times in Lake Powell, the added diversion of LPP
water may conflict with the needed capacity for power generation, and it may also
reduce the associated revenue. It is bizarre that BOR did not analyze this important
issue.

0684-9
Continued

0684-9 cont'd Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

0684-10 Renewable Energy

0684-11 Native American Concerns

0684-12 T&E Species
0684-10

8) The DEIS is inadequate because it does not address the likely blatant racism
involved with Utah and the WCWCD preferring the Southern over the Highway LPP
alternative. The scoping comments from tribes and tribal members demonstrate
strong LPP related concerns. The BOR is obligated under NEPA to objectively and
fully analyze potential Environmental Justice (EJ) effects on minority, poor, and
indigenous communities. In this case, both LPP alternatives would harm sensitive and
important cultural sites and resources, and perhaps unearth buried tribal
members. However, if the LPP must be built, the Highway Alternative might at least
provide some financial or other benefits to the Kaibab-Pauite tribe and its
members. It is clear that racist Utah and WCWCD officials would rather spend more
public money on the more expensive Southern Alternative rather than perhaps pay the
tribe to help compensate them for adverse impacts from the Highway
Alternative. From an EJ perspective, this would continue the appalling racist pattern
of government agencies being willing to sacrifice tribal cultural resources without
helping adversely affected tribal members.
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9) The DEIS is inadequate because there is no specific analysis to demonstrate how
the LPP's direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse impacts on potentially hundreds of
acres of Mojave desert tortoise habitat would not violate the ESA. This is a
threatened species under the ESA, and all federal agencies have an affirmative ESA
duty to use their authorities in furtherance of the conservation and recovery of ESA
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listed species. Tortoise populations are rapidly declining in four of the five recovery
units, and some may already be below viability. In Washington County Utah, the Red
Cliffs Desert Reserve (RCDR) was established in a 1995 Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) as the key mitigation measure to allow development to destroy tortoise habitat
elsewhere in the county. Unfortunately, the RCDR tortoise population has declined
by 41 percent in the past two decades. The RCDR is located in the larger Upper
Virgin River Recovery Unit (UVRRU). The UVRRU tortoise population has declined
by 24 percent. Despite these serious declines, Washington County is pushing a highly
controversial and possibly illegal proposed Northern Corridor Highway (NCH)
through the RCDR and BLM's more recently statutorily established Red Cliffs
National Conservation Area (NCA). The NCH DEIS itself admits that the NCH
would have significant adverse impacts on tortoises and perhaps conflict with the
NCA's statutory conservation purposes. The county is proposing NCH mitigation in a
Zone 6 on lands that it does not own or control. BLM is being asked to sacrifice
tortoise habitat in its NCA so the county can use other BLM lands to compensate for
this NCH destruction. This makes no sense, but somehow it flies in today's corrupt
political culture. Facts, common sense, and logic are apparently no longer
relevant. The county is pushing a draft new HCP that would make approval of the
NCH a condition on its implementation of many necessary tortoise conservation
measures. I believe that the county is trying to intimidate and bully the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) into accepting this deficient draft HCP. They seem to be
saying "our way or the highway" to FWS. Meanwhile, the proposed LPP alignments
would harm tortoise habitat, but the LPP DEIS does not analyze how this harm would
cumulatively affect tortoises in the UVRRU, and the RCDR, NCA, and HCP issues
that are interconnected parts of this county tortoise equation. Without this LPP DEIS
analysis, people like me who care about the tortoises cannot properly know or respond
to these interconnected, cumulative effects. BLM and FWS are "sister agencies" with
BOR in the Department of the Interior (DOI). The right hand of DOI should know
what the left hand is doing. Unfortunately, this is not the case as there is a clear
disconnect between the LPP DEIS tortoise information and the NCH DEIS
information. The tortoises don't care about agency jurisdiction or lack of proper
coordination. They only properly care about survival. And that is becoming
increasingly difficult for them. It is disappointing that this BOR LPP DEIS cannot
even provide an adequate analysis of impacts, nor explain how the LPP would
conform to ESA requirements, for the threatened tortoises. BOR is kicking the can
down the road on this important issue, and it is not fair to the public because we only
have a chance to review and comment on this current DEIS. Of course, a
Supplemental DEIS could provide this missing tortoise impacts analysis and ESA
compliance information.
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In summary, I strongly believe that the LPP DEIS is inadequate under NEPA (and
possibly ESA and FLPMA) for the previously-described reasons, and that a
Supplemental DEIS (perhaps in the Legislative EIS format) should be prepared and
released for another round of public review and comment. If I had to decide on an
alternative under this current DEIS, I would pick and support the No Action
Alternative. If this alternative is chosen, it would remove this massive LPP
distraction and hopefully motivate Utah and the WCWCD to get much more serious
about phased implementation of water conservation and reclamation. This alternative
would also maintain the status quo, and there would be no additional adverse impacts
on threatened Mojave desert tortoises, Kanab Creek ACEC, historic trails and other
VRM Class II areas, and other sensitive natural and cultural resources. Public
recreational uses would not be harmed by chronic construction dust and noise, nor
seeing unnatural scenic contrasts. Public safety would not be jeopardized by heavy
construction truck traffic on narrow tourism-heavy roads. A beautiful part of southern
Utah and northern Arizona , and its native wildlife and plants, would remain
undisturbed. And all Utah taxpayers would not be on the hook for billions of dollars
of public debt during an economy recovering from a pandemic with much higher
budget priorities. If BOR officials do not have the courage or integrity to do what is
right legally and ethically, then I hope that officials in the other cooperating DOI
agencies will step in. The DEIS is a shoddy propaganda piece, and the LPP is an
expensive, risky, destructive, and unnecessary boondoggle.
Please keep me on this LPP NEPA mailing list and, if a FEIS is prepared and publicly
released, please have a version available to the public that shows Track Changes
additions, revisions, and deletions. In reading these voluminous documents, it would
be very helpful for the public to be able to quickly see what changes occurred from
the DEIS to the FEIS version.
Thank you very much for your consideration of my DEIS comments.
Sincerely,
Carolyn Borg
255 North 2790 East
St George Utah 84790
cc: Interested parties
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

C Sidles <csidles1@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 5:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
C Sidles
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (LPP DEIS)

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

As a long time Washington County Resident, I oppose the Lake Powell Pipeline for
many reasons, but will focus on only a few here.
The Colorado River is already overallocated, the reservoirs are declining and
Washington County does NOT need the additional water, even through 2075 with an
increasing population. What Washington County needs is a plan to decrease per capita
water consumption and that very viable option was not assessed in this document. In
addition to the 'no action' alternative, only two pipeline related alternatives were
addressed. This is not a sufficient NEPA analysis.




Washington County has one of the highest per capita water use rates in the arid
west. Other prominent, forward thinking, desert communities have reduced
water consumption drastically in the past 20-25 years. Phoenix and Tucson,
Arizona, and Santa Fe, New Mexico (https://savewatersantafe.com/savingwater/saving-water-at-home/) come to mind. Those large communities have
each reduced water consumption to half and three quarters of what our current
use rate is. They did it through public education campaigns and smart use of
rebate programs to enable citizens to use less water. It is unconscionable that
this DEIS does not assess the impact that would have here, at a fraction of the
cost, not to mention eliminating the environmental, cultural resource, wildlife
resource, etc. destruction that this pipeline will cause.
Lake Powell and the Colorado River are NOT reliable sources of water and
your analysis of this does not meet the test for scientific integrity and accuracy
of information as required by NEPA. Reference the recently released, August
7, 2020, investigative report by the Washington Post
(https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2020/national/climate-
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environment/climate-change-colorado-utah-hot-spot/) documenting a climate
hotspot located directly over the Colorado River Basin of western Colorado and
eastern Utah. This research documents a 20% decline in the Colorado River
Flow in the last century. This analysis does not project out this scientific data
which would show that the LPP will NOT meet the stated purpose and need.
Projecting out this data renders the LPP unreliable, and with the price tag on
the pipeline, this is completely amoral and without substance. This is not new
data and it was not accurately portrayed in your DEIS.
For many years, for work and pleasure, I spent time in Santa Fe, New Mexico. It was
impressive to see their education program transform this high desert city into a
community that uses 75% less water now than it did in 1995. Their education efforts
through advertising, PSA's, hotel leaflets, etc., have really paid off. We can do this too
and a reduced water consumption option must be analyzed in your DEIS.
IIO
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I learned a lot from Santa Fe's water saving campaign and we have implemented
many of their ideas here, at home in Washington County. As a long time Washington
County resident and happy desert dweller, our water conservation ethic for living in
this dry environment include a xeriscaped landscape, energy and water saving
appliances, low flow toilets, and judicious use of water, such as: only washing full
loads of laundry, full loads of dishes, turning off taps while toothbrushing, taking
short showers, etc., etc.. Many new residences in the county are built with
xeriscaping, so residents likely just need incentives and education to reduce water
consumption. It makes no sense to propose a multibillion dollar pipeline when we
have one of the highest rates of water consumption in the country and an
easy opportunity to change it.
Thank you,
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Cyndi Sidles
Washington, Utah
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0686-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

john gargulak <cudahy1954@gmail.com>
Monday, August 24, 2020 5:36 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To: The Bureau of Reclamation - Provo Area Office
I have reviewed the arguments for and against the utilization of the LPP for the future water
needs of Washington County. It seems to me that the Washington County Water Conservancy
District (WCWCD) makes the best case in favor of the pipeline. The WCWCD has an impressive
record of planning and implementing the steps necessary to provide for the future needs of the
residents of Washington County. Their view on water matters deserves a great deal of weight.
Their responsibility is not only to provide water for today's needs, but to look out many years in
the future. In addition, the people of Utah, as voiced through our elected representatives, support
the building and financing of the pipeline.
Steps to conserve water are being undertaken as are alternative methods of the development of
water resources. Even with their implementation, it does not seem wise to primarily rely on the
Virgin River as a source of water.
There is an unused allocation of water from the upper basin that was allocated to Utah through
the Colorado River Compact. The LPP offers a fair and practical manner to provide water to a
portion of Utah that is undergoing significant growth. I find it difficult to envision a more
effective manner of providing for Washington County's future water needs.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. It seems to me that the case for the LPP is
quite clear.
Sincerely,
John Gargulak
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Delta Whiskey <deltakilo23@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 30, 2020 5:16 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:

The BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives such as those relying on
water conservation, which was requested by many people during scoping. BOR’s
calculations appear to be contrived to show that conservation is not economically
feasible; that any “conservation-only” alternative is too expensive. BOR unreasonably
asserts that meeting a demand of 176 GPCD, as proposed in the Local Waters
Alternative, that relies only on the Virgin River watershed, would require extensive
xeriscaping, including converting existing homes, and 100% conversion of agricultural
water use to M&I use, which is not the case.

Consider Washington county's excessive water use of 302 gallons per day is more than
twice that of Phoenix and nearly 3 times that of Tucson. By reducing demand by just 1%
each year we could eliminate the need for nearly 86,000 acre-feet of additional water by
2060, even using BOR's population projections. Water conservation alternatives could
be implemented incrementally at a lower cost and with greater reliability, obviating the
need for the LPP altogether; such water conservation practices have been very
successful in other western cities. Water conservation has been shown by other
communities (such as the Southern Nevada Water Authority) to be much less expensive
and less risky than investing in water transfers from remote basins and sources.

The BOR must consider a water conservation alternative such as the Local Waters
Alternative that would rely on local sources of water and could provide a predictable,
stable, less expensive, and incrementally implemented method for satisfying water
needs. The BOR must expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the
current reality in, and achievements by, other southwest communities. The BOR must
include all future water supplies from municipal and other sources and must use
reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for agricultural water conversions.
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I am outraged that the BOR would favor a multi-billion-dollar pipeline when Washington
County has among the highest rates of water use in the country. I was a resident of
Washington County for over 5 years and witnessed the flagrant waste of water by
residents wanting high water use landscaping, overwatering lawns and letting
thousands of gallons of water run down the street, as well as the county not having
effective incentives for water use reduction. I am now a resident of Southen Arizona and
I am very proud of what has been achieved by having an effective water conservation
plan.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
Dale W Kitchens
Tucson, AZ
deltakilo23@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Devan Nielsen <devannielsen@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 11:45 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Bureau of Reclamation,
You fail to analyze how a multi-billion dollar project would affect citizens throughout the entire
state. Especially those in Washington County. Under Utah State law those families and business
will be responsible to repay the state to the tune of $8,700 per person if built in 2020.
The terms of financing have not been determined yet. What exactly will the burden be on
residents and the state?
We can use this money for better purposes like healthcare, education, etc.
Washington County has one of the highest per capita water use rates in the West. More than
double what many other western cities use. We need a stronger focus on water conservation for
new and existing residents. Along with reuse and water transfers as an incremental way to meet
new demands.
Devan Nielsen
devannielsen@gmail.com
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From: Dennis Ghiglieri <dgnevada@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 7:16 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comments: Lake Powell Pipeline Project draft Environmental Impact Statement
Attachments: R&DCommentsonLPP.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Please see the attached document with our comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project dEIS.
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Dennis Ghiglieri
Rose Strickland
P.O. Box 8409
Reno, NV 89507

0692-2 Climate Change - Hydrology

August 28, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter, Project Manager
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Oﬃce
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Email Sent to: lpp@usbr.gov
Re: Comments: Lake Powell Pipeline Project draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Baxter:
After reviewing the dEIS we are convinced that this is an expensive, unnecessary project that
threatens water rights in Nevada and for all downstream uses. The dEIS lacks a full range of
alternatives and fails to recognize the reality of climate change and the Colorado River's
declining flows.
The dEIS is missing key documents and links too often don't work. We were unable to
access several appendices and critical documents such as Appendix B (Purpose and Need
Report) and E (Plan of Development). These are obviously critical documents and reviewers
must be able to see all parts of the dEIS in a single location. At this late date, all documents
should be easily accessible on a single website.
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Presumably the proponents provided their view of the purpose and need for the project.
However, construction of this expensive pipeline from a declining reservoir, flies in the face of
recent achievements of western cities such as Las Vegas and Los Angeles to implement
measures which reduced overall water consumption. The reduction in consumption came
through water conservation incentives that the cities employed while at the same time their
respective populations grew by hundreds of thousands of residents.
Further, the dEIS fails to recognize the eﬀects of climate change that even today results in
declining river flows and low storage in its major reservoirs - Powell and Mead. Projections in
recent research by the USGS show that Powell and Mead may continue to decline as inflows
fail to keep up with existing water rights under the Compact. Yet, the dEIS fails to analyze the
reliability of the proposed project to supply water from the pipeline.
The dEIS lacks an analysis of a full range of alternatives. The public weighed in early during
scoping and strongly supported water conservation alternatives in the dEIS. It seems
obvious that reducing water demand should be studied together with expensive engineering
Comments on draft EIS for Lake Powell Pipeline
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solutions. Nevertheless, public support for conservation alternatives were rejected by the
USBR. Other than "no action" alternative, the dEIS has but one actual alternative: build the
pipeline.
The cost of the project presented in the dEIS (varying very slightly depending on the route)
ranges from $1.9 billion to $2 billion. But, this estimate dubiously lumps construction with
operating costs. The construction cost must include the cost of financing the project since
financing brings the actual cost many times higher. (For example, a pipeline proposed in
Nevada which had an estimated cost of $2.5 billion became nearly $16 billion once financing
costs were factored in.) Operating costs need to be separately evaluated since these costs plus financing - will likely fall to rate-payers in Washington County.
We are concerned that if this project is approved the 6 other compact states and tribes will
sue to protect their shares of the Colorado River. In addition, does this project override
senior water rights? If not, then the proposed water supply appears to be very risky. The
USBR doesn't address whether or not a transfer of 86,000 AFA to another basin requires
Congressional Approval as specified in the Compact.
It is well documented that the Colorado River is already very unlikely to be able to meet the
demand of all existing water demand of the 7 upper basin and lower basin states. In part,
this is due to climate change which has already caused a substantial decline in Colorado
River flows. We are concerned that since Nevada depends on the Colorado River for its
share, the dEIS should analyze how the proposed 86,000 AFA diversion will aﬀect Nevada's
water supply.
For all of these reasons, we call on the USBR to reject the pipeline alternatives and select the
no action alternative.
Sincerely,
/s/

/s/

Dennis Ghiglieri

Rose Strickland

Comments on draft EIS for Lake Powell Pipeline
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dan Hemmert <dhemmert@le.utah.gov>
Friday, August 28, 2020 1:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Baxter, Rick J
[EXTERNAL] Public Comment for LPP Project
Senator Daniel Hemmert DEIS Letter .pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Attached is my public comment letter on the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
Thanks.
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August 28, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I have the privilege to represent the residents of my district in the Utah State Senate. In this capacity, I
have worked hard to enact sound fiscal policies to strengthen our state’s credit, which allows us to
finance large infrastructure projects at the lowest interest rates available in the market. I am proud that
Utah maintains AAA credit rating from all major rating agencies, which saves taxpayer dollars on
infrastructure projects.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Southern Alternative presented in Reclamation’s Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). LPP will reduce the gaps in supply and demand in the future as
well as decrease the potential for shortage events at any particular time. The long-term benefit of a
reliable water supply to households and businesses is worth over $2 billion.
Water is the only essential infrastructure for which users pay back loans used to build major projects.
Water infrastructure requires sophisticated funding models to ensure stability and fairness. According to
the DEIS and the state’s audit, the LPP project is affordable and Washington County has the ability to
repay the state of Utah to build the project. In addition, short-term construction related expenditures will
produce more than $1.7 billion in total economic output and create more than 11,000 jobs for Utahns.
I believe the citizens of Washington County, and the 10 cities that will ultimately pay for the water, know
best when it comes to understanding the needs of their communities and planning for their futures. A
clear plurality of elected officials, including me, from these governmental bodies support the Lake Powell
Pipeline.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Southern Alternative studied in the draft Environmental Impact Statement is the
best option for bringing a new water supply to Washington County while remaining consistent with state
water policies.
Sincerely,

Daniel Hemmert
Majority Whip
Utah State Senate
320 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CClark <dr_carolyn@yahoo.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 3:17 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] My comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello Bureau of Reclamation:
The Lake Powell Pipeline to St George is a disgrace. Utahns will have to pay for this
from our taxes.
This project has a gaping lack of transparency. The BOR fails to analyze how a multibillion-dollar project would affect citizens throughout the state, and the Washington
County families and businesses who must eventually repay the state. The lack of
transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of this size, especially considering
how long this issue has been studied.
There are additional flaws in the analysis. BOR’s socioeconomic analysis covers only
four counties (Washington, Kane, Coconino, and Mohave). It doesn't address how this
project would affect Utah’s bonding limit. BOR does not analyze the effects of different
terms of financing, nor does it take into consideration recent events such as an
economic recession resulting from the 2020 novel coronavirus pandemic.

I am alarmed because the LLP will rob public dollars from other more pressing needs in
our state like education, healthcare, etc? BOR doesn’t acknowledge that education,
social services, health care services, and public employment are already facing many
challenges competing for funding, making paying for the LPP an even more significant
burden for residents.
Please do not burden us with this ill-conceived project.
Carolyn Clark
Dr_Carolyn@yahoo.com
Utah resident

0695-1

0697
0697-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Doug Watts <dwatts@wattsconst.com>
Tuesday, August 25, 2020 6:22 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I have lived in Washington County since 1984. I am a huge supporter of the pipeline with the belief
that we are working consistently on reducing water use. This is an issue that requires answers now. It is
not a political or growth issue but a livelihood, economic and community issue. It is governments
responsibility to facilitate water delivery for growing populations. Populations that would sadly die
otherwise. In the meantime, the way I see it, water delivery via pipeline and connecting natural and
man made water ways should always be an option. This LPP project is an example to the future of
water delivery from places with lots of water to places with less amounts of water and I fully support the
approach.

Best,

Doug Watts | CEO
Watts Construction Inc.
795 E Factory Drive Suite B, St. George, UT 84790
p. 435.673.9096
c. 435.668.5831

W~iiS
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elisa Rios <elisarios61@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 25, 2020 6:38 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline EIS comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

I support the NO ACTION Alternative in the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) EIS
because:
 The

EIS should include a water conservation alternative.

 The

Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) should look at the full negative environmental
impacts of building the pipeline AND removing 28 billion gallons of water every
year out of the Colorado River. The LPP will inflict tremendous

environmental damage. Federal lands are owned by all Americans
and the BOR should look beyond economics to protect public lands
for future generations.
 The

Bureau of Reclamation should analyze the effects of climate change
on lowering water the levels in the Colorado River and Lake Powell.

 The

Pipeline is unaffordable, and the Bureau of Reclamation should
evaluate how the Pipeline will affect Utah taxpayers. Under state law, all
Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt if the Lake
Powell Pipeline is constructed. The technique called "benefits transfer" to
justify the entire cost of the LPP is questionable and needs further explanation
to the public.

 The

draft EIS exaggerates future water needs in Washington County because it
does not consider common water conservation alternatives.

 The

LPP water right violates 1922 Colorado River Compact.
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 Utah

has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water
within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely
prevent use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.

A

quagga mussel infestation in Lake Powell would threaten the LPP and local
reservoirs, municipal infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce water
quality.

I lived in Kanab, Utah for six years and am drawing on my experience
there for the above comments.
Thank you,
Elisa Rios
elisarios61@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ellen Hopp <ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:42 PM
Kim Despain
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Jennifer Lanthier
[EXTERNAL] RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Good afternoon,
We are not the appropriate party to submit questions to about the project. Please submit any
comments or questions via the project email listed in the email below.

lpp@usbr.gov
Thank you,

Ellen Hopp | Galileo Project LLC
4700 S. McClintock Dr. #100
Tempe, AZ 85282
(480) 629-4705, ext. 105
(480) 296-6771 cell
www.galileoaz.com
From: Kim Despain <kim.despain@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 4:20 PM
To: Ellen Hopp <ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com>
Subject: RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
I do not hear anything about alternatives to the LPPl. What are they? Please respond.
0699-1

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
From: Galileo Project, LLC on Behalf of the Bureau of Reclamation
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 12:00 PM
To: kim.despain@gmail.com
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comme nt Period Re minder
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-

BUREAU OF -

RECLAMATION
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Period Closes September 8, 2020

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Bureau of Reclamation has
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Project
proposed by the Utah Board of Water Resources. The LPP is a water delivery pipeline that begins at
Lake Powell near Glen Canyon Dam in Page, Arizona, and ends at Sand Hollow Reservoir near St.
George, Utah. UBWR proposes building LPP in order to bring a second source of water to
Washington County in Utah to meet future water demands, diversify the regional water supply
portfolio, and enhance the reliability of the water supply.
This notification serves as a reminder that the 90-day public comment period for the LPP draft EIS
and draft Resource Management Plan Amendment ends at 11:59 MDT on September 8, 2020.
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Please submit comments by
September 8, 2020
for consideration in the final EIS.

HOW TO SUBMIT COMMENTS
Email:
lpp@usbr.gov
Mail:
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation,
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Fax:
801-379-1159
Project Website:
https://www.usbr.gov/uc/DocLibrary/EnvironmentalImpactStatements/LakePowellPipeline/index.html

Galileo Project, LLC | 4700 South McClintock Dr., Tempe, AZ 85282
Unsubscribe kim.despain@gmail.com
Update Profile | About our service provider
Sent by ellen.hopp@galileoaz.com powered by

Constant
@ Contact

Try email marketing for free today!
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0700-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ed Kosmicki <epkosmicki@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:43 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

As a citizen of Utah I am totally opposed to the Lake Powell Pipeline project proposal by the
state of Utah which is too expensive and actually quite idiotic since it seeks to tap the already
dwindling water supply at Lake Powell.
Thank you.

Ed Kosmicki
epkosmicki@gmail.com
801.455.5573
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0701-1 NEPA Process
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eric Dixon <ericdixon@utah.gov>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Links Not Working

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I was reviewing some information on the LPP EIS website and found some links that
don't work. There are 3 items at the bottom of the USBR website for the public scoping
meeting that don't link to anything. All the other links for the "Public Notifications and
other documents" work. The broken links are:
Public Scoping Meeting – Presentation
Public Scoping Meeting – Poster boards
Public Scoping Meeting – Handout
Is there somewhere to see these pdf files so I can review what was given out at the
public scoping meetings?
Thanks,
Eric R. Dixon, P.E.
Senior Engineer
Utah Division of Water Resources
801-310-8407
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0702-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ernst Bauer <ERNST.BAUER@asu.edu>
Sunday, August 30, 2020 8:47 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

This pipeline will encourage considerable population growth in the arid West, which has already to
reduce water consumption. The increasing decrease of the water flow of the Colorado River will make
the water supply in the Colorado River basin even more precarious. Permission of the construction of
this pipeline is irresponsible.
Ernst Bauer

0702-1
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0703-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dan Nagy <fyermn@hotmail.com>
Saturday, August 29, 2020 1:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am in full support of the Lake Powell pipeline. It needs to be constructed for the water needs
of Southern Utah.
All the "Nay" Sayers do not understand that if they are wrong in their ideas, what will happen to
down the road with not enough water for the population that will be here.
Dan Nagy
911 desert Shrub Dr.
Washington, Utah 84780
Sent from Outlook
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0705-1 Visual Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

george7096@verizon.net
Sunday, August 30, 2020 4:56 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Our comments on DEIS, Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Please consider this message as our comment on the draft EIS for a proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. We
have visited the area over a span of more than 50 years. I (George Alderson) first visited Southwest Utah
in 1966 to review federal land management proposals. We have stayed in Cedar City, Springdale and
Kanab. We patronized local lodgings and restaurants while visiting BLM public lands, national
monuments, and national parks ranging from the Nevada state line east to Lake Powell and beyond.
Impact on US 89 and Tourist Visitors
The DEIS is deficient by failing to consider the impact on tourism in the US 89 corridor. Both the Highway
Alternative and the Southern Alternatives call for building a buried pipeline along US 89 from Lake Powell
through Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, with a permanent 100-foot cleared right-of-way.
We visited most of this section ourselves, between Kanab and the Cottonwood Canyon Road junction. It
is a magnificent road for visitors like us. The wild country and the beautiful landforms stand out in our
memories. It should not be spoiled by installing a pipeline and pumping stations along the
highway. Apparently the idea is to use a “utility corridor” approved by Congress 22 years ago. We doubt
the lawmakers had anything like this pipeline in mind. More likely it was about power lines and
telecommunications lines.
Two pumping stations would be within the monument. Incredibly, one of the pumping stations would be
at the Cottonwood Canyon Road turnoff, where we began an wonderful backroad experience through wild
country until we came back to civilization at Cannonville. The turnoff from US 89 is where the greatest
adventure begins. It is totally wrong to build any industrial structure at that crucial place. Another
pumping station would be in Fivemile Valley, below the dramatic Cockscomb rock formation. Again, this
was a terrible mistake in designing a pipeline route. That passage should be kept wild and free of
structures, let alone a pipeline or a pumping station.
We urge the Bureau of Reclamation to go back to the drawing board and seek the advice of the National
Park Service (NPS), which has long experience in building roads and utility lines within national parks in a
manner than protects the irreplaceable wild lands and protects the park visitor’s experience. When we
visit a national park, we don’t see pumping stations, and we don’t see 100-foot clearings beside the park
road.
We know President Trump attempted to pull the GSENM boundary farther back from US 89, but we do
not believe the courts will endorse that change. Even without monument status, those lands along US 89
are too valuable to tourism to let them be degraded by installing a pipeline there.

0705-1

0705
0705-2 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
Impact Analysis Must Reach Farther Out
The DEIS takes a very narrow view of the impacts of a pipeline, going out only one mile on either side of
the alignment. The DEIS must fail on that subject, because birds and mammals range much farther than
a mile from a given spot. Consider bighorn sheep, golden eagles, California condors, and other wideranging species. The pipeline will interrupt their travel with its 100-foot clearing and its access roads,
pumping stations and other supporting facilities.
Impact on Wilderness Values
The DEIS fails to analyze the impact of the pipeline against wilderness values in the Kanab Creek Area of
Critical Environmental Concern, which BLM considered for designation as wilderness in a draft plan in
2005. Citizens’ groups will certainly bring this area to Congress as a wilderness proposal. It would be a
mistake to build a pipeline that would disqualify the area for wilderness status.
The DEIS acknowledges that the pipeline route would follow the edge of the Cockscomb Wilderness
Study Area, but fails to analyze the impacts on wilderness values. The impact of the pipeline on free
movement of birds and mammals into and out of the WSA should be analyzed. The impact of the
pipeline and associated facilities – and the noises from facilities – obviously could make the WSA less
desirable for designation as wilderness.
Alternatives Were Omitted
The DEIS makes a huge mistake in omitting consideration of alternatives that don’t involve building a
pipeline. The reason for the Lake Powell Pipeline is to solve a water shortage in Washington
County. There are other ways to resolve that shortage besides the LPP. Some of those alternatives
were mentioned in comments during the scoping period. They should have been considered in the
DEIS.
Conclusions
We oppose both the Highway Alternative and the Southern Alternative. Either would ruin values of the
public lands that belong to all of us, including not only Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument but
BLM-managed public lands along the LPP route in Utah and Arizona.
Reducing the waste of water in Washington County should be undertaken before building a Lake Powell
pipeline. We are aware that Phoenix and Tucson have a far lower water consumption per capita. The
federal agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation should provide assistance to Washington County to
help get that water consumption figure down. We would support federal funds to help communities
reduce the waste of water.
Local governments can also use their zoning powers to reduce the growth of water consumption. Here in
our community, the county government bars housing developments that would place excessive demand
on the school system, on traffic, or on open space. We have an “Urban Rural Demarcation Line,”
adopted 50 years ago by our county government, that channels new development in a way that
concentrates commercial and residential growth into the existing built environment to protect open space,
water quality, agricultural land, scenic views and the natural environment. The same approach could be
used to solve a shortage of water.
Washington County can learn from the experiences of other counties. County governments are not
helpless in the face of trends that degrade the quality of life for their residents. It is self-defeating to throw
up their hands and ask the federal government to solve their problems.
Thank you for considering our thoughts on this project.
Sincerely,
George and Frances Alderson
112 Hilton Ave.
Catonsville, MD 21228
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0708-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg Carling <greg.carling@byu.edu>
Friday, August 28, 2020 8:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
0708-1

I disagree with BOR's assertion that a second source of water is required for Washington County.
This assertion is based on a biased view of water needs in the county and underestimates the
potential of Washington County's residents to conserve water. If necessary, enough water could
be conserved by reducing lawns, golf courses, and agriculture areas to make the LPP obsolete.
Further, given the fact that the Colorado River is already over-apportioned, there's no guarantee
that there would be enough water in the pipeline to sustain the increased water use in the county.
In my opinion, water conservation is the only logical path forward for sustained growth in
Washington County.
Thanks,
Greg

-Greg Carling
Dept. of Geological Sciences
Brigham Young University
801-422-2622

0709
0709-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Hall <hallholt@yahoo.com>
Monday, August 31, 2020 12:11 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

0709-2 Alternatives

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS. I would like
to express my concerns about three points regarding this proposed project.
1: The DEIS is not clear about how this multi-billion dollar project affects the pocket
books of Utah citizens as well as, ultimately, Washington Co. citizens who will be
burdened with the actual payment. Are there other ways to use this kind of money that
could be more effective for the people's benefit? Could this fund serious water
conservation efforts through education and infrastructure projects that would allow for a
more sustainable future? It doesn't seem like burdening the State with that kind of debt
is good for our personal financial lives.
In the DEIS, it is unclear how this project is financed/bonded relative to how much
bonding revenue is available within our county and/or to Utah's bonding limits.
The cost of the pipeline is already high and we should assume it will continue to get
more expensive. Considering the Covid Era and resulting economic hole we are in right
now, I don't know how I personally could take on more debt in my personal life, and how
do we go into the future feeling good about taking on this giant project that already
creates too many questions about it's feasibility? The BOR doesn't take into
consideration our financial capability here in Washington Co. clearly enough to show
how we can afford the burden of this project plus allowing for funding that the County
already provides.
.
Do Washington Co. residents really have the income average to handle this
debt? Unclear in this report.
Does the BOR have a real dollar amount of the real cost of this project?
2: Water conservation. This option has not been addressed in the BOR's plan for the
LPP. Washington Co. needs to look at conservation FIRST. Utah is known to be one of
the driest states and yet is a TOP water consumer in the nation. How is this not
something that we would look into before taking any other actions?? Besides not
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including water conservation as a realistic way to solve abusive and/or careless water
use in the region, there is not much discussion of Utah's Colorado River Compact
(1922) water allotment. This is not a new discussion about the dwindling water supply
of the Colorado River. Also, that Utah's water rights may not allow this amount of water
to be taken.
How is this not an essential part of this discussion??
3: Environmental damage from the construction project. There is not enough said
about the reality of how this pipeline project would tear up our region. Heavy traffic from
the construction equipment on our roads, is one example. Not enough consideration of
noise, dust, along with the amount of land (a lot of it public, by the way) that would be
demolished. This has to be a major part of the reality of this project. It seems to be
assumed that these old-time massive "works" projects are "good" for the
economy. That is old-time mind set.

0709-2
Continued

0709-3 Cumulative Impacts

0709-4 Aquatic Invasive Species
0709-3

Our economy has shifted to tourism and this kind of project degrades the environment
visitors come to explore. The BOR has not said enough about the destruction of
habitat for wildlife as well as native plant communities. It would be destruction on such
a large scale and it would take decades to recover from it.
The plan needs more details about WHAT and HOW physically this project would affect
LIFE in this region.
This affects ALL of us and the destruction needs to be fully described by those who
think this is a viable project.
Extra mention here: A problem in our lakes now is quagga mussel infestation. How
much money and effort will that require and how is that described in the DEIS?
This report doesn't give me confidence that this is a viable project. Not enough clear
information to show how or why it is worth the financing that would be required from
us. There are other solutions to be considered before this goes forward.
Thank you, Donna Holt

.
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0711
0711-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Barbara Brown <hikerbabsb@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:59 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] LLP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0711-1

Lake Powell is severely depleted & has already been over promised in excess of 100%.
No additional LLP to Washington County, Utah is possible, let alone acceptable.

Sincerely,
Barbara Brown
Sent from my iPad

0716
0716-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: jamesviney <jamesviney@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 5:01 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell water project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0716-1

I am writing to you to oppose the Lake Powell pipeline project. this is
an expensive project that will bring water to an area that doesn't need
more development. The water form Lake Powell will be under increasing
stress with climate change and it will be difficult to meet the current
needs for it, without increasing demand upon it. the Washington county
area would be better served by increasing water conservation and
reclamation efforts . The expense will be borne by the whole state of
Utah while benefiting a few developers. I urge you to not approve this
project.
James Viney MD
900 Donner Way # 201
SLC Ut 84108

0717
0717-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Calliham <janetcalliham@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 3:31 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Boondoggle!

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0717-1

This is a payment to big developers at the expense of the public. Forecast is for the water to
continue to diminish. The amount of water to be delivered will never amount to what has been
promised and the expense will dwarf what has been estimated.
Count me as a NO!
-Janet Calliham
Mobile# 435-531-3201
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0719-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jim Cooke <jccooke62@centurylink.net>
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 8:48 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Oppose Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Sir or Madam,
0719-1

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline that would divert Colorado
river water for municipal use in southwest Utah, one of the known most wasteful uses of
water. There are many reasons to deny this incredibly expensive, destructive and wasteful
water transfer proposal. For example: The Colorado River is already a lifeline to the people
and economies of millions in the Southwest. As a resident of Las Vegas, Nevada I am watching
the continually dropping level of Lake Mead due to the long running drought. This year’s
monsoon season has produced no measurable rainfall for the Las Vegas Valley. There has been
no consultation with anyone in my state about this project as I understand it. There is already a
Colorado River Compact which has been carefully worked out among the states that depend on
this river, and Utah is not now using its share. The proposed pipeline would violate this
compact. Some have reportedly admitted that the main purpose of the pipeline is to prevent
others from using Utah’s allotted share. All of us must learn to live within the dwindling water
resources available, and many are working to do just that. There is no justification for
disrupting the agreements and efforts that are now in effect to manage this vital, finite
resource when other resources are reportedly available. This proposal is an ill-advised,
environmental, cultural and economic disaster. Please do not allow it to proceed.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,
James Cooke
10004 Netherton Drive
Las Vegas, NV 89134

0722

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gerald Goulding <jerrylgoulding@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 30, 2020 7:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Teddy Goulding
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline
LPP letter 30 Aug 2020.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see attached letter.

0722
0722-1 Water Supply
Jerry and Ted'd y Goulding
n t 119
Mn;, U 84738

150D Sipm Rack

(307)687-5430

August30,2020
Via U.S. Mail, and
Via Email to lgp@usbr_gov

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 E Lakevie Parkway
P rov,o. lJT 84806

RE:

Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline

Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Bureau o Reclamation:
We oppose he Lake Powell Pipeline (NLPP ). This etter exp ains why we oppose it In
summary, we consider the Draft Environmen al Impact Statem nt f'DE1S") to· be fawed
because it fails to adequately consider other more environmental •y friendly alternatives.

The Bureau of Reclamation (°BOR'1 inkQd ced an arbitrarv _new ~qui rem! n..t~ that
Washington County needs,a seco11d source'1 of water and made irl.a critical 1n1rpo .·e all\d
need fo·r th PP. effectiv~ety reiecti:n g water conse~tion attematives.
Defects in the DEIS:
•

•

BOR arbitrarily asserts that a "second source" of water. beyond an entire Virgin River
watershed, is necessary for water security, a d thus, summ ri y rejects oonserva ·o

a em lives.
BOR Justifies the eed o a second source based o forecasts of reduced flows in he
Virgin River, ignoring simi ar reductions lo the Colorado River. lronica11y, Colorado ff1ter

water users already face shortages.
•

BO~ analyzes impacts o.f LPP on Lake 1Powel1I, but never analyzes the reverse; i.e.,
wheth r Lake Powell can reliab y provide water for the LPP. In many years , the LPP

would receive little if a y ater.

•

Impact ofth defects m the DE l S:
1 1

•

•

BOR provides no explanation or examples of ow large a walershed s,hould be to quamy
as ''reliable ," or when a community needs a, "sec-0nd source' . In actuality, Washington
County would still haYe tust a usingle source of water-the C lorado River watershed.
he "second source o wate for the LPP ·s the already oveli-allocated Co orado Rive,
here flows are decrni i g a d expected to rther decUne due to climate chang, .

0722-1

0722
0722-2 Socioeconomics
•

•

•

,

The cost for a ~econd souR:e is an u reasonab e burden to place on Ile county a d
state_ It is not n oessary if ·l'easonable conservation efforts ae app!ted to reduce dema d
and make prudent use· of local supp,li s.
BOR's position th t Washington Cou ty's water supplies are not secure, because of the
dozens of wel ls1 surface diversions, water retailers, and surface and underground
reservoirs within the 2,800 square m·,1es of the Virgin River watershed.
The LPP will not meet the stated purpose a d need, and the re iab'lity is not addressed.
The water supply analy.;"s overestimates he pmbabt ity of the project pro~"ding .al.er fo
the p-pel ne_
Because Colorado River flows are d clin ng, $ .8~2.0 bi lion s a unreasonab e burd . n
to build a pipeline to transport little if a y water.

BOR arbitrarily failed to consider a viable. rea onable water consgryatlon alternative~
Washington County's water use of 302 GPCD is more than twice that of Phoe;nix and
The BOR failed to even consider ·mplementaticm o wate
conseiva ·o· efforts tha could reduce the need for additional water_ Wa er conservation can be
implemented a a lo er cost and greate reliabTLy an lhe LPP. A r·e eva e:xamp:e o

three times thar of Tucson_

effective water conservation is the Sou em evada Water Au ority.
Under state l'aw, ;ill U ahns would be responslble for $2 billion or more ,o f public debt if
tt!.e J..ake Powe II Pi ge line is constructed.

Defects in the DEIS:
•

•

•
•

•

BOR fa"ls to analyze how a multi-bilrion- a lar project wo , Id ai cl citizens thro g oul
Utah as e I as e Was i gton County fami ies a d bus·nasses
·o must eventual y
repay the state.
BOR expects the costs of the pipeline, incl ding inte-11"est., ould be financed by the state
ancl repaid by Washington County residents . The nanced costs are estimated at
$1.590-1.643 bilHon, which ,s equal to a debt burden in Washington County of $8,700
p~r parson if built- in 2020, $6,450-6,670 por por-son if built~in 2030 (lower in 2030 duo to
larger popufation).
BOR's socioeconomic anatysis covers only foUT counties {Washington, Kane. Cocon·no,
and Mohav . ), ignoring how this project .ou d affect Utah's bonding imiL
BOR does not analyze the effeolS of .ifferen terms of finan:ci ·g, nor does it take in o
oo 1sCderation 11eOen re v,ents such as a economic recession resul ·ng from the 2020
novel coronavirus pandemic.
BOR doesn 't acknowledge that education, social services, health care servioest and
public employm nt are already facing many challenges competing for funding, making
paying for the LPP an even more significant burden for residents.

Impact of the defec _ i111 the 1il EIS:
•

The terms o financi g have not be n d

burden o I e resi ents and

rmined yet, soi s d " cul to assess _he ctual

e slate.

2
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•

•
•

•
•
•

The State of Utah's audit 2019 found tha the LPP's fina cing terms in the 2006 LPP
Development Act are vague , making the Lake Powell project's financia viabillity
questionable fo:r the sta,te and residents.
Aiready in 2020, the state has held five specia ' sessions to address Utah's expected
budge1' shortfall clue to COVID-19 pan emic oosts and ctecreasing ta reven e~
The LPP would be a Utah project that ·H encumber state bon mg capacity for decades,
wl'lich means less funding for state needs such as education, highways, and public
health.
The lack of transparency on costs is tmubl1
ing for a publlic project of this size, especiall y
considering how long this issue has beens died.
Lower than projected opufatlo growth tr Id increase the debt burden per perso a d
could ma ,e the pro·ea unaffordable or resid nts.
A 2019 Utah egi lative audit fo nd that Washington Cou ty's abir:ty to pay re ies on
growth, but low population growth caused by h'gh repayme11t costs for LPP co Id make

the, project unaffordable.
In summary:
•

•
•

•

~em

The DEIS :s defi
because it doesn t de ermine whe er _ LP:P project is n ncially
feasible -or Washingto County or the State of Uta ~.
The BOR doesn't ad'dress the adverse eccrnomic burden on residents and busi esses of
paying for the LPP.
ThEI BOR doesn't add ess the economic impact in Washing,ton County on residents and
b s nesses, es ecially ,o income residents, in who willl face a quadrupli -g o
rates, doubling of impac fees, and 50% ·ncrease ·n property taxes.
BOR mus d1sdose al of lt\e actual costs o the ipeline. ·nc! ding e financing oos s.
1

The OEIS fails to adequately consid er the en:v.iro,nmental i'!'Qacl from construction of the
LPP.
Defects n the DEIS:
.,

•
•

On a list ,o f 19 r,eso roes eva uated ·n e DElS, both PP route alternative hav,e
cumli.illa ive environmental effects. The ccnserv,ation alternative would have little ,or no
effect.
Tne building of the LPP would require extensive excavation o,f sons and would use more
cement than was used to build Hoover Dam
BOR ou d that areas of -· o]ave Desert tortoise habftat wou d be affected by build'n
e

LPP .

•

Impact of the defects in the DEIS:
•

The National Envi ran mental Policy Act ( EPA) was intended to obi igate agencies such
as BOR to prefer altema ives 1tra1: mi imize damage to the narura and human
enviro m nt

HO"Ne

damag ng a tematiVe.

r in 1his case

l'1

BOR's preferred altemafive is the mos

0722

,.

•

LPP construction adds lo the i d slrialimtion of US 89, .hi.ch is a scenic com o -n the
Grand Stajrcase Esca ,ante a ·ooa
umen (GSEN i
LPP wou d include sb( h droelectric p ·a ns and five pum sta · · s with po er rnes high
stee power poles oonnecti "Q them to exis -ng power grids, paliki g ots, substa ·oos.
1ghts new acoess paved m ds. regu a.ting tanks and reservo·rs, manho s air release
valves. vacuum re-tief valves, blow off vaJves, fencing, buried forebay tanks, bu
surge
tanks, pipel'ine inspection Q!auge (pig) retrievals used o clean the pipe, a,nd surface
overflow detention basins, an. of which require weekly maintenance.
LPP infrastructure would scar tne scenic beauty of desert landscapes, disturb Vilildlife,
a,nd expose archeological a d cul ral site,s a1ong its route.
LPP facilities woufd be visib!e· from US Highway 89 and other highways along vast,
seen le areas. compromisiing views for vislors-, and affecting .o rism.
Habitat for the threate ed
o·ave Desert tortoise is afready und r slress d e o
development p· essures. LPP construction adh1ffies ould add additiona s ss.
These lands draw American
ris s from am nd the cou by and provi e var ed outdoor
rearea ·o ,opportunities ,at o Id be permanentty damaged by LPP's infras cture.
The scenic beal!Jty ,o f ou pubic !ands ·n Washington and Kan m nties is worldrenowned and drives our eco omies, pmviding , ousands o jobs n hosp:mlity and
1

·eo

•
•
•
•

•

tourism. Visitors driving to differe

•

t Na :onal Parks a d the Grand S :aircase

Escalante

National Monument would b detrimentally affected by construction of the PP and the
permanent fnfrastructure to support it
Scars from the LPP would harm seen c beauty ·mporta t to Utah's economy which is
transitioning to tourism and outdoor recreation. n 2017. tourism in Utah accounted for
110,,000 direct jobs and $3.'9 billion In wages.

In summary:
•

•

•

The BOR's p.tan to mitigate ·mpacts o
·ave Desert tortoises is ·nsufficient o meet the
need of protecting, these 1h eatened a imats.
The DEIS (page 99} only coosid rs impacts ·thin one ·1e of · pipe ine. This is
insufficient because it omits the impact from , e oonstruotio of
necessary
infrastructure to support e pipeline.
The BOR rai ed to consider the value or pristine land ind'u s ·a1iized a d carred tor fultue

generations.
•·

•

The BOR must assess econom c effects of lost soenic values on tourism and major
events ~n the region.
The BOR om¾ts the effects of greenhouse ·gas emissions resulting from LPP cement.

Therefore we respectfullry eq s dial consideration of he LPP be· denied i favo of
nc11eased water consetVation efforts and more p udent use of existing water resources.

~~
~ j n g ( ! l !·'~LC,,"1-Y
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

John Rickenbach <jfrickenbach@aol.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Draft EIS for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project
Draft EIS Comments - Rickenbach.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom It May Concern:
Please consider the attached comments on the Draft EIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project for inclusion
in the Final EIS.
sincerely,
John Rickenbach
_________________________
John F. Rickenbach, AICP
JFR Consulting
7675 Bella Vista Road
Atascadero, CA 93422
805/610-1109
JFRickenbach@aol.com
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0723-1 Alternatives
August 27, 2020

0723-2 Purpose and Need

Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 E. Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Re: Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS Comments
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft EIS for the above referenced project. I offer the
following comments for your consideration:
1.

Purpose and Need (Section 1.2) as it relates to Growth-Inducing Impacts. The purpose of the project
seems clear, but there is insufficient evidence provided to support the --need for the project. Based on
information provided in the Draft EIS, the following provides clear evidence that the project is NOT
needed:
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The project would draw roughly 86,000 AF per year from the lake. In terms of whether it's actually
needed, the EIS makes this case: "The population of Washington County is expected to grow from 186,000
to 468,000 by 2060, so additional water supply is needed."
When you dive into the numbers, that argument is not supportable. First off, those numbers are
mathematical projections that assume near constant 2-4% annual growth through 2060, and not based on
actual land use/resource limitations baked into the Washington County General Plan. This is a direct
quote from the Washington County General Plan:
“St. George will continue to grow. St. George reached approximately 50,000 population in 2000
and is projected to grow to 98,000 by 2020. The current Land Use Plan anticipates a buildout
population of 125,000. The Ivins-to-Hurricane region will also continue to grow. If the five
communities in this urbanizing area follow their General Plans, and assuming that there will be
sufficient water resources, the region could grow to a population of approximately 300,000 at
buildout.”
Let’s assume those are accurate reflections of land carrying capacity in the County. If so, there's only
capacity for a population of 425,000, not 468,000. And more importantly, the assumption is that "there
will be sufficient water resources." That is, future growth is a function of water supply, not mathematical
projections.
What the LPP project is doing is to overplan infrastructure, which will induce the population growth,
which then stresses other resources, leading to a variety of environmental impacts. The Draft EIS
completely omits any discussion of growth-inducing impacts. Such a section must be added to the Final
EIS for the document to be considered adequate, particularly since there is clear evidence as described
above that the only way to achieve the growth suggested in the “Purpose and Need” statement is to
build the pipeline. The EIS needs to address what sort of population growth would be possible without
the pipeline, and what the comparative impacts of that approach would be.
2.

Purpose and Need (Section 1.2) as it relates to the No Action Alternative. The purpose
It’s also interesting to dive into the water supply and demand numbers from Washington County. The LPP
EIS (Appendix B) spells it out clearly:
Washington County Current Water Supply: 67,677 AF
Planned Water Projects (without LPP): 31,050 AF
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0723-3 Water Rights
TOTAL Projected water supply (without LPP): 98,727 AF

0723-4 Alternatives

In most western cities where conservation measures are required (drought-tolerant landscaping, low flow
toilets, etc.), that amount of water can support a population of about over 500,000, assuming 175
gallons/day per person, which is the average per capita use in California, a state often blamed for using
too much water.

0723-5 Environmental Justice

But Washington County has among the highest per capita water use in the nation, about 300 gallons per
person per day!! And the study assumes only relatively minor conservation in the next 40 years,
projecting 260 gallons per person. In other words, lots of continued and unnecessary overuse, when it is
clearly possible to conserve even more than projected. But that's what the basis for "need" is within the
EIS.
In other words, if Washington County simply enacted more effective conservation in line with what other
western states do, their existing and planned water supply without the pipeline project would be enough
to support 500,000 people! Or more that even the highest 2060 projection of 468,000 made by the
economists.
So yes, in a nutshell, the pipeline project is unnecessary, a waste of money, and results in avoidable
impacts of all kinds. This discussion needs to be incorporated into the analysis of the No Action
Alternative to present a more accurate analysis of this issue, in order to allow full public disclosure as
required under NEPA.
I provided the following comments during the EIS Scoping process that were either ignored or inadequately
addressed in the Draft EIS. The Final EIS must address these comments with a sufficiently robust analysis in
order to be considered legally adequate.
3.

4.

5.

Legal/Socioeconomic Impact Effects from Interbasin Water Transfer. The project is moving water to an
area that is hydrologically in the Lower Basin, even if it is within Utah, which is an Upper Basin state.
What are the legal consequences of this action relative to the Law of the River as generally defined and
applied? What would be the “real world” effects on water use in both the upper and lower basins as a
result? I provided this comment during the EIS Scoping process. It is not addressed in the Draft EIS. In
order for the document to be considered adequate, this issue should have been addressed in the Draft
EIS, and must be addressed in the Final EIS, as it was raised during the Scoping process.
Adequacy of Project Alternatives. The NEPA document needs to consider alternatives that analyze
improved conservation in areas intended to benefit from the pipeline in determining whether the proposed
action is the least environmentally damaging alternative. As it is, existing per capita water use in
Washington County (and Utah in general) greatly exceeds many if not most major metro areas in the
southwestern USA, including areas that benefit from the Colorado River Storage Project. A project like this
should not be considered until all other feasible measures that achieve the same potential benefit have
been implemented. It is not financially or ecologically responsible to insist on green lawns when native
and drought-tolerant landscaping could reduce or perhaps remove the need for the project. I provided this
comment during the EIS Scoping process. It is not addressed in the Draft EIS. In order for the document
to be considered adequate, this issue should have been addressed in the Draft EIS, and must be addressed
in the Final EIS, as it was raised during the Scoping process. Please refer to Comment 2 above for further
background on this issue that could be used in the Final EIS analysis.
Environmental Justice and Unfair Benefits to Landowners Along the Pipeline Route. The EIS needs to
address environmental justice issues, particularly with regard to landowners along the route who may
realize unfair economic benefits from the extension of such a pipeline, at the expense of taxpayers who are
paying for the project. I provided this comment during the EIS Scoping process. This issue is not
addressed in Section 3.21, Environmental Justice. In order for the document to be considered adequate,
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this issue should have been addressed in the Draft EIS, and must be addressed in the Final EIS, as it was
raised during the Scoping process.
6.

0723-5
Continued

0723-6 Cultural Resources

Growth-Inducing Impacts. The document must address potential growth-inducing impacts that result
from the project, both as a result of introducing a new source of water to the area, and the increase of
property values along the route that incentive development along the way, thus negating the purpose of
the project relative to providing an increased water supply to serve existing development. I provided this
comment during the EIS Scoping process. This issue is not addressed in the Draft EIS. In order for the
document to be considered adequate, this issue should have been addressed in the Draft EIS, and must be
addressed in the Final EIS, as it was raised during the Scoping process. Also see Comment 1 above.

0723-7 Fisheries

7.

Tribal Water Rights. What cultural resources will be affected along the route? And how will this affect
tribal water supplies? As noted in Section 3.19, the proposed action would have adverse effects on Tribal
Water Rights, which could be eliminated by implementing the No Action Alternative. As described in
Comments 1 and 2, because there is no demonstrated need for the project, this impact could be
completely avoided, as the No Action Alternative is the least environmentally damaging alternative, an
important consideration in the regulatory permitting process.
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8.

Lake Powell Fisheries. What will be the effect on fisheries in Lake Powell? I provided this comment
during the EIS Scoping process. This issue is not addressed in the Draft EIS, although effects on fisheries in
downstream reservoirs are discussed in Section 3.10. In order for the document to be considered
adequate, this issue should have been addressed in the Draft EIS, and must be addressed in the Final EIS,
as it was raised during the Scoping process.
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9.

Upper Basin Water Rights. What will be the long-term effect on the ability for other Upper Basin states to
access their rights to water within the Colorado River basin when there is already a demonstrated longterm inability for all states to achieve their theoretical allocations? I provided this comment during the EIS
Scoping process. This issue is not addressed in the Draft EIS. In order for the document to be considered
adequate, this issue should have been addressed in the Draft EIS, and must be addressed in the Final EIS,
as it was raised during the Scoping process.

Thank you for considering these comments, and for addressing these in the Final EIS on the proposed project.
Unless these are adequately addressed and analyzed in the Final EIS, it will be impossible to make a fair
determination of whether or not to approve the project, since such a decision would not be made based on full
public disclosure of issues raised during the EIS Scoping process.
Sincerely,

John Rickenbach
7675 Bella Vista Road
Atascadero, CA 93422
JFRickenbach@aol.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julie Hancock <jgwhancock@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 29, 2020 9:41 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation , thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. I have been a resident of Washington County for 36
years and grew up in Northern Utah. Please see my following comments.
Topic 1: BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County
needs a “second source” of water and then made this a critical purpose and need
for the LPP, thus rejecting water conservation alternatives.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:


BOR arbitrarily asserts that a “second source” of water, beyond an entire Virgin
River watershed, is necessary for water security, and thus, conservation
alternatives are rejected out of hand.



BOR justifies the need for a second source based on forecasts of reduced flows
in the Virgin River, ignoring similar reductions to the Colorado River. Indeed,
Colorado River water users already face shortages.



BOR analyzes impacts of LPP on Lake Powell, but never analyzes the reverse,
whether Lake Powell can reliably provide water for the LPP. In many years the
project will almost certainly be limited to low or no yield at all.



Why this is a problem:



BOR provides no explanation or justification for how large a watershed should be
to qualify as “reliable,” or when a community needs a “second source”; in fact,
we’d still have just a “single source” of water—the Colorado River watershed.



The “second source” of water for the LPP is the already over-allocated Colorado
River, where flows are declining and expected to further decline due to climate
change.
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The cost for a “second source” seems an unreasonable burden to place on the
county—and our state—and not necessary if we would just lower our demand
and use local supplies.



BOR believes Washington County’s water supplies are not secure, even though
we have dozens of wells, surface diversions, water retailers, and surface and
underground reservoirs within the 2,800 square miles of the Virgin River
watershed.



The LPP will not meet the stated purpose and need, and the reliability is not
addressed. The water supply analysis overestimates the reliability of the project
being able to provide water for the pipeline.



Colorado River flows are declining, so the cost of seeking a second source in
Lake Powell—$1.8-2.0 billion—seems an unreasonable burden for such an
unreliable source.
Topic 2: BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water
conservation alternative.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR declares every alternative must provide 86,000 AFY of water (from a “second
source” outside the Virgin River watershed), based on their assumptions of 2075
population of 594,660, 240 GPCD, and a “system loss” of 15.4%.
 BOR’s calculations appear to be contrived to show that conservation is not
economically feasible; that any “conservation-only” alternative is too expensive.
 The BOR writes, “The DEIS has been prepared in response to the Proposed [Lake
Powell Pipeline] Project and does not attempt to compel Washington County
residents to modify, change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social
expectations.” (DEIS page 15)
 BOR unreasonably asserts that meeting a demand of 176 GPCD, as proposed in the
Local Waters Alternative, that relies only on the Virgin River watershed, would
require extensive xeriscaping, including converting existing homes, and 100%
conversion of agricultural water use to M&I use, which is not the case.
 BOR lauds Washington County for reducing GPCD by 30 percent since 2000, but
then expects it will take until 2045 to achieve only modest further reductions (to 240
GPCD) and expects no improvement thereafter.
Why is this a problem?
I am concerned about unnecessary costs to taxpayers for the Lake Powell pipeline. As we
experience climate change, Lake Powell will no longer be a viable source of water as it
continues to shrink. The Bureau of Reclamation's 2012 report shows that Colorado
river flows will decrease between 9% and 15% by 2060. As flows continue to decline
current allocations will have to be reduced as there will not be enough water in the
Colorado River for the millions who depend on it. The Lake Powell Pipeline will continue
to be a burden and waste of our taxpayers money especially during these times of
economic uncertainties.
Although an abundance of less-expensive alternatives exist to provide water for
the future, Pipeline spending proponents have ignored these sources and are
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using public funds to hoodwink Utah elected of ficials into wasting $2.24 plus
billion dollars of our hard earned tax money. Claims that the Pipeline is
necessary are based on outright deceit and marketing hype and are reinforced
by an army of paid lobbyists.











In 2015, Washington County used 302 GPCD; by reducing demand just 1% each
year we could eliminate the need for 86,000 acre-feet of additional water by
2060, even using BOR’s population projections.
BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives such as those relying on
water conservation, which were requested by many citizens during scoping.
Water conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally at lower
cost and with greater reliability, obliterating the need for the LPP altogether. Such
water conservation practices have been very successful in most other western
cities.
By implementing conservation by paying the actual cost of water instead of
hiding cost in our property taxes, ratepayers would use less water. Policies
requiring lower water use in landscaping residential and commercial buildings,
repairing of leaking water lines and increasing impact fees if necessary, to name
a few.
Water conservation has been shown by other communities (such as the
Southern Nevada Water Authority) to be much less expensive and less risky than
investing in water transfers from remote basins and sources.
The county’s excessive water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is
more than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson. Living in
one of the driest areas in the nation, it just makes no sense.

Topic 3: BOR artificially inflates Washington County’s need for water.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
BOR bases its purpose and need on unsupported assumptions, including:


BOR introduced an arbitrary 15-year “reserve buffer” requirement that calculated
water demand for 2060 but calculated for a population in 2075.



BOR does not provide evidence for projected “system loss” of 15.4%.



BOR does not reconcile their assumptions about Washington County’s future
water demand per capita to other areas in the southwestern United States where
less water is used.



BOR does not fairly consider future technology—for example, new alternatives to
reverse osmosis—which might extend our available local water.

Why this is a problem:
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Why hasn't BOR considered new technologies that can save water or yield water from
existing sources such as recycling grey water?


Many southwest communities have proven that increasing population does not
necessarily require increasing water demand, so BOR should not assume that
simple growth demands more water.



Colorado River water diversions by Nevada, Arizona, and California have been
declining, even as populations are increasing; even in St. George, increased
population has used less water per capita over the past five years without any
severe water conservation efforts.



WCWCD claims many millions of dollars were spent to reduce system losses,
which they may call “water conservation,” begging the question of why they still
forecast a 15.4% loss.

Use of the 15-year “reserve buffer” and continuing to use 15.4% “system loss”
are contrivances to justify the LPP
Topic 4: Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more
of public debt if the Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR fails to analyze how a multi-billion-dollar project would affect citizens throughout
the state, and the Washington County families and businesses who must eventually
repay the state.
 BOR expects the costs of the pipeline, including interest, would be financed by the
state and repaid by Washington County residents. The financed costs are estimated
at $1.590-1.643 billion, which is equal to a debt burden in Washington County of
$8,700 per person if built-in 2020, $6,450-6,670 per person if built-in 2030 (lower in
2030 due to larger population).
 BOR’s socioeconomic analysis covers only four counties (Washington, Kane,
Coconino, and Mohave), ignoring how this project would affect Utah’s bonding limit.
 BOR does not analyze the effects of different terms of financing, nor does it take into
consideration recent events such as an economic recession resulting from the 2020
novel coronavirus pandemic.
 BOR doesn’t acknowledge that education, social services, health care services, and
public employment are already facing many challenges competing for funding,
making paying for the LPP an even more significant burden for residents.
Why this is a problem:
How does the BOR and Washington County proponents of this wasteful and
irresponsible endeavor expect people to pay higher taxes while citizens are losing their
jobs, housing and health insurance. Our taxes should be going toward more pressing
and necessary needs such as healthcare, education, housing and water conservation
programs.




The terms of financing have not been determined yet, so it’s difficult to assess the
actual burden on the residents and the state.
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The State of Utah’s audit 2019 found that the LPP’s financing terms in the 2006 LPP
Development Act are vague, making the Lake Powell project’s financial viability
questionable for the state and residents.
Already in 2020, the state has held five special sessions to address Utah’s expected
budget shortfall due to COVID-19 pandemic costs and decreasing tax revenue.
The LPP would be a Utah project that will encumber state bonding capacity for
decades, which means less funding for state needs such as education, highways,
and public health.
The lack of transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of this size,
especially considering how long this issue has been studied.
Lower than projected population growth would increase the debt burden per person
and could make the project unaffordable for residents.
A 2019 Utah legislative audit found that Washington County’s ability to pay relies on
growth, but low population growth caused by high repayment costs for LPP could
make the project unaffordable.

Topic 5: The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado River Compact.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR does not disclose that the UDWRe has not secured the consent of the other
Colorado River Basin states or the Congress to transfer water from the Upper Basin
to the Lower Basin, in violation of the Colorado River Compact.
 BOR does not disclose objections from the Arizona Department of Water Resources
to the transfer of water from Upper to Lower Basin.
Why this is a problem:
How can a major project move forward using taxpayers money when BOR and
Washington County do not have approval from the other states and could possibly
violate the Colorado River Compact? Again, I feel that my tax dollars are being
misused.









The Lake Powell Pipeline would transfer water from the Upper Colorado River Basin
(above Lee Ferry, Arizona) for use in the Lower Basin (Virgin River watershed). As a
state in the Upper Colorado River Basin, Utah must first secure approval from all of
the other six Colorado River states and the United States Congress.
Securing approval from the other states could potentially and significantly slow the
approval process, especially in times of shortage.
A 2017 letter to the Utah Division of Water Rights from the Arizona’s Department of
Water Resources notes that this transfer may violate the Colorado River Compact.
BOR only notes—does not require—that Utah “is addressing this question”,
and not seeking approval from the other Colorado River Basin states about
such a transfer when, especially in times of shortage, approval by other basin
states is questionable. Why?
Utah must also seek approval from the U.S. Congress for interstate agreements
related to the Colorado River Compact.
Utah has known about this issue for a very long time and has not taken the
necessary steps to resolve it. Why?
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Topic 6: Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the
physical water within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights
will likely prevent use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR has left any and all determinations of water availability and water rights within
Utah up to the state.
Why this is a problem:
Climate Change cannot be denied and as we experience more droughts and witness
Lake Powell shrinking, it doesn't seem that there will be enough water for all the users in
the Colorado River basin. Especially considering senior user rights. I am concerned that
this could create legal conflicts and more of my tax money going toward a boondoggle!


Water rights have a priority date, and a senior water right has an earlier date of water
use; later dates of use constitute a more junior right.
 The LPP water right is junior in priority to the Northern Ute Tribe, Navajo and other
tribal rights, other federal reserved water rights not yet determined, water rights
established before 1958, the Central Utah Project’s Bonneville Unit (as well as the
Lower Basin states and Mexico).
 The water right being used to supply the LPP doesn’t have high enough priority
status to guarantee the water will be available over the long term.
 As water supplies decline the competition for physical water will increase and result
in litigation and uncertainty for junior water rights holders such as the LPP because
their junior rights may not entitle them to use the water. This, combined with the
uncertainty of future water in the Colorado River due to climate change, makes
relying on water rights from Lake Powell very risky.
 BOR owes it to the other states in the Colorado River Compact to ensure that Utah is
not over allocating its physical water and making it even more difficult for Utah to
meet its Compact obligation to supply water to the Lower Basin.
Topic 7: A quagga mussel infestation would threaten the pipeline, local
reservoirs, municipal infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our
water quality.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR acknowledges that transferring water from Lake Powell to Sand Hollow
Reservoir near Hurricane, Utah, could introduce invasive aquatic organisms to the
Virgin River basin and municipal water supplies.
 BOR assures us that, should Sand Hollow Reservoir become infested with quagga
mussels, despite all the prevention and control measures outlined in Section 1.3 of
Appendix C-12, Aquatic Invasive Species, there are measures that could control any
transfer to the Virgin River (see Section 2.2.2 in Appendix C-12, Aquatic Invasive
Species).
 BOR fails to adequately address the potential cost to eradicate quagga mussels in
systems operated by either WCWCD or municipalities, or in individual homes.
 BOR fails to analyze the effect and cost of chemicals used to eradicate quagga
mussels, and potential effects on the quality and safety of drinking water.
Why this is a problem:
The West has experienced a variety of invasive species that have taken over our
deserts and river banks. Only to cost millions of dollars to try to eradicate them.
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Cheatgrass, Tamarisk and Russian Olive to name a few. Why are we even considering
a chance to introduce another new species to our resivivors that we depend on for
drinking water, irrigation and recreation. Costing even more money to taxpayers.










Quagga mussels have moved across our country to infest many water bodies; they
can plug even large-diameter water lines, resulting in treatment costs of millions of
dollars.
Quagga mussels are a non-native nuisance species that cause severe economic and
ecological damage. Since 2012, thousands of adult quagga mussels have been
found in Lake Powell attached to canyon walls, the Glen Canyon Dam, boats, and
other underwater structures.
The UDWRe’s “November 2015 Draft Study Report 2 Aquatic Resources” noted
“[Quagga mussels] have demonstrated the potential to both damage ecosystems and
to require significant and costly, but often fruitless, investment to manage and control
their effects on structures and equipment in the water supply industry.”
In 2016, the National Park Service (NPS) expressed concerns to the Utah
Department of Water Resources (UDWRe) about transferring water from Lake Powell
to Sand Hollow. Utah Water Development Commission members also voiced
concerns about the spread of quagga mussels to municipal and industrial water
systems.
BOR proposes a chemical room in every pump station, but UDWRe acknowledges
that it “may not be possible to absolutely manage this potential problem to any
practical extent…



”Topic 8: Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the EIS should look
beyond economics to protect public lands for future generations\
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:




On a list of 19 resources evaluated in the DEIS, both LPP route alternatives have
cumulative environmental effects; while a conservation alternative would have
little or no effect.
The building of the LPP would require extensive excavation of soils and would be
more than was used in cement to build Hoover Dam.BOR found that areas of
Mojave desert tortoise habitat would be affected by building the LPP.

Why this is a problem:




The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was intended to move agencies
such as BOR to prefer alternatives that minimize damage to the natural and
human environment; however, the BOR’s preferred alternative is the most
damaging alternative.
LPP construction adds to the industrialization of US 89, which is a scenic corridor
in the Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument (GSENM). The GSENM
boundary was illegally reduced by the Trump administration to allow fewer
restrictions to building the LPP.
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LPP would include six hydroelectric plants and five pump stations with power lines, high
steel power poles connecting them to existing power grids, parking lots, substations,
lights, new access paved roads, regulating tanks and reservoirs, manholes, air release
values, vacuum relief values, blow off valves, fencing, buried forebay tanks, buried surge
tanks, pipeline inspection gauge (pig) retrievals used to clean the pipe, and surface
overflow detention basins, all of which require weekly maintenance.
LPP infrastructure would scar the scenic beauty of desert landscapes, disturb wildlife, and
expose archeological and cultural sites along its route.
LPP facilities would be visible from US Highway 89 and other highways along vast,
scenic areas, compromising viewscapes for untold thousands of visitors, and affecting
tourism.
Habitat for the threatened Mojave desert tortoise is already under stress due to
development pressures; LPP construction activities would add additional stress.
These lands draw American tourists from around the country and provide valued outdoor
recreation opportunities and would be permanently scarred by LPP’s infrastructure.
The scenic beauty of our public lands in Washington and Kane counties is worldrenowned and drives our economies, providing thousands of jobs in hospitality and
tourism. Visitors driving to different National Parks and the Grand Staircase Escalante
National Monument would be adversely affected by the visible scars from building the
LPP and the infrastructure to support it.
Scars from the LPP would harm scenic beauty important to Utah’s economy which is
transitioning to tourism and outdoor recreation, an industry that provides 110,000 direct
jobs and $3.9 billion in wages in the state of Utah in 2017.

Topic 9: BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost of
the LPP.
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:




BOR invokes a questionable “benefits transfer” economic analysis method to
calculate “Water Supply Reliability Benefits” that would supposedly accrue to
Washington County if the LPP is built.
BOR uses 100 years to estimate the present value of these water supply reliability
benefits and calculates a “Best” current value of $1.879 billion (oddly close to the
estimated total cost of the project), and based on projected growth at 2.516% per year for
55 years and then reduced by 50% for the remainder of the 100 years.

Why this is a Problem:


The DEIS provides an estimate of benefit due to water reliability of $1.879 billion
(table 3.2-8, page 241). But, it doesn’t give any analysis of the reliability of the
project. It assumes it is 100% reliable, and it is not. We suspect, at times, there
will be limited to lower or no yield at all.



BOR grasps for a “benefits transfer” economic method to find ways to justify the
cost of the LPP—in terms of benefits from avoiding a shortage—choosing values
on the high end of their range of values, equal to $300 per household and $1,800
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per commercial establishment. But this assumes benefits in water security based
on an economic analysis from other areas that BOR fails to confirm.


Using a present value period of 100 years is excessive, especially given the
trends for how climate change may affect Colorado River flows.

Sincerely,
Julie Hancock
481 North 385 East
Virgin, Utah 84779
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Merrill <john@merrillimages.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 1:10 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS comments

0725-2 Climate Change - Hydrology

0725-3 Socioeconomics

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I Support the No Action Alternative! The pipeline is not necessary, and it’s too expensive
and destructive.
Here is why:
• The EIS should include a water conservation alternative, which would satisfy all necessary
water needs.
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• The Bureau of Reclamation should look at the full negative environmental impacts of building
the pipeline AND removing 28 billion gallons of water every year out of the Colorado River.
• The Bureau of Reclamation should analyze the effects of climate change on lowering water
the levels in the Colorado River and Lake Powell.
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• The Pipeline is unaffordable, and the Bureau of Reclamation should evaluate how the Pipeline
will affect Utah taxpayers.
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• The draft EIS exaggerates future water needs in Washington County because it does not
consider common water conservation alternatives.
Respectfully,
John Merrill
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Surr <jvsurr@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 11:26 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell-St. George Pipeline Proposal

0726-2 Aquatic Invasive Species

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
You’re going much too far with your proposal to build a pipeline for the already much-depleted
water in Lake Powell to St. George, Utah.

BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County must have
a “second source” of water and made this a critical “purpose and need” for the
LPP. Water conservation alternatives were summarily rejected based on this
assertion.
 BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation
alternative.
 BOR artificially inflated Washington County’s need for water.
 Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt
if the LPP is constructed.
 The LPP water right violates the 1922 Colorado River Compact.
 Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water
within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent
use of the LPP water right during current and future droughts.
 The quagga mussel infestation in Lake Powell would threaten the LPP and our local
reservoirs, municipal infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water
quality.
 The LPP will inflict tremendous environmental damage. Federal lands are owned by
all Americans and the BOR should look beyond economics to protect public lands for
future generations.
 BOR uses a questionable technique called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost
of the LPP.
John Surr
jvsurr@gmail.com
250 Pantops Mtn. Rd., Apt. 7504
Charlottesville, VA 22911-8720
phone (434) 972-2854
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jerry Stevenson <jwstevenson@le.utah.gov>
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 6:20 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO; Baxter, Rick J
[EXTERNAL] LPP Public Comment
Senator Jerry Stevenson DEIS letter.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello,
Attached is my public comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Thanks,
Jerry Stevenson

0727

August 26, 2020

Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Interior Region 7 – Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Email: rbaxter@usbr.gov
Mr. Baxter:
I have served as a member of the Utah State Senate since 2010 and currently chair the Executive Appropriations
Committee. We coordinate the activities of eight appropriations subcommittees and formulate the state-wide
budget for consideration of the Joint Appropriations Committee. Prior to joining the senate, I was mayor of
Layton, but I am first and foremost a business owner. I co-own J & J Garden Center in Layton, Utah, the
largest producing nursery in the state. We operate this nursery on the same land our family has farmed for
generations. We serve the public and well as providing nursery stock to over 100 landscape companies.
I support the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) for several reasons. First and foremost, wearing my farming hat, I am
pleased LPP will help avoid the dry up of irrigated farm land in southern Utah. Opponents of the LPP have
suggested a significant portion of needed future water could be derived from the purchase of agricultural water.
Studies have shown the amount of water available from agricultural transfers in Washington County is
significantly less than the water the LPP will supply. It is estimated that about 10,000 acre feet of water would
be available from agriculture water rights versus the up to 86,249 acre feet the Colorado River would supply.
Agriculture remains an important and viable industry in Utah. We need to keep water available for agriculture
and tap the water of Utah’s water rights on the Colorado River for the LPP.
It has also been suggested that “extreme conservation” measures can sufficiently help Washington County
stretch its water supply to the point of not needing the LPP. It’s important to note that implementing “extreme”
conservation are actually more expensive and environmentally damaging than a balanced approach to meeting
water demands. High costs are associated with removing lawn and landscape, replacing hardscapes, ordinance
enforcement and buying alternative water supplies and building the infrastructure needed to treat and deliver the
water.
Significant environmental impacts would also result from extreme measures including increased temperatures
creating the “heat island” effect due to loss of vegetation, water quality degradation due to increase storm water
runoff, increased flooding, and adverse impacts on wildlife. Socioeconomic impacts include diminished park
and recreational areas and potential loss of tourism. Landscape has value. It’s important to our quality of life
and the environment and we need to be able to water it appropriately in an arid region.
In my role on the Executive Appropriations Committee, I was interested in the outcome of a Legislative Audit
conducted in August 2019, which concluded the Washington County Water Conservancy District (can generate
sufficient revenue to repay the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) costs. The audit was conducted in response to a
legislative request to provide the state with an independent review of the financial viability of the project.
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The auditors considered the district’s anticipated revenue from impact fees, water rates and property taxes based
on planned increases as well as the state’s projected growth estimates. The audit information, three hypothetical
repayment structures were created and modeled to provide context on the district’s repayment ability. In all
hypothetical repayment structures, the district revenues exceeded the amount required to repay the state. The
district’s current financing strategy, if fully executed, generates more than $6 billion in incremental revenue to
pay for needed water infrastructure. However, the strategy will only be executed to the extent needed to meet
the district’s actual financial obligations. The district will look at engineering and construction efficiencies to
minimize borrowing costs and potential financial impacts to taxpayers.
0727-1

I urge the Bureau of Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision in favor of the Southern Alternative for the
LPP. LPP is needed, it’s affordable and it will helps protect local farms.
Sincerely,

Senator Jerry Stevenson
666 S 1700 W
Layton, Utah 84041
jwstevenson@le.utah.gov
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kim Despain <kim.despain@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:13 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL]

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

What are alternatives to the Lake Powell Pipeline to Washington County. I have not heard any
alternatives, How about taking water from the aquifers off the Pine Valley Mountains. The water has
been collecting in those aquifers since the end of the last Ice age if not from previous ice ages.
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Kravcov Malcolm <kkmalcolm@msn.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation:
At this time, the only alternative I support for the Lake Powell Pipeline is the "no
action" alternative. As presented, this project poses a threat to the Colorado
River and the people and wildlife that rely on it. We must find solutions to our
water demands that work for both people and nature.
The environmental analysis for the Pipeline fails to document the complete range of impacts
expected with development of the proposed project. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has a
responsibility--not presently met in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)--to
provide a full analysis and accounting for all impacts of the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. The
DEIS is based on an incomplete hydrologic assessment, does not adequately address the water
conservation alternative, fails to fully consider senior Tribal water rights, and does not take into
consideration the unresolved legal implications of inter-basin transfers.
Water demands exceed supply in the Colorado River Basin, and climate change is further
exacerbating this supply-demand imbalance. An additional depletion of more than 80,000 acrefeet annually through the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline will increase the magnitude of each of
these impacts.
The Bureau of Reclamation should follow past successes by working with the seven Colorado
River Basin states, Mexico, and water providers and users throughout the Basin to find solutions
that work for both people and nature. The Bureau of Reclamation should not issue a Record of
Decision for the Lake Powell Pipeline until the seven Colorado River Basin States reach
consensus on the nature of any required legislation to permit the Pipeline's inter-basin water
transfer.
At this time, the only supportable alternative is the "no action" alternative for the Lake Powell
Pipeline.
Thank you,
Karen Kravcov Malcolm
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Scottsdale, AZ
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From: Kraig Phelps <kraig.phelps@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2020 11:04 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Opposition to the LPP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

I have lived in St. George, UT since 2003, and have witnessed the booms and busts of the housing
industry in the area first hand. I have also seen the amount of water that is wasted by homes and
businesses to keep lawns and non-native plants alive in what is part of the Mojave Desert. But both of
these factors that affect water usage aside, the basis reason against building the LPP is simple math.
If, as predicted, water rates are increased 300% - 600% to pay for this project, then the most basic
economics would dictate a corresponding decrease in water usage, thus negating both the reason for
the pipeline and the income source required to pay for it.
Also factoring into the equation, other states in the Colorado River Compact have been required to
reduce their outdraws from the system, with more decreases possibly being triggered by target levels in
storage reservoirs in coming years. If UT begins drawing the additional 86,000 acre feet per year, and
present climate predictions are accurate, those trigger levels will be come much sooner, and other
states in the CRC will certainly object, possibly with legal actions.
And finally, the basic reasoning set forth by the WCWCD to build the pipeline is flawed. As assertion has
been made that the population in the area will triple by 2060, and so there's no choice but to build the
LPP to supply water to these additional residents. This is backwards reasoning. The additional
population growth is only possible because of the increased water supply available because of the LPP,
and not an inevitability that necessitates the project. And secondly, the additional water needed is
based on the calculated usage at present, which is already twice the per capita consumption of other
desert areas. If Washington County’s water usage was in line with Clark County, NV, or Maricopa
County, AZ, what would the projected needs be?
For these reasons, I feel the LPP should be rejected by the USBR.
For your consideration,
Kraig Phelps
St. George, UT 84770
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kurt Schwarz <krschwa1@verizon.net>
Saturday, August 29, 2020 2:03 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the DEIS for the Lake Powell
Pipeline
MOSLakePowellPipelineSep2020.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Relevant Bureau of Reclamation Officials:
Please find attached the detailed comments of the Maryland Ornithological Society regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. Please enter them in the official
records.
Best regards,
Kurt R. Schwarz
Conservation Chair
Maryland Ornithological Society
9045 Dunloggin Ct.
Ellicott City, MD 21042
410-461-1643
krschwa1@verizon.net
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MARYLAND ORNITHOLOGICAL SOCIETY
,
August 29, 2020
Submit by email: lpp@usbr.gov
RE: Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS
To the Bureau of Reclamation:
The Maryland Ornithological Society (MOS) appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the proposed Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP). Our comments are below, and we ask that they be added to the
official record. Members of MOS have visited southern Utah and have appreciated
its bird habitat.
The Proposal: The Utah Board of Water Resources (UBWR) has proposed to build
a 69-inch diameter buried water pipeline from Lake Powell, a reservoir on the
Colorado River, to a reservoir in Washington County, Utah, near the city of St.
George. The pipeline would be built on public lands in southwestern Utah and
northern Arizona. Approximately 28 miles of the route would be in Grand StaircaseEscalante National Monument as designated in 1996 by President Clinton. The
purpose of the LPP, as advocated by UBWR, is to bring a second source of water to
Washington County, which now obtains its water from the Virgin River, which flows
from Zion National Park. This DEIS is in preparation for decisions by five federal
agencies: Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Bureau of Reclamation.
The Alternatives: The DEIS analyzes a no-action alternative and two action
alternatives. The Southern Alternative (the agency’s “preferred” alternative) would
be 141 miles long, while the Highway Alternative would be 134 miles long. Each
involves a permanent 100-foot wide right of way, plus 50 feet during construction.
Each involves multiple access roads (some permanent, some temporary). Each
involves permanent booster pump stations, each occupying 5 to 7 acres. The main
difference is that the Highway Alternative follows State Route 389 through the
Kaibab Paiute Reservation, while the Southern Alternative follows an existing power
transmission line to the south of the reservation.
Bird Habitat Values: The public lands affected by this proposal have outstanding
values for bird habitat. MOS members have visited bird habitat in Grand StaircaseEscalante National Monument and along US Highway 89 between Lake Powell and
Kanab. Visiting during the spring migration, MOS members found the canyons
loaded with migrant birds. The landscape may look like a desert, but the birds know
where to find the canyons with riparian habitat, including water and vegetative
1
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cover. Some of the water is in surface streams and springs, while other water comes
in seeps emerging from strata of bedrock. The habitat is good for birds because the
land is still wild and unimpaired by development.

0734-2 T&E Species

We found no bird checklist specifically for the pipeline route, but inferences may be
drawn from the checklist for Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, where
237 species have been recorded,1 and the checklist for Zion National Park (10 miles
north of the pipeline route), where 291 species have been recorded.2
The bird habitats affected by the pipeline range from desert sagebrush and pinyonjuniper woodlands to riparian areas. Two perennial watercourses cross the pipeline
route, namely Paria River and Kanab Creek. There is also riparian habitat on many
ephemeral washes, which have flowing water only after storm events, but which
retain subsurface water that is tapped by deep-rooted shrubs that in turn provide
food and cover to birds. The DEIS indicates that nine riparian areas would be
crossed by the Highway Alternative, eight by the Southern Alternative (DEIS page
31). However, the DEIS list is far from complete, omitting many washes MOS
members observed crossing the pipeline route.

0734-1

The DEIS is woefully lacking in information on birds and their habitat. The subject
of “General Fish and Wildlife” is relegated to Table 3.1-1 entitled “Resources
Considered but Eliminated from Further Study.” By taking that approach, the DEIS
fails to analyze the impact of a pipeline on birds and habitat.
Endangered Species Act: A biological assessment by the Utah Board of Water
Resources said the pipeline could affect three bird species federally listed under the
Endangered Species Act, namely the Mexican Spotted Owl (threatened),
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (endangered), and Yellow-billed Cuckoo
(threatened).3 We would add the California Condor, as birds from the reintroduced
experimental population in Arizona and Utah have been seen in the pipeline area.
The condor population was up to 88 as of April 2019.4 The DEIS is silent on how the
pipeline might affect these four species.
Habitat for the endangered Southwestern Willow Flycatcher was a primary reason
for the designation by BLM of the Kanab Creek Area of Critical Environmental
Concern. However, in 2018 BLM proposed to change the ACEC designation to allow
the pipeline. The DEIS is silent on how the pipeline might affect habitat in the ACEC.

Field Checklist of the Birds Of Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
https://www.nps.gov/zion/learn/nature/upload/bird5.pdf
3 LPP Preliminary Draft Biological Assessment, March 2019, Table 3-1
4 https://www.azgfd.com/wildlife/speciesofgreatestconservneed/raptormanagement/california-condor-recovery/
2
1
2
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Protection of the National Monument: Approximately 25 to 30 miles of the
pipeline, under both Highway and Southern Alternatives, would be built within
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (GSENM). That is not consistent with
President Clinton’s Proclamation 6920, which declares the lands “withdrawn from
entry, location, selection, sale, leasing, or other disposition under the public land
laws, other than by exchange that furthers the protective purposes of the
monument.”5 This part of GSENM was deleted from the monument by President
Trump’s Proclamation 9682 in 2017, which has been challenged and is now before
the United States courts. In the unlikely event the courts allow Mr. Trump’s
deletion, we assert that, because of its great natural values, the area deserves the
same protection as though it were in a national monument. (Under the Trump
deletion, the LPP pipeline would be approximately 800 feet outside the boundary of
GSENM, still so close as to create impacts against the wildlife values of the
monument and the visitors’ experience in enjoying the area.)
The LPP project envisions a permanent pipeline clearing, access roads, and two
booster pumping stations within monument boundaries. Booster Pump Station No.
3 would be at the crossing where monument visitors turn off US 89 to enter the
Cottonwood Road, a spectacular scenic drive with many interesting bird habitats,
geological features, and hiking trailheads. MOS members drove the Cottonwood
Road. BPS No. 4 would be in Fivemile Valley, at the foot of a spectacular upthrust
ridge known as The Cockscomb.
Proponents of the LPP may assert that they already have an authorization to use the
public lands along US Highway 89. In 1998, in Public Law 105-355, Congress
designated a “utility corridor” along US Highway 89 from Lake Powell to Mount
Carmel Junction, extending 240 feet north and 500 feet south of the highway. The
law is silent as to the types of utility facilities that might be permissible. We
question whether such a vague law can overcome the clear mandate in President
Clinton’s designation to protect the natural and scientific values within GSENM.
Wilderness Values: Ten miles of the pipeline under both alternatives and two
pump stations would be immediately outside the boundary of The Cockscomb
Wilderness Study Area, which has been proposed for designation as wilderness.
Such construction would impair the wilderness values of The Cockscomb area. Also,
the Southern Alternative would involve 1.5 miles built through an area in Arizona
bordering Kanab Creek, which BLM had suggested for possible wilderness
designation in a draft resource management plan in 2005. The wilderness
recommendation was later dropped, but it remains a possibility for future
consideration by Congress. Construction of a pipeline would not be allowed within
a wilderness area under the terms of the Wilderness Act of 1964. The damage done

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/WCPD-1996-09-23/pdf/WCPD-1996-0923-Pg1788.pdf
3
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by pipeline construction would very likely disqualify the area from being designated
as wilderness.
Recommendations: The Maryland Ornithological Society opposes both action
alternatives, for these reasons:
1. The impact on birds and their habitat is unacceptable. The pipeline and
its associated facilities would destroy bird habitat that is essential for
migrating birds following Kanab Creek, Paria River, and the many washes.
The DEIS lacks an adequate analysis of the impacts of the LPP onbirds
and their habitat.
2. The pipeline would impair the value of Kanab Creek Area of Critical
Environmental Concern as habitat for the endangered Southwestern
Willow Flycatcher.
3. The pipeline would likely disqualify the Kanab Creek area for future
designation as wilderness and also impair the wilderness values of The
Cockscomb Wilderness Study Area.
4. The pipeline would impair the natural and scientific values of Grand
Staircase National Monument, in violation of Proclamation 6920.
5. The pipeline, access roads and pumping stations would impair the
wildland character of the lands along US 89. This highway is comparable
to a national park roadway. It is a tourism route, traveled by visitors who
come to enjoy the unspoiled public lands of southern Utah. It should not
be turned into an industrial highway.
6. Better alternatives exist, but were not analyzed. The DEIS dismisses
these alternatives in the course of three pages (DEIS page 13). During
the scoping phase of this EIS project, many people and organizations
advocated alternatives that could provide water to St. George at less
expense and with less impact on the public lands and wildlife. They
pointed out that Washington County’s rate of water consumption
compares poorly to cities in Arizona. The figure for Washington County –
302 gallons per capita per day – is more than twice that of Phoenix and
nearly three times that of Tucson.
The MOS is a statewide nonprofit, volunteer organization established in 1945 and
devoted to the study and conservation of birds. Currently we have 15 chapters and
approximately 1,800 members. Some are scientists and naturalists, but our
membership includes people of all ages and all walks of life, from physicists to
firefighters, legislators to landscapers. Birding is one of the fastest growing types of
outdoor recreation. MOS has been participating in BLM resource management
planning for more than 15 years. We participate because our members visit BLM
public lands and appreciate their outstanding values for bird habitat.
Thank you for considering our comments, and please include them in the official
record.
4
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Sincerely,
Kurt R. Schwarz
Conservation Chair
Maryland Ornithological Society
9045 Dunloggin Ct.
Ellicott City, MD 21042
410-461-1643
krschwa1@verizon.net
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katie Wallace <kwalrus@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 30, 2020 4:47 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments about Lake Powell Pipeline Project

0735-2 Climate Change - General

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom It May Concern:
I understand you are looking for "substantive comments" that cover the following bullet
points. Please see my additional bullets below each point.
 Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EIS.
o The DEIS establishes a criteria of diversifying the water supply. However, the
reason for diversifying the water supply is to ensure stability. So, really, the
criteria should be set as "ensuring the stability" of the water supply, NOT
diversifying it for diversification's sake. The reason this nuance is important is
because the Bureau of Reclamation needlessly does not consider a conservation
alternative solely because it does not diversify the water supply. This is an
inaccurate baseline from the very beginning. It is not in UDWR's mission to
provide diverse sources of water for all water districts; their mission is "to provide
order and certainty in the beneficial use of Utah's water". Order and certainty can
sometimes rely on diversification, but it can also rely on smart utilization of what
is available. This baseline assumption for the DEIS needs to be rewritten in a way
that allows for all reasonable alternatives to be considered.


0735-1

Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions
used for the environmental analysis.
o You assume that the courts will approve utilization of Upper Basin water in the
Lower Basin. The DEIS says, "The Project Proponent is addressing this question
with the Colorado River Basin States." This factor needs to be addressed before
the LPP can continue, otherwise this is a major boondoggle for the American
people. The entire project hinges on this important and controversial issue that
will likely go to the courts. Any progress on the LPP should be suspended until
this issue is definitively solved.
o

Though scientific literature regarding climate change in the Colorado River basin
is utilized to determine how current Washington County sources will be affected,
it is not utilized to analyze water availability in the Colorado River itself, and
therefore, the availability of the water to the LPP. In Appendix B, Table 7.2-2,
LPP Supply is listed as a static number under all climate change scenarios rather
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Continued

than a variable number. It fails to take into account potential shortages in the
Colorado River that would affect Utah's cut under the Law of the River. Your
assumptions need to be broader to entail a full, accurate analysis.

cont'd Climate Change - General
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o

You assume future water requirements will be 240 gallons per capita per day at
Washington County's "best" conservation measures (2045-2075). Many
Southwest counties in the United States are all well-ahead of that benchmark, and
will certainly be lower by the year 2045. This is an incorrect
assumption. Analysis should include lowball and highball estimates that would
allow for a water conservation alternative to be considered (see additional
comment below). Furthermore, the DEIS fails to adequately address low and high
estimates for need based on varying population levels. This should be included in
Appendix B to provide a more well-rounded analysis of need.

o

The DEIS assumes growth to the region will continue at 1.5-2% in households. It
fails to take into account that the rising cost of living and projected changes to
climate may adversely affect growth rates to the region (thereby both making the
LPP less necessary, as well as more expensive than EPA's established Ability To
Pay). As the DEIS correctly reports, St. George and La Verkin are considered to
have significant economic hardship and "could be more affected by rate increases
in the region than other communities." The DEIS fails to take this strongly into
account. It should better analyze the effect on economically disadvantaged
groups (and its subsequent greater effects on the local economy as businesses will
fail to attract low-wage workers when living costs go up so significantly).

Present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the EIS.
o A water conservation alternative should have been analyzed. See my first point
above about why the reasoning for not considering a conservation alternative is
incorrect - diversification is NOT a requirement for water "order and certainty."
Though the report acknowledges successful conservation measures thus far in
Washington County, it does not mention that Washington County's gallons per
capita per day is still well above other major metropolitan areas in the Southwest,
such as Clark County, Nevada and Maricopa County, Arizona. This would
greatly decrease need. The Bureau of Reclamation says "it does not attempt to
compel Washington County residents to modify, change or curtail their current
culture, lifestyle or social expectations" - this is a severe assumption and
oversight. Certainly, the UDWR is well within its role to do so and should,
considering Washington County's use rates are well-above region averages. Their
current goal of 240 gallons per capita is unreasonably high. This is an assumption
baked into the DEIS that needs to be reconsidered.

Ultimately, the DEIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline fails to adequately address the legality of the
project under the Law of the River, climate change projections that would affect the availability
of Pipeline water, a reasonable conservation alternative, and the financial strain of the project on
local populations. Without doing due diligence, the Bureau of Reclamation is frittering away
taxpayer dollars.
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Thank you for your consideration.
Cordially,
Catherine (Katie) Wallace
241 E. Center St.
Kanab, UT 84741
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lakepowellfishing <lakepowellfishing@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:14 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell / Utah Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Sir
0736-1

This usage of Colorado River Water is not a good idea & I am opposed to It!
There is already more water demands than there is water to be used. It does not make sense to
further deplet this important source of water.
Sincerely. ------ Ray Young
1719 Grandview St. Page, AZ 86040
P. O. Box 2262

Sent from my Galaxy Tab® A
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lowell Smoger <lowell.smoger@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:20 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom It May Concern:
The Lake Powell Pipeline is completely unnecessary because an array of less-expensive water
sources exist to provide residents with water, who already have an abundance of water. Lake
Powell Pipeline proponents have downplayed and ignored these alternatives to make the case for
spending billions in taxpayer funds that will benefit their agencies.
The $3-4 billion would be spent on a complicated array of 140 miles of pipelines, pumping
stations, reservoirs and generators crossing state, federal and tribal lands. Paying for the
expensive Lake Powell Pipeline will require huge water rate, impact fee and property tax
increases in Washington and Kane Counties. The project is so complex that over the last 10
years the state has spent $33+ million on paperwork and planning, with many expecting this
permitting cost to double in coming years.
Pipeline proponents claim this costly project is necessary because the area is running out of
water, but water data and a groundswell of public opinion prove the $3+ billion project is as
unnecessary as it is unpopular.
If Washington County has a surplus, why build a pipeline? Utah is not using its full legal share
of Colorado River water and that’s why the Lake Powell Pipeline is being proposed— to keep
other states from using “Utah’s water.” Even Utah water leaders concede the project’s ‘true’
purpose is to keep downstream states from using “Utah’s Share” of the Colorado River.
But since diverting water solely to keep others from using it is a poor justification for the $3+
billion Lake Powell Pipeline, supporters spread the misleading claim that Washington County
and Kane County are running out of water, without yet providing any solid evidence.
Reconsider.
Thank you,
Dr. Lowell Smoger
2750 E 3185 S
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Millcreek, UT 84109
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mark <marcus_344@yahoo.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 4:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am opposed to the LPP because So Much water could be saved thru conservation! We waste too much
water in all areas of our environment.
We must look to the future growth and conserve now before we drain lake powell in years to come!
Thank you for your work
Mark Barone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Nancy Coulam <ncoulam@yahoo.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 12:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comments
LPP Comments.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see my attached comments. Thanks for the opportunity to review the draft.

0747
0747-1 NEPA Process
8/27/2020

0747-2 Purpose and Need
Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Upper Colorado Basin Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

0747-3 NEPA Process

0747-4 Purpose and Need

Comments on Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); Comments Due
Sept 8th, 2020
Dear Mr. Baxter:
Multiple sections in the draft EIS that do not meet regulatory requirements of the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) or the Department of the Interior, so based on 40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1), a supplemental statement is necessary. One of the underlying problems causing the
need for a supplement is inadequate scoping and that Reclamation and the Interior agencies did
not update the analysis of effects after alternatives changed and FERC dropped out as lead
agency. Another root cause of the inadequacies is that the Purpose and Need statement was not
crafted to address the regulatory definitions by the Department of the Interior’s regulations at 43
CFR Part 46. I will detail some of the deficiencies here.
Cooperating Agencies and Scope of Effects (see also Section 2.1.1 below)
One issue of scope is that the Western Area Power Administration and local agencies concerned
with energy requirements and hydropower impacts were not invited to particulate as cooperating
agencies (40 CFR 1501.7). The lack of invitations to these agencies to cooperate, and in
particular for Western to provide an analysis of hydropower impacts at the Glen Canyon Power
Plant, is a serious omission that requires supplementation before proceeding to a final EIS.
1.2 Purpose and Need for Action (40 CFR 1502.13)
The CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1502.13 require a statement of the underlying purpose and need
to which the agencies are responding. While you have a section labeled Purpose and Need, it
does not meet the regulatory definitions of CEQ or Interior.
1.2.1 The Need for action statement does not meet Interior’s (43 CFR 46.420) regulatory
definition of the need for action, as opposed to the goals and proposal of the non-Federal
proponent. The draft EIS confuses the proponent’s project with the Federal Purpose and Need for
Action. This is a regulatory problem that must be fixed in a supplemental statement because it is
fundamental to getting the action alternatives defined correctly.
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The regulatory definition of the Interior agencies’ need for action is supposed to be the
underlying problem to which the Interior agencies are responding with their proposal for action.
Instead of defining the Federal problem, what the Draft EIS says is that the need is “Under the
median climate change scenarios, approx. 86KAF of water will be needed annually by 2060….A
more diverse and secure water supply is needed to mitigate vulnerability…..”
This is wrong and an obvious regulatory mistake. You have confused the proponents’ project
(which is obtaining, transporting and delivering 86KAF of water to Washington County) with the
Interior agencies’ need for action in response to the proponents’ project. The draft confuses the
proponent’s project with the Federal need for action. To remedy the confusion and error, you
should work with your solicitors to get both the need and purpose for Federal action statements
corrected.
In sum, your published need statement does not meet the regulatory definition of either CEQ or
Interior. Consequently, the draft EIS must be re-scoped, and a legally defensible need statement
issued in a supplement.
Please note that formulating the need statement correctly is not as important as getting the
Purpose statement right, but because both Need and Purpose are not formulated correctly, the
agencies need to rescope and issue a supplemental EIS.
1.2.3 The Purpose for action statement does not meet Interior’s (43 CFR 46.420) regulatory
requirements nor CEQ (40 CFR 1502.13) regulatory definitions. Federal agency purposes for
actions are supposed to be the goals that the Interior/Federal agencies are trying to achieve while
taking action to meet the underlying need. But instead of a addressing the regulations in
formulating the Purpose statement, the draft EIS states:
“The purpose is to deliver a reliable annual yield of 86,000 AF from outside the Virgin
River Basin into Washington County to meet demands in 2060.”
No, this is wrong! Your statement quoted here restates the proponent’s project -- which is to
deliver 86KAF of water to Washington County — with the Federal agencies’ purpose.
The regulations state:
The needs and goals of the parties involved in the application or permit may be described
as background information. However, this description must not be confused with the
bureau's purpose and need for action. It is the bureau's purpose and need for action
that will determine the range of alternatives and provide a basis for the selection of
an alternative in a decision. [Bold emphasis added.]
2
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The regulatory problem is that the draft EIS confused the proponent’s project with the Federal
agencies’ purposes and needs for action. Getting the Purpose and Need correct and in
conformance with the regulations would be especially helpful in this case due to the involvement
of multiple Interior agencies (plus Western Area Power Administration). Each of the Interior
agencies (plus Western) should get to develop and publish their own purpose for action
statement.

0747-6 Impact Analysis Methodology

The draft EIS does not meet the regulatory requirements of defining Federal purposes for action
as opposed to repeating the proponent’s project and goal of delivering water to Washington
County.
That said, it would be useful to have the supplemental EIS include the BLM’s statement of their
purpose for action. The BLM’s NEPA Handbook indicates that a typical BLM purpose statement
for proponent-driven actions is something like this:
The Purpose for action of the X Field Office in deciding whether to make an RMP
revision is to ensure that public lands are managed according to the principles of multiple
use identified in FLPMA and articulated in the most recent RMP.
Conformance with law is always a purpose for Federal action and the BLM should get to craft
their own purpose statement acknowledging FLPMA compliance and RMP conformance. In fact,
all the agencies should publish their own Purpose statement in a supplemental EIS because each
agency has their own mandates.
1.3.1 BIA Decisions. This section acknowledges that Indian trust assets are present in the
affected environment and there would be loss of trust resources as a consequence of at least one
action alternative. Therefore, it’s not just the Kaibab Paiute who would have to select the
ultimate alternative but it includes the BIA as trustee.
1.3.5 FWS Decisions. You need to delete the reference to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
unless the proponent is proposing a new or expanded impoundment of water over ten surface
acres. If this is the case, then the supplement must disclose that there will be a new or expanded
water surface impoundment over 10 acres that necessitates the USFWS compliance with FWCA.
Otherwise, as stated in the law, Section 662(h), the provisions of sections 661-666c of the
FWCA “…shall not be applicable to those projects for the impoundment of water where the
maximum surface area of such impoundments is less than ten acres…”. If you doubt that this
comment about FWCA compliance, you should verify it with Mr. Rodney Smith in the Salt Lake
Interior’s solicitor’s office.
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Chapter 2, 2.1 Proposed Action and Alternatives Development
2.1.1. Scoping.
This scoping section needs to be corrected due to errors and omissions. As mentioned above,
scoping for agency authority per 40 CFRR 1500.6 should lead to Western becoming a
cooperating agency due to their jurisdiction and expertise regarding hydropower marketing.
Section 2.1.1 discusses how many comments you received, but the counts are irrelevant to
decisions on action alternatives. Because page numbers in an EIS are currently limited by
Interior policy, delete the narrative starting with the sentence beginning “Because each
submission….” and ending with “submitted during the scoping period.”
Table 2.1-1 should be eliminated because how many comment documents you received is not
relevant and again, space is limited. Also, your sentences about alternatives considered but
eliminated belong in section 2.1.3. instead what should be in 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 is how the Interior
agencies decided what the scope of the Federal action should be based on Federal Purpose and
Need, not the proponent’s project and goals. So, looking at your list of Criteria for Action
Alternatives in 2.1.1, purpose and need are obviously required to be listed as selection factors,
but where are the environmental factors and environmental considerations?
Both CEQ regulations and CEQ 40 Questions (4a) say that selection criteria must include
environmental factors. Where is the evidence that the agencies considered environmental factors
in identifying a preferred alternative and that the environmental impacts will be avoided in
selecting an alternative?
40 CFR 1508.8 says ecological effects, natural resources and components of the natural
environment, social and health effects may be pertinent decision factors. 40 CFR 1502.16 says
environmental factors that must be considered include energy requirements, natural resources,
urban quality, historic and cultural resources; and per 1508.14, the natural and physical
environment and the relationship of people with that environment. The agencies weigh the
numerous environmental factors, not just engineering or technical feasibility as you currently
indicate.
Of course, the selection criteria that need to be listed and considered by the NPS, BLM and
maybe BIA, are conformance with existing land management plans such as RMPs. This section
on alternative selection factors needs to spell out that the agencies will consider conformance
with existing land use plans and policies. (This is also described as a requirement in CEQ’s 40
Questions.)
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2.1.2 Criteria for Action Alternatives
2.1.3 Its both a Chapter 3 problem and a scope of alternative problem, but by rejecting an
alternative that increases the supply of water from within the Virgin River watershed, you are
admitting that no alternative water source is available to accommodate future growth. This
means that the scope of analysis and needs to include growth-inducing effects of the water.
Based on Reclamation case law and NEPA policy, if there is no alternative source of water
available, the agency and this EIS has to analyze and disclose growth-inducing effects.
2.3.1. No Action
Your first paragraph should be deleted because it adds no value. Likewise, the last paragraph that
says these actions are speculative. If speculative, the they don’t belong in the EIS.
The definition of No Action in this section should be revised. The regulation at 43 CFR 46.30
says: “The no action alternative will look at the effects of not approving the action under
consideration.” But your published definition of No Action says “the Proposed Project would not
be built.” Well yes, but CEQ’s 40 Questions clarify that if the EIS is prepared because of a
proponent’s application for a federal permit or other federal approval, then the definition of No
Action is that the proposed permits and permissions would not be issued or approved. In this
case, No Action is the denial of the Federal rights-of-ways and other permits and permissions.
The No Action Alternative is continuation of current management of the Federal lands based on
existing RMPS and land use plans.
Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
The definition of reasonably foreseeable actions/cumulative actions needs review and revision.
You write that only the Ash Creek Pipeline is undergoing NEPA review. This means that this is
the only reasonably foreseeable future action, not all those you list. If this is the only reasonably
foreseeable future action, then it is not part of No Action, it goes in the chapter on Cumulative
Actions for which you analyze cumulative impacts.
2.3.2 Preferred Alternative and Basis for Selection
Again, this the preferred alternative was selected based on technical (engineering) factors, but
where is the consideration of environmental factors, like minimizing acres of public and trust
land disturbed, avoiding ACECs?
In terms of selection factors, it would be useful if this section acknowledged that financial
considerations for project beneficiaries. That said, there is an issue of consistency with the
Socioeconomic Appendices. To some extent, the appendices the Principles, Requirements, and
Guidelines for Water and Land Related Resources Implementation Studies (PR&Gs) in that they
include references to NED and RED analyses. It would be useful for the public and decision5
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maker to understand the weights given to economic/financial, environmental, and social benefits
versus the costs and the impacts.
2.3.2.9 Environmental Protection Measures.
CEQ’s 40 Questions (19a) clarifies that an EIS that incudes avoidance measures to minimize
pollution emissions and construction impacts that are part of an alternative that are outside the
jurisdiction of the lead or cooperating agencies or that are unlikely to be enforced by the agencies
needs to have the likelihood that such measures will be adopted or enforced described. Also,
avoidance measures that are part of the alternative need to be distinguished between mitigation
measures for damage caused by the construction.
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For example, this section says disturbed lands will be restored. But CEQ says that the probability
of the mitigation measures being implemented must be discussed in the EIS and later in the
Record of Decision. This is important in a proponent-driven action where the agencies are not
responsible for the avoidance measures or the mitigation measures.
2.3.2.10 Construction Duration.
This is the first place that mentions final design, but it does not indicate what current levels of
planning and design of the alternatives and whether the action alternatives are at the same level.
If its going to take two years to get to final design, what is the stage of design and planning?

0747-8

The socioeconomic appendix references both a 5-year and a 10-year construction period. That is
inconsistent with other resource sections that reference duration of construction. When you
decide what is the duration of construction, make all the references to duration of planning and
construction consistent.
2.3.2.11 O&M&R.
This section directs the reader to go to the POD (Appendix E), and says federal, state, local
requirements will be met. But as mentioned above, CEQ regulations and guidance require more
specificity than such vague statements.

0747-9

2.3.2.12 Exchange Contract and 2.3.2.13 RMP Amendment
This does not explain what the relationship of these actions are to the proponent’s project;
therefore, the reader can’t assess how they fit into the analysis of effects. Please clarify in
regulatory terms what these actions are. Part of the Federal actions?
2.3.3 Highway Alternative
The stated screening criteria are inadequate to explain how or why the highway alternative
differs from the selected preferred alternative for the Interior agencies. It seems that the selection
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of preferred alternative was arbitrary because you have not considered environmental screening
criteria.
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NEPA requires that alternatives be given the same treatment. So, this section needs to have the
same subheadings as the other action alternative.
Chapter 3 Issues
Introduction, check the 40 CFR regulations for a definition of “human environment” and then fix
this introductory sentence.

0747-12 Air Quality
0747-11

Table 3-1. Issues Not Analyzed/Description of the Affected Environment
There are several environmental issues that need to be analyzed and included in the
Supplemental EIS.
Air Quality
Given the magnitude of proposed emissions during construction and the potential for those
emissions to affect Class I air in the national parks plus Indian County, the increase in air
pollutants should have a current, technical analysis in the appendix and possibly in the text of the
supplemental EIS. The draft EIS has an air quality technical appendix that was compiled in
2015-2016. Given that it is now 2020 and CEQ 40 Questions (32) says that EISs based on data
more than 5 years old should be reanalyzed. Furthermore, based on Section 1502.9, the passage
of time and changes to the two action alternatives require a redo- of the air quality technical
appendix.
Another problem with the air quality appendix is that there is not a calculation of the total
emissions of the alternatives. The draft EIS states the preferred alternative would involve 4401
acres of disturbed ground and another 4062 for the Highway alternative. But the draft EIS
assumptions do not agree with the air quality appendix. For example, the draft EIS says that
construction would be over a 6-year period. (p. 27) The appendix says they assumed only a 12month construction period (Appendix P 2-9). For the pipeline air quality effects, they assumed
that there would be 20 separate construction operations of 10 miles each. However, what their
table indicates is that they only calculated particulate emissions for 2.3 acres for the pipeline.
Table 3-7 only gives concentrations for pipeline construction.
Based on the method they used (EPA’s fugitive dust estimation multipliers), for PM2.5 there
would be 4874.4 tons of dust per month of activity. With 72 months of construction, that is
350,957 tons of dust. The MWH appendix says water or soil stabilizers would be used and under
EPA methods, emissions can be reduced by 50% in this case. But this would require a
commitment on the part of the proponent that they would have their contractor apply dust
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minimization methods. The draft EIS makes no binding commitments to reduce this
environmental impact.
Energy and Hydropower Impacts
Per 40 CFR 1502.16, there needs to be an analysis of energy requirements of the actions. The
EIS needs to disclose the energy required for conveyance of the water from Lake Powell to
Washington County, as well as energy used in project construction.
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Also, the water contract and resulting reduction in head will have an impact on hydropower
production at the Glen Canyon Powerplant.
The lack of updated scoping for energy issues is also seen in the Air Quality appendix where
wrote about a gas pipeline. Is there a gas supply or is the appendix just out-of-date and needs
updating?
Energy costs are also reflected in the need to update the Socioeconomics section and appendices.
Once the micro hydro stations were dropped from the action alternatives, the socioeconomic
sections and appendices needed to be recalculated.
Growth-Inducing Effects
There needs to be an analysis of the indirect growth-inducing effects based on Reclamation
policies and past litigation. Because the draft EIS admits that there is no other source of water
within Washington County, by definition, then the provision of new water from beyond the
county would result in indirect effects. As the draft notes, the water will not induce growth and
resulting effects, but the increased water supply will help accommodate future growth in housing
and development in the cities in the county. The standard Reclamation practices for analysis of
growth-inducing effects where the project water is the only available new water need to be
conducted.
3.20.1 Socioeconomics and Water Resource Economics, Appendix C23, and Appended
Final Study Report 10, April 2016
The Socioeconomics Appendix needs to be updated because it was prepared in 2015 and is based
on out-of-date description of the action alternatives. For example, the Final Study Report
includes the natural gas pipeline, the generation of micro hydropower, and delivering water to
Kane County. In sum, the appendix needs to be updated and along with Section 3.20.
Section 3.20.1, says that ability to pay and cost-benefit ratios are informational and not required
for the project to proceed. While it may be true that you do not need to meet the full
requirements of the Principles, Requirements, and Guidelines for Water and Land Related
Resources Implementation Studies (PR&Gs), as a matter of scoping and concern for those living
8
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in Washington County, Ability to Pay is a major concern. This statement should be deleted to
reflect the concern of county residents.
The socioeconomic analyses reference din 3.20.1.1 and appendices need to be updated based on
current plans for the action alternatives, not based on those from 2015. It is important to disclose
who the beneficiaries are and especially who pays for project costs. For example, in the appendix
of Responses to FERC, it says project beneficiaries will repay the project costs with interest, but
this includes Kane County residents as beneficiaries. This needs to be updated.
The Socioeconomic Appendix references both a 5-year and a 10-year construction period. The
problem is that if it takes two more years to get to final design, and 10 years for construction, and
project beneficiaries are supposed to repay the project costs, shouldn’t interest over this long a
period be calculated in the costs?
Why isn’t there a section in the text that discloses water rates and affordability? Given the EPA’s
benchmark for affordability of water service (including waste water) being 2 percent or 2.5
percent of median household income (HDR and BBC 2007).
Table 3.20-1. It says Census Bureau n.d. as the source, and Table 3.20-2 says, Arizona
Population projections but includes Utah. Please fix and update these tables with clarification of
the sources.
3.20.1.6 This section says EPA uses 4 percent of median income for water service. I do not
believe this is correct. You need to check it against EPA’s existing financial capability
assessment (FCA) guidelines. I believe the current FCA guidance was implemented in 2017.
Checking, this it states that the analysis still uses a 2% threshold for median household income,
and also that there needs to be a section in your Environmental Justice analysis noting the 2%
threshold for those households livening in poverty or that are projected to be in poverty over the
future years of the proposed project. Please provide the citations and updates for this extremely
important information for the people who living in Washington County and that would be
expected to pay for the project.
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0766-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mickell McKinnnon <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Sunday, August 30, 2020 1:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern:
As a resident of Washington County I am in favor of No Lake Powell Pipeline alternatives. The
growing water shortage and population growth will not only affect the St. George area but the
entire country that uses Colorado River Water. A pipeline to an already over allocated and
dwindling water supply seems like a waste of money and resources. Money that would be better
used in conservation and bettering our water systems already in place. It might impede future
development but that is the cost of living in the desert.
Mickell McKinnon
mckinnonmm@gmail.com
Sincerely,
Mickell McKinnnon
mckinnonmm@gmail.com
84770
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0767-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Oscar Graff <oscargraff7@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 11:56 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I urge you to reconsider the LPP,
"BOR analyzes impacts of LPP on Lake Powell, but never analyzes the reverse,
whether Lake Powell can reliably provide water for the LPP. In many years the project
will almost certainly be limited to low or no yield at all."
I have loved visiting Lake Powell over the years and it is on of Utah's many treasured
natural features. But water shortages and the use of LPP will adversely affect the
natural ecosystem of Lake Powell and is only one small part of the short-termed thinking
of this project.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Moss <paul@themailpath.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 4:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Please consider the following comments:
I feel that the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate and egregiously
flawed. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable alternatives, did not adequately
address public concerns raised in scoping, and did not include an objective analysis of the environmental
and economic impacts the project will have on the residents of Washington County and the state of Utah.
In the DEIS, critical data was misinterpreted and is hard to understand. Some information is completely
omitted. The DEIS needs to be corrected and revised with accurate and unbiased information.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Sincerely,
Paul Moss
White Bear Lake, MN
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0769-1 Aquatic Invasive Species
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Peter Christopher Mills <petermills1219@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 12:12 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Peter Christopher Mills
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of ReclamationI am writing in opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline. My opposition is based on the following
concerns.
The Colorado Compact of 1922 is flawed. The amount of water granted or allocated to the
various member states is more than what actually exists. This is now well documented based on
tree ring studies prior to 1922 and on records of actual annual run-off since 1922. And, the
problem of over-allocation is compounded by water loss through evaporation and seepage as
well as current trends in climate change. We seem to be moving in a direction that does not bode
well for a large and expensive water transfer project that will not be able to meet its objectives.
100% of Colorado Basin water is already allocated. Other entities with senior rights, especially
Native American tribes and nations, have not or are not currently using water that they will be
interested in pursuing in the future. These issues need to be resolved now. We should not build
an expensive pipeline with the idea that we will figure out how to resolve these issues and
conflicts at a later date.
The quagga mussel issue has not been adequately addressed. We cannot ignore “worst case
scenarios” with something as serious and potentially devastating as the impact of quagga
mussels.
Water conservation practices have not been adequately addressed. There is little incentive for
water retailers to promote conservation when it is in the interest of wholesalers and retailers as
well as developers to show a need for more water. Washington County has not stepped up to the
plate and developed conservation measures and strategies as has been the case with other
Southwest desert communities.

Another one of my concerns has to do with population and growth. I realize that this is not an
issue that is addressed in the LPP project and not part of the DEIS. But in many ways it is the
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core issue with the LPP. It is the elephant in the room. We are making decisions because
projections are that local as well as global population will double. Is this truly the case, and is
this what we really want? The earth has limitations. Our past habits and patterns of
development did not require us to consider these limitations. Future development does require
this.
On a local level, Washington County is not suited to expansive and poorly regulated growth. It
is an area with major geographic challenges. Expansion in an open landscape like Las Vegas is
very different than expansion in an area of rivers, canyons, buttes and mesas. Options for
managing traffic, congestion, crowding, and overall quality of life are limited. Building the LPP,
even if the water were plentiful, may do more to destroy or decrease the beauty and the quality
of life in Washington County than we care to admit. If Colorado River water is available, maybe
we should look at other options such as building a model community at locations near the river
such as Big Water, Utah. This may well be where people will choose to live 50 years from
now. But my biggest concern is that the earth cannot accommodate unlimited population
expansion, and building the LPP does not move us in the direction that we need to be going.

Thank You for considering my concerns.
Sincerely,

Peter Mills

petermills1219@gmail.com
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0773-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul hyde <phyde@pagelumber.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 11:00 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] pipeline project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

This pipeline project is one of the dumbest things to come along in a long time. For starters there is no
way to stop the transference of quaga muscles from Lake Powell to Quell Creek Reservoir. Then there is
the cost of maintaining the hedge pumps that are needed to pump the water. There is the defiling of
countless native American ruins. The entire state of Utah is being asked to pay for a project that benefits
a very small percentage of the people. Lake Powell is suffering from one of the longest droughts in
history and if this project goes through it will add to the possible lowering of lake level to an unusable
water level for hydroelectric production. There are other water sources closer to St George than Lake
Powell. Water parks need to be banned and developers need to stop wasting water on water feathers
St George doesn’t need more water. St George in in a desert, they need to switch to a desert landscape
and let the grass grow in the fills for the cows. Thank you, Paul

•

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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0774-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: John Leake <ply4spd340@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2020 1:00 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Proposed Lake Powell Water For St. George Utah

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern;
I just traveled through St. George again the last few days (twice).
Lawns are all green and watered.
Golf courses are all green and watered.
My sister lives there, and enjoy green lawns, green parks...... all profiigate users of water.

I reject the desire of the politicians in St. George who refuse to admit they live in an arid climate and
take real appropriate measures regarding water use. The politicians are refusing to accept the reality
that Lake Powell levels have dropped...... As I understand it the so called agreements on the Colorado
River seek to divide up more water than now flows in the river, clearly the agreement(s) assume the
water flows would be much higher than reality. In addition, politicians seek growth of the area seeks to
permit more use of water, rather than less

John
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From: Clinton Osborne <powerhousevac@me.com>
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 1:52 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell pipe line

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern,
I am strongly in favor of the Lake Powell pipe line as it is essential for sustaining our growth and
economy in Southern Utah.
Clinton G Osborne
84770
435-703-4864
Sent from my iPad
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From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 12:48 AM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Water efficiency achievable throughout U.S. without decrease in economic
activity

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

> FYI - More evidence that the Lake Powell Pipeline is unnecessary.
>
> Water efficiency achievable throughout U.S. without decrease in economic activity
>
> https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2020/08/200826175646.htm
>
> Researchers have looked at how much water conservation can readily and affordably be achieved in
each region and industry by looking at what conservation measures were already working and
considering how much water is being used.
>
>
> Sent from my iPhone
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0777
0777-1 Other
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 5:30 PM
To: raspotts2@gmail.com
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] 21 states sue White House over rollback of bedrock environmental law | TheHill

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

FYI
https://thehill.com/policy/energy-environment/514160-21-states-sue-white-house-over-rollback-ofbedrock-environmental

Sent from my iPhone
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0778
0778-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: raspotts2@gmail.com
Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2020 1:00 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Please include in DEIS admin record: Facts show holes in Utah's Lake Powell
Pipeline plan

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear BOR officials:
0778-1

I strongly support and concur with the LPP related concerns described in the excellent Spectrum op-ed
at the web link below.
Please print this op-ed and include it and this email in the LPP DEIS administrative record. It is
important that this record contains this important and relevant information.
Thank you very much for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Richard Spotts
255 N 2790 E
Saint George UT 84790
https://www.thespectrum.com/story/opinion/2020/08/07/facts-show-holes-utahs-lake-powellpipeline-plan/3318581001/

Sent from my iPhone
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0779-1 Other
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ROBERT CRENSHAW <rcc1941@cox.net>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:09 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] BAD IDEA

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0779-1

With fresh water at a premium. It is a BAD IDEA to reduce fresh water from a place that
provides this source to new place for what reason ? It better be REALLY good !
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0781-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Chandra Hershey-Lear <red.cedar@me.com>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 6:31 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
It has come to my attention that the BLM has plans to build a pipeline to siphon water from Lake Powell
to St.George Utah.
I must say that I take this as a personal affront.
I live in Tucson Arizona where considerable conservation efforts have been made to reduce water
usage in our community. And we have. As a desert dweller I feel it is my ethical responsibility to live
sustainably understanding the limitations of my environment. My husband and I installed a simple
water catchment method for our home , we have surounded our home with beautiful native plants that
not only require less water to remain beautiful , they also attract native animals and birds to our yard,
which bring us so much delight. All around us people have taken out grass lawns while adding cactus
and hardy desert plants to their yards. It makes sense and is beautiful. As a community we knew we
were drawing water from a source that is actively diminishing. The Colorado River’s water is, as the
BLM knows full well, OVER ALLOCATED. Its flow is only going to continue to diminish, as has already
been shown. Knowing this, proceeding with this plan would be irresponsible, if not illegal and
unbelievably short sighted

That the BLM is thinking to spend billions of dollars to provide water to a community that uses 3 times
as much water per capita per day than Tucson is infuriating! With one of the highest rates of water
usage in the country, Washington County is an insult to the rest of the Western State communities that
are working hard to conserve water. We all need to be doing our part equally as we draw upon the
same finite resource. That the BLM is not accepting conservation as a viable new source of water is
completely unreasonable and wrongheaded.

I am also deeply concerned about the destruction building a pipeline would cause through an area I
cherish for its iconic beauty and wild nature. Several times a year my husband and I travel to different
canyons just off Highway 89. We travel it to hike in Zion and The Grand Staircase Escalante National
Monument. We travel it to visit the communities of Kanab , Boulder and the North Rim of the Grand
Canyon. We have become acquainted with the fragile desert's flora and fauna, marveling at their
diversity and tenacity. And we are not alone in our love of this area and its inhabitants. We always meet
people enthralled by the same beauty we have come to love. I have taken countless photos of the
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amazing grandeur of red rock plateaus and rolling hills of Pinon, Juniper and expanses of rock and sand.
It is a travesty to even think of putting a pipeline through this area, especially when it is unnecessary
because of the feasibility of water conservation. Adding another dimension to my outrage at the BLM’s
pursuit of this plan.
I love the desert, I love the Colorado Plateau, I love the Colorado River.
Have a care with this place I love
Signed
Chandra Hershey-Lear

0784
0784-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Kvaas <rkvaas@gmail.com>
Saturday, August 29, 2020 7:17 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
The DEIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) asserts that Washington County needs a “second
source” of water which is used as a justification for the LPP. I live in Southern California which
has many counties which are short on the water supplies that they would LIKE to have. But that
is not the reality of arid regions in the SW USA. We ALL need more water. What Washington
County really needs is more conservation and "waste water" recycling facilities like we are
already using in our Santa Barbara County water systems. Washington County is currently
blessed with the Virgin River as its primary source of water. Conservation studies have shown
that recovery of water which we already have is more practical and economical than taking
water from other regions to satisfy increasing demands. The fact that the DEIS does not even
consider conservation and recycling and dismisses them out of hand proves that this DEIS is
flawed and incomplete. You need to STOP, take a deep breath, and start looking at proven and
effective conservation and recycling methods to reliably provide the additional water you desire
for the future.
In addition, it is well known that the Colorado River is ALREADY OVERSUBSCRIBED
with respect to too many users and dwindling quantities of available water. This project just
exacerbates this trend and injures all current users of Colorado River water including users in my
region (Southern California). Diversion of Colorado River water should not be allowed to
happen when good alternatives are available, proven, and economically verified. You have not
done your homework. The DEIS is flawed and you need to consider CONSERVATION
because no one is coming to return the Colorado River to its historical flows. It just is just not
going to happen. Let's see a complete DEIS which MUST include conservation and
reuse/recycling options.
Sincerely,
Bob Kvaas
rkvaas@gmail.com
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0791-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Mary Smith <smary@cut.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:06 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Galeileo Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Bureau of Reclamation. Take a look at the mess that California has moving water around the state,
robbing water from one drainage and putting it in another. Don't do this to Utah.
Ross A. Smith
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0792-1 Water Supply
From: smithwickh@juno.com
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 1:03 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] proposed expensive and wasteful but unnecessary project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Thank you for letting me comment on this unafordable and dangerous
boondoggle. The water in lake Powell is already oversubscribed, and the
drought continues as this reservoir is below 50% capacity and dropping in
the unprecedented August heat. The downstream states will scream bloody
murder if their vital supplies disappear. I believe they are already
imposing restrictions. St. George and Washington County, where the water
would be pumped at great cost, is already one of the most egregiously
water-wasteful areas in the desert southwest. They also are anticipating
growth. But with their current water usage that would be unsustainable
even with a highly expensive and disruptive pipeline whose route and
final cost has yet to be determined. I think that cooler heads need to
prevail on this. Let them figure out how to live sustainably in their
climate. Also note that Lake Mead's water level is dangerously low and
it has been proposed that the water stored in Lake Powell may be leaching
into the ground as well as evaporating and might be better preserved by
storing it in Lake Mead. Where does that leave Washington County? Water
is complicated, no doubt, but this pipeline only adds to the ongoing
problems. Thanks for listening.
Harrison Smithwick
Salt Lake City, Utah
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0794
0794-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Finucane <stevefinucane@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 7:23 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate and
egregiously flawed. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) did not evaluate reasonable alternatives,
did not adequately address public concerns raised in scoping, and did not include an objective
analysis of the environmental and economic impacts the project will have on the residents of
Washington County and the state of Utah.
 The DEIS doesn’t but must determine whether the LPP project is financially feasible for
WCWCD. BOR doesn’t address the adverse economic effects of paying for the LPP on residents
and businesses and doesn’t address the economic impact on residents and businesses, especially
low-income residents in Washington County who are faced with a quadrupling of water rates,
doubling of impact fees, and more than 50 percent increases in property taxes going to
WCWCD.
I have seen cities bankrupted by debt obligations (even now, my city is heavily burdened by
public safety pension debt), and the reductions in critical city services is severe and falls hardest
on the neediest.
In addition,all Utahns would be on the hook for $2 billion or more of public debt if the LPP is
constructed. Specifically, the debt burden in Washington County would be $8,700 per person if
built-in 2020. This alone would be crushing in ordinary times. But BOR doesn’t acknowledge
that education, social services, health care services, and public employment are already facing
many challenges competing for funding, making paying for the LPP an even more significant
burden for residents.
This burden is not justified by actual need and the water conservation alternative was given short
shrift. In addition, the plan must address how the LPP will meet the stated purpose and need, and
the reliability of Lake Powell supply in this time of extended drought and over-allocation. The
water supply analysis overestimates the reliability of the project being able to provide water for
the pipeline. Conservation is the best choice.
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Thanks for your consideration,
Steve Finucane
345 Crestwood W
Prescott AZ 86303

0795
0795-1 Other
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Hager <stormcrow60@xmission.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:42 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] No LPP Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom It May Concern,
A pipeline to divert more water from the Colorado River system is a foolhardy proposal. The BOR's EIS
should state the project needs to be shut down immediately. If it says otherwise, then either data was
falsified or wrong data used. The river system is already taxed to the point of not being able to keep up
with future demands. St. George is a small community in a desert environment that never should have
been built and if people continue to move there, they should be practicing extreme water conservation.
No grass lawns, time limited showers, no ornamental plants or outdoor landscaping that is not indigenous
to the area. This whole concept is absurd and with climate change all but ignored in our current political
landscape, more people living in desert environments will spell disaster for all of us.
Thank You,
Jon Hager
Riverton, Utah
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0796-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob <stormy3365@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Support

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I fully support that they need to complete this project.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gmail isabelle <strasbourg1961@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 27, 2020 4:08 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Here is what I think, Thank you for asking,
Isabelle

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please submit commentThy
September 8, 2020
for consideration in the final E.IS.

HIOW TO SUBMIT COMMENTS

Email:
l_p_p@u sbr .gov

Mai l:
lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation,
Provo Area Office
302 East lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Fax:

8.01 - 379- 1159
Pt,o ject Website:
https: l /www. usbr .,g ov/ uc / Doc Li braryl Environmental lmpactStat,e,me nts L
Lake Powel I Pipel ine/ ind ex. htm I

Good afternoon, THANK YOU FOR ASKING
- stop allowing grass to be planted around new houses and new communities
- pay for the removal of grass in "old" houses and older communities
- plant only "native" trees (not the one that need a lot of water, like cotton trees)
- plant only "native" flowers and bushes
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0797-1 Other
- fine people, communities, enterprises that waste water by not maintaining the watering
systems
or let the water run down the streets
- allow a quota of water per person, families, enterprises (with so many workers or
customers) ... at a fair price
and price higher the water used after the quota (the more you use, the more you pay)
- fine people that wash the cars or else at they house
- help built facilities that reuse the water (car/truck wash)
- pay the farmers if necessary to use water for real food for human beings (not for grass for
meat markets and corn for gasoline...)
- pay the farmers the yearly value of his crops to save water for so 5 or 10 years
- support farmers that are going organic, controlled the use of water and pollutions
- support local farmers to feed locally the people, opening farmers markets, real farmers
markets
- stop planning on water that you are not allowed to dream about
- let Mother Nature fill up the water tables again
- find a way to control better the fires
- create more reservoirs, lakes... and parks for your people to enjoy at the same time
- select enterprises that use a minimum of water to run (not hotels or Spa...)
- STOP EXTENDING CITIES IN THE DESERT
This will save the water we know we have today and can have in the mountains and will
cost less
Good day, Isabelle
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0798-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Lionel Johnson <suntracker9@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 12:09 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Bad idea

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Please Stop wasting lake Powell water.
It’s amazing to see greed and waste and stupid politicians that will do anything to line their pockets
while endangering one of the greatest treasures in the western United States. Shameful
Sent from my iPad
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0799

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Timothy Eicher <timeicher5051@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 10:00 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am writing in opposition to the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. I have several serious
concerns for my position.
First, I am a conservationist by nature. It's a little like being a fiscal conserative. I was
raised with a philosophy that you do not spend what you cannot pay for. Washington
County has an identifiable water quantity that supports a pretty large population. We
should be looking first at conserving water in the region. There are many alternatives
proven that can reduce our water use and it is insanity not to implement these. I read
that other, similar, areas such as Phoenix and Tucson use a fraction of the water that is
used per household in Washington County. To not implement conservation strategies
that are sensitive to our present resources is wasteful and could be considered criminal.
We have lived in Washington County for forty (40) years. We have a large garden with
drip watering. I reduced our lawn size by 75% 20 (twenty) years ago. We have
xeriscaped most of our yard to drought hardy plants. These are easily accomplished
alternatives to simply wasting water with flood irrigation, overhead sprinklers, and
careless distribution of water.
BOR has a policy that Washington County requires a 'second' source of water without
first being responsible to conserve the water we have is the height of waste, unbridled
greed, and is just stupid. I think we need to ask, "Who benefits from this boondoggle?"

Secondly, Utah is already in binding water rights agreements that will supercede LPP
water rights when the drought intensifies. I am very cognizant of river flows, and having
lived in the Southwest for forty-five (45) years I am acutely aware of the drying out of the
west. I have watched fires consume hundreds of thousands of acres around my county
and all over the west. The water abundance projected by the BOR does not jive with
anything I have seen in the past decades, and it is not in line with global climate
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conditions imminent. Even if the LPP is built, in all likelihood, that water will never be
allocated to Southern Utah.
Thirdly, the cost of this project has been consistently low-balled to present it as an
affordable project. Please...I don't even know where to start with this line of thinking. It's
absurd. Rather than look realistically at costs, BOR continues to wave a flag of fiscal
responsibility when anyone who has ever built anything knows that you will almost
always triple your time allotment for completion of a project, and realistically, costs will
at least double.
Finally, the quagga mussel dilemna makes this entire project suspect. As far as I can
see, there is no clear control of quaggas outside of isolating that body of water. The
dismissive, vague solutions offered by BOR are magical thinking, at best, and criminal
at worst, as water sources all over the region will be affected.
I am opposed to the Lake Powell Pipeline. It is irresponsible in multiple ways, and
should be considered a danger to our region and its people.
Timothy P. Eicher
505 W. Juniper Rd
Dammeron Valley, Utah 84783
435 669-0804
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0800-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Teri Mader <tmader84@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:37 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I think the Lake Powell Pipeline Project is a bad idea. I strongly believe that the St. George community
should learn to conserve the water they already have. When I see lawns, golf courses, huge numbers of
swimming pools and other signs of poor water management, it is hard to take these folks seriously.
They live in the desert southwest, as I do, and they have to start carefully managing their water supply
and not expect an extremely costly project to bail them out. Washington County does not need a new
water source! NO to the Lake Powell Pipeline!
Tom Mader
COL(R) US Army

0800-1

0801

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Todd Olsen <tolsen@bowencollins.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 4:33 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline EIS Comments
LPP EIS comment_TO.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Attached is a letter stating my comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline EIS. I am in favor of this project
and request that Reclamation complete the EIS and issue a Record of Decision for the project.
Thanks,
Todd Olsen, P.E.
_______________________

•. . BOW1EN COLLIN;S
\51 &.ASS,OC I AlES
435.656.3299 Office
801.244.4542 Mobile
20 North Main, Suite No. 107
St. George, Utah 84790
www.bowencollins.com
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BOWEN COLLINS

\S)&ASSOCIATES
20 NORTH MAIN, SUITE 107 • ST. GEORGE, UTAH 84770
TEL: 435.656.3299 • FAX: 435.656.2190

EMAIL
August 28, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
lpp@usbr.gov
Subject: Comments – Lake Powell Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I am a licensed professional water resource engineer with over 17 years of experience working on
secondary and culinary water, wastewater, stormwater, and groundwater projects throughout the
State of Utah, Nevada, and Arizona. In 2013 my family moved to St. George to be closer to my in-laws.
I have found Washington County to be a wonderful place to live. I would also like the opportunity to
have my children and future grandchildren live in this area, close to me.
I wanted to take the opportunity to provide comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project (LPP) for
the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR/Reclamation). I believe that the LPP has several
positive effects including; increased water supply; sustainability; and economic benefits. Also, I am
concerned that a delay in the project completion schedule may have negative affect in the water
demands exceeding the current water supplies before the project is operational. I have personally
working on the water master plans for multiple Cities in Washington County, along with the
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) and believe I have an understanding of
the need for this project and the necessary water it will provide to the County.
I understand the existing surface water and ground water sources which currently provide drinking
and irrigation water for Washington County originate from just the Virgin River drainage basin. The
current situation is a population of 185,000 people is supplied with drinking water from one drainage
basin which leaves this group of people uniquely at risk of isolated droughts affecting livelihoods. I
believe it is extremely important to have a redundant source of water.
The LPP project brings additional water supply for the upper Colorado River basin. Due to the
increased number of drainage basins from which water will originate the project will improve the
reliability and redundancy of the water supplies for Washington County. If the population of
Washington County were to remain stable, without increasing in the future, the residents would
remain at risk of an inadequate water supply due to localized drought or the effects of climate change.
Also, as my family gets older/larger they would have potentially have to move due to lack of water.
The LPP project will increase the reliability of the local water supply with a second source of water
from a different area; this increased water reliability will result in increased economic security.
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Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
August 28, 2020
Page 2

0801-2 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

The Lake Powell Pipeline Project will create a positive affect by increasing the reliability of water
supplies for the population of Washington County, Utah and decreasing the risk of drought impacts.
I also understand the LPP Project is proposed to deliver 86,000 acre-feet of water from the Colorado
River system to Washington County. This volume of water is reported as equal to 6% of Utah’s
allocated supply of the Colorado River and 0.5% of the average annual flow rate of the Colorado River.
I believe that allocation of 6-percent of Utah’s Colorado River supply to this County is a prudent
decision. I acknowledge DWRe has evaluated the effect of droughts on the Colorado River system and
determined that there will be available water to meet the proposed diversions for the LPP Project. I
believe this project is sustainable and will create an investment in the economy for both current and
future residents and employers in Washington County.
I’m familiar with pipeline construction and believe that the environmental studies that have been
conducted for the LPP EIS have been extensive and cover the impacts of the proposed project. With
the pipeline being buried and the route mostly following existing roads, there will be minimal
disturbances to natural, cultural, historic, and archeological resources. The benefits of the LPP far
outweigh any issues as it relates to the environment. With approximately eight inches of rain per year
and a single water source. Washington County needs this project.
I appreciate the Bureau of Reclamation's consideration of this essential water project and request
the LPP move forward to protect our region's quality of life and economic stability. I urge
Reclamation to complete the EIS and issue a Record of Decision for the LPP with appropriate
mitigation measures to protect the environment. I love living here and hope to continue to share this
beautiful area with my family.
Please add me to the notification list for this project.
Sincerely,
Bowen Collins & Associates, Inc.
Todd Olsen
Principal/Water Resource Engineer
Email: tolsen@bowencollins.com

2

0801-2

0802
0802-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Paul Tramontano <tramontanopaul@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 26, 2020 1:48 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powel Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Sent from my iPhone. The USBR should look at the full impact of removing so much water from Lake
Powel besides the dollar costs for Utah taxpayers . Also damage to the fragile ecosystem by the pipeline
is not acceptable.Thie plan is a despicable , desperate measure to cater to “ economic “ growth while
ignoring long term environmental consequences.
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0803-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jim & CZ Shelton <twopinenuts2@gmail.com>
Friday, August 28, 2020 6:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments - Lake Powell Pipeline EIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To BRec,
1) Let's first start with legal problems: The LPP water right violates the 1022 Colorado River
Compact. Did you forget to look at a map? Washington County is in the LOWER Colorado
River Basin. They don't get "first rights" being "upstream" in Utah.
2) My state of Utah has already allocated water right to more than 100% of the water in it's
Colorado River watershed; senior rights will prevent LPP from taking water during droughts which IS happening and will continue to happen.
3) It is unacceptable that BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable water conservation
alternative. Washington County has some of the highest water use per capita in the southwest.
It's unacceptable. As a Utahn, I do not want to pay for Washington County's irresponsible
behavior. Hey, here's news: BOR does NOT work for county government; BOR needs to do a
federal oversight job, in the best interest of ALL the people of the United States, not just political
and development interests in Washington County and Utah.
4) Under Utah State law, all Utahns (that would be me) are responsible for $2 billion or more of
public debt if the LPP is constructed. A bad decision for the people of Utah.
5) Unacceptable for BOR to take Washington County and STate of Utah data and artificially
inflate Washington County's need for water. Washington county residents and businesses need to
USE less water!!
6) NOT OK for BOR to introduce some new arbitrary "requirement" that Washington County
must have a secondary source of water. This is a bullshit purpose and need. They need to do
water conservation, and it is completely unacceptable that they are not conserving water.
7)Oh, and let's just infiltrate the whole water system in Washington County with quagga
mussels. That will be a lot of fun for everyone. I worked for BLM and sat in on early meetings
where State of utah officials said "there is no such thing as climate change and warming; the
drought will cycle around and we'll have more water." And the best one, "don't worry about the
mussels, we'll have that fixed in a couple years." That was about eight years ago. How's that
going for the turbines at Glen Canyon Dam?
Remember, at BOR, you work for the people of the United States of America, thank you. You
don't work for politicians, State and county employees, and developers in Utah.
Thanks for including my comments in the official record.
Carolyn Shelton
Kanab, Utah
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Those who contemplate the beauty of the earth find
reserves of strength that will endure as long as life lasts.
Rachel Carson (1907-1964)
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0810-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hunter Tuesday-Heathfield <16thtuesday@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 4:01 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment submission for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project
Tiered Water Rates.png

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello there - my name is Hunter Tuesday-Heathfield, and I am a Utah resident hoping to make
my voice heard with regards to the proposed Lake Powell pipeline.
I would like to record my stance as being AGAINST the current pipeline proposal.
I'd like to call the reader's attention to the attached photo, which is a graph of Utah's water prices
(per gallon) compared to other Western municipalities. Utah, and St. George in particular, have
some of the lowest water prices in the West. For their 30,000th gallon of water, a resident of St.
George would pay only slightly more than their first few thousand gallons of water, while Las
Vegas, Phoenix, and Tucson would pay 2.9, 3.3, and 9.6 times for the same amount of water,
respectively. It is proven that higher costs incentivize lower usage - water use in Southern Utah
is out of control due to unreasonably low costs.
The Lake Powell Pipeline diverts precious water that benefits local ecosystems, as well as the
state as a whole, in favor of allowing residents of southern Utah cities to continue to waste water
even though we live in a desert. Modern problems require modern solutions, and simply
throwing more water at the region will not solve the problem of overconsumption.
The region would be better served by a multidisciplinary approach that does not utilize a
wasteful and environmentally disruptive pipeline, including but not limited to solutions such as:
more expensive tiered water rates in order to disincentivize overconsumption, xeriscaping
ordinances, and less wasteful watering practices (both residential and agricultural). The proposed
solution addresses a symptom (water overconsumption) while ignoring the root issue (water
scarcity).
Please consider this input and graph and do not continue with the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Sincerely,
Hunter Tuesday-Heathfield
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0813-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Thompson <56jwthompson@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 10:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0813-1

Please accept these comments concerning the building and financing of the Lake Powell
Pipeline. This huge project is totally unnecessary, since the water needs of the people of
southwestern Utah can be met with better use of existing water sources--namely through the use
of better water conservation (i.e. xeriscaping, less new swimming pool construction, higher water
rates for users, etc.) As a taxpaying citizen of Utah, there are better uses of our tax dollars. Thank
you for your attention.
James W. Thompson
3801 Viking Road
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109
cell: (801) 671-4690
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0817-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicholas Tate <airforceute@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:54 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please consider this my comments on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline.
I strongly oppose the building of this pipeline. As a Utah resident I am keenly aware of the
amount of water we use/waste every day. It is unacceptable to consider building an expensive
pipeline while we see unprecedented drought and strain on the Colorado River system.
Conservation, conservation and more conservation should be the plan to move Washington
County and the state of Utah into the future. The billions of dollars proposed for this project
should instead be used on xeriscaping, drought mitigation and conservation plans.
Please note that we continually and routinely see the hottest months in recorded history in the
region. We need a better and more comprehensive policy to deal with massive water shortages.
Sod based lawns in the entire state should not be an option, particularly in Washington County.
Thank you for your consideration,
Nicholas Tate
Salt Lake City, UT
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0824-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Camille Biexei <biexei@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:51 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The Lake Powell Pipeline is unconscionable. I will not refer to the many
studies which indicate against it. I will just state my opposition to the
proposed irresponsible plan which favors only the big money interests, and
not the people of Utah.
Camille Biexei
Salt Lake City, Utah
-Habete fiduciam.
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0865-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Erik Fronberg <erik.fronberg@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 3:05 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

0865-1

The pipeline should not be built.
Sincerely,
A concerned Utahn

0880

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

homebythehills <homebythehills@comcast.net>
Monday, August 31, 2020 4:24 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
homebythehills
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hello, Ms. Hopp,
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment on the proposed Lake Powell
Pipeline Project.
This project relies on one faulty premise: that sufficient water will flow in future years to
supply ongoing and future development and growth in Utah and the southwest U.S.
states reliant on the Colorado River; and second faulty premise: that this relatively
small area requires such a massive, expensive and wasteful undertaking.
The reasoning goes that this pipeline diversion will consume only five to six percent of
the state's Colorado River 1.4 million-acre-foot allocation, an allocation underused to
date. That's fine as far as it goes. However, this particular water allocation must be
considered in the context of Utah's development statewide combined with multi-state,
southwest U.S. development, the resulting Colorado River water demands plus chronic
drought projections. Yes, Utah currently possesses sufficient water allocation to go
forward with this project, but if it does go forward, Utah will in future years regret having
wastefully "spent" this water because it will be so much more desperately needed in the
state's main population corridor. A solid argument can be made that insufficient
Colorado River water exists today, based on recent and current flows, projections of
future flows, coupled with current and future multi-state development projections reliant
on water availability from the Colorado River.
This project will damage Colorado River flows and the sensitive environmental lands the
pipeline will traverse. The nearly 30 billion gallons of water, to be pumped a couple of
thousand feet uphill across nearly 150 miles of fragile and sensitive land, would place
strains on the Colorado River and restrictions on future Utah development elsewhere. It
follows that the Grand Canyon would be adversely affected by diverting such a
substantial amount of water from the Colorado River.

0880
0880-1 Alternatives
There's also the issue of cost. The project would require an onerous multi-billion dollar
public debt.
0880-1

Alternate, sustainable methods of satisfying future water demand for this area should be
instituted now rather than moving forward with this costly and environmentally damaging
project.
Thank you again.
Best regards,
Frank Montarelli
10400 Spring Green Dr., Apt.410
Englewood, CO 80112
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0884-1 Socioeconomics
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ingrid Akerblom <ingridakerblom1@gmail.com>
Monday, August 31, 2020 12:40 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
Lake Powell Pipeline comments 8_29_2020.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am commenting on the Lake Powell Pipeline proposal as both a responsible taxpaying citizen of Utah and an avid hiker and outdoor enthusiast. As a former resident
of southern California, I also have experience in watching water rates rise primarily
due to projects that benefit other areas of the state, something that the Lake Powell
pipeline will be requiring in light of the state bond needed to fund a portion of the
project. Finally, we are already experiencing extreme drought and record heat this
year in Southwest Utah and there is no guarantee there will even be any water left
to pipe by the time the pipeline is actually operational. Based on what I have learned
about the project, I strongly object to the pipeline and believe that alternatives need
to be explored more fully, particularly incentives for water conservation.
Cost Concerns and Comments
My understanding is that according to Utah law, ALL UTAHANs would be responsible
for $2 Billion or more of public debt should the pipeline become reality. What would
be the eventual impact to me as a resident of Iron County who will not benefit from
this project? The project documents do not analyze the effects of different terms of
financing, nor does it take into consideration recent events such as an economic
recession resulting from the 2020 novel coronavirus pandemic. At the state
level, our legislature is already struggling with how to face competing interests
across education, social services, health care services, and public employment in the
wake of the devastation from COVID-19, making paying for the LPP an even more
significant burden for residents. I can only assume that my taxes will need to go up,
nevermind the negative ecological impact and impact to our beautiful vistas from
major tourist routes such as 89.

0884-1
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As a former resident of southern California, I have experienced firsthand how water
rates and taxes can be impacted by water projects going on in other counties in the
state. Despite significant conservation efforts in my county, I was facing a tripling of
my water bill due to a project meant to increase water for another nearby county.
Though I am happy to pay my fair share and help other areas, I was greatly
concerned about that level of increase. I have no idea of the impact of this project on
the future finances of UTAH and how it may eventually impact my taxes but I do
know that the Bureau of Reclamation should be obligated to disclose all of the actual
costs of this project including all projected financing costs.
Finally, as a citizen concerned by the increasing income inequality across our state
and in our country, I am disappointed that the Bureau has not addressed the
economic impact on especially low-income residents in Washington County, who
would be faced with a nearly quadrupling of water rates, doubling of impact fees,
and property taxes going to WCWCD increasing by more than 50 percent.

Comments on the availability of water from the Colorado and our rights to it
My understanding is that Utahans have already spent more than $38 Million on this
program but have yet to secure the consent of the other Colorado River Basin states
or the US Congress to transfer water from the Upper Basin to the Lower Basin, in
violation of the Colorado River Compact. Having significant experience as an
Executive Director at a large corporation, we never would have spent large sums of
money to push a program without getting all the stakeholders to the table and
assuring that we were all in agreement we could all support it (?). In any case, this
can only lead to delays in starting the project if everyone finally agrees (which
appears doubtful as the Arizona’s Department of Water Resources which has already
sent formal objections), leading to cost overruns and an even more significant
depletion of any water that may be left in Lake Powell by the time the project is
delivered. The DEIS must include a requirement that Utah has secured the necessary
permissions before approving the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Bringing me to my final point – we are experiencing extreme drought in Southwest
Utah this summer and record-breaking heat. This is a preview of our world as climate
change accelerates these trends. As reported by the St George News August
2020, ‘the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (your organization) released projections Aug.
14 that suggest Lake Powell and Lake Mead will dip 16 feet (5 meters) and 5 feet (1.5
meters), respectively, in January from levels recorded a year earlier. Continuing…“The

0884-1
Continued
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future of the river is going to be drier than in the past. All the climate models and
the current drought suggest that,” said Colby Pellegrino, Southern Nevada Water
Authority’s deputy general manager of resources. “Every sector is going to have to
learn how to do more with less”’.
Southern Utah, and our state as a whole, needs to take significant conservation
measures similar to those made in other drought-stricken states. We cannot and
should not count on water that very likely will not be there when this project
finally completes.
Again, from the St George news article- ‘since 1990, the population has more than
tripled in the Las Vegas area, which gets nearly 90% of its water from the Colorado
River. But by treating and recycling almost all water used indoors – for flushing toilets
and running dishwashers, for example – and replacing nearly 305,000 square miles
(790,000 square kilometers) of grass with desert-friendly landscaping, the area has
consumed far less than it’s allocated (from the river)’. Washington county’s excessive
water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is more than twice that of
Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson (!). Both in my own neighborhood and
also when visiting Washington County, I observe the extreme waste of watering
lawns to excess and then track the water flowing like rivers down the streets and
into sewers. Clearly there is a LOT of room for conservation to help meet future
water needs. Water conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally
at lower cost and with greater reliability eliminating the need for the LPP altogether;
such water conservation practices have been very successful in other western cities
as noted above. It appears that alternatives to the pipeline involving conservation
were not taken seriously; this pipeline should be halted until the impact of
alternative conservation measures are fully explored.
In summary, I do not support the Lake Powell Pipeline project. Considering
unacceptable potential costs to taxpayers, the likelihood there won’t be enough
water left in the Colorado to supply the pipeline, that we have not established clear
agreements that Utah may even use the water if there is any left and the clear
opportunity for conservation measures to meet the needs, this project should at the
minimum be halted from further progress until concerns are fully addressed.
(PDF also attached)
Ingrid Akerblom
Cedar City, UT

0884-2
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Ingrid Akerblom, Cedar City.

August 31, 2020

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I am commenting on the Lake Powell Pipeline proposal as both a responsible tax-paying citizen
of Utah and an avid hiker and outdoor enthusiast. As a former resident of southern California, I
also have experience in watching water rates rise primarily due to projects that benefit other
areas of the state, something that the Lake Powell pipeline will be requiring in light of the state
bond needed to fund a portion of the project. Finally, we are already experiencing extreme
drought and record heat this year in Southwest Utah and there is no guarantee there will even
be any water left to pipe by the time the pipeline is actually operational. Based on what I have
learned about the project, I strongly object to the pipeline and believe that alternatives need to
be explored more fully, particularly incentives for water conservation.
Cost Concerns and Comments
My understanding is that according to Utah law, ALL UTAHANs would be responsible for $2
Billion or more of public debt should the pipeline become reality. What would be the eventual
impact to me as a resident of Iron County who will not benefit from this project? The project
documents do not analyze the effects of different terms of financing, nor does it take into
consideration recent events such as an economic recession resulting from the 2020 novel
coronavirus pandemic. At the state level, our legislature is already struggling with how to face
competing interests across education, social services, health care services, and public
employment in the wake of the devastation from COVID-19, making paying for the LPP an even
more significant burden for residents. I can only assume that my taxes will need to go up,
nevermind the negative ecological impact and impact to our beautiful vistas from major tourist
routes such as 89.
As a former resident of southern California, I have experienced firsthand how water rates and
taxes can be impacted by water projects going on in other counties in the state. Despite
significant conservation efforts in my county, I was facing a tripling of my water bill due to a
project meant to increase water for another nearby county. Though I am happy to pay my fair
share and help other areas, I was greatly concerned about that level of increase. I have no idea
of the impact of this project on the future finances of UTAH and how it may eventually impact
my taxes but I do know that the Bureau of Reclamation should be obligated to disclose all of the
actual costs of this project including all projected financing costs.
Finally, as a citizen concerned by the increasing income inequality across our state and in our
country, I am disappointed that the Bureau has not addressed the economic impact on
especially low-income residents in Washington County, who would be faced with a nearly
quadrupling of water rates, doubling of impact fees, and property taxes going to WCWCD
increasing by more than 50 percent.
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Comments on the availability of water from the Colorado and our rights to it
My understanding is that Utahans have already spent more than $38 Million on this program
but have yet to secure the consent of the other Colorado River Basin states or the US Congress
to transfer water from the Upper Basin to the Lower Basin, in violation of the Colorado River
Compact. Having significant experience as an Executive Director at a large corporation, we
never would have spent large sums of money to push a program without getting all the
stakeholders to the table and assuring that we were all in agreement we could all support it (?).
In any case, this can only lead to delays in starting the project if everyone finally agrees (which
appears doubtful as the Arizona’s Department of Water Resources which has already sent
formal objections), leading to cost overruns and an even more significant depletion of any
water that may be left in Lake Powell by the time the project is delivered. The DEIS must
include a requirement that Utah has secured the necessary permissions before approving the
Lake Powell Pipeline.
Bringing me to my final point – we are experiencing extreme drought in Southwest Utah this
summer and record-breaking heat. This is a preview of our world as climate change accelerates
these trends. As reported by the St George News August 2020, ‘the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(your organization) released projections Aug. 14 that suggest Lake Powell and Lake Mead will
dip 16 feet (5 meters) and 5 feet (1.5 meters), respectively, in January from levels recorded a
year earlier. Continuing…“The future of the river is going to be drier than in the past. All the
climate models and the current drought suggest that,” said Colby Pellegrino, Southern
Nevada Water Authority’s deputy general manager of resources. “Every sector is going to
have to learn how to do more with less”’.
Southern Utah, and our state as a whole, needs to take significant conservation measures
similar to those made in other drought-stricken states. We cannot and should not count on
water that very likely will not be there when this project finally completes.
Again, from the St George news article- ‘since 1990, the population has more than tripled in the
Las Vegas area, which gets nearly 90% of its water from the Colorado River. But by treating and
recycling almost all water used indoors – for flushing toilets and running dishwashers, for
example – and replacing nearly 305,000 square miles (790,000 square kilometers) of grass with
desert-friendly landscaping, the area has consumed far less than it’s allocated (from the river)’.
Washington county’s excessive water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is more
than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson (!). Both in my own
neighborhood and also when visiting Washington County, I observe the extreme waste of
watering lawns to excess and then track the water flowing like rivers down the streets and into
sewers. Clearly there is a LOT of room for conservation to help meet future water needs. Water
conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally at lower cost and with greater
reliability eliminating the need for the LPP altogether; such water conservation practices have
been very successful in other western cities as noted above. It appears that alternatives to the
pipeline involving conservation were not taken seriously; this pipeline should be halted until the
impact of alternative conservation measures are fully explored.

0884

In summary, I do not support the Lake Powell Pipeline project. Considering unacceptable
potential costs to taxpayers, the likelihood there won’t be enough water left in the Colorado to
supply the pipeline, that we have not established clear agreements that Utah may even use the
water if there is any left and the clear opportunity for conservation measures to meet the
needs, this project should at the minimum be halted from further progress until concerns are
fully addressed.
Ingrid Akerblom
Cedar City, UT
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From: Jordan Tanner <jordan@jordantanner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 5:08 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

9/1/20
As a former State Representative and FSO, I have observed water consumption and its use around the
world. I am a native of Utah and have close ties to St. George. I am aware that water usage in St.
George is the highest of most other cities in the Western U.S. I am also aware that the water levels in
Lake Powell and Lake Mead continue to decrease due to water demands on the Colorado River and
climate change. The proposed pipeline from Lake Powell to Washington county is simply a wrong
approach at the wrong time to deal with future water demands in southwest Utah.
It has been estimated that water rates for consumers in southwest Utah would skyrocket to the point
that water users would impose self conservation to the point that it would not be economically possible
to sustain costs to pump water from Powell to Washington county.
Arizona and Nevada interests are sure to litigate against the pipeline and to take every possible legal
and other measures to prevent the building of the pipeline. It could develop into water usage war that
Utah could loose and put Utah into a situation that would decrease Utah’s allotment of Colorado River
water.
Please also note that any state wide referendum of Utah voters would demonstrate opposition of Utah
residents for building the pipeline.
These comments should to added to the very long list of those Utahns in opposition to building the
Powell to Washington County, Utah water pipeline.
Signed:
V Jordan Tanner
41N 580 W
Orem, UT 84057

0899-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Kravcov Malcolm <kkmalcolm@msn.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 4:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
The Lake Powell Pipeline diversion of the Colorado River will be a financial burden for Utah
taxpayers and Washington County residents, who will see 400-600% increases in water rates to
pay for the project. The diversion will severely impact fish and wildlife species downriver,
lower basin communities in Nevada, Arizona and California, and leave a 140-mile scar
across pristine desert lands and many sacred areas to the Tribes of the Colorado
Plateau. This is an unnecessary, expensive, and destructive project.
The Provo Office of the Bureau of Reclamation has narrowed the purpose of the project to only
consider building the Lake Powell Pipeline, rather than a broader purpose, such as providing
water for future generations. This eliminates all water conservation alternatives and using water
from future farmland conversion. The Provo Office’s stated purpose of the project is to bring a
second source of water to Washington County, even though there’s over 160,000 acre-feet of
water already there. That’s enough water for the cities of Albuquerque, Tucson and many other
cities with larger populations than what is forecast for Washington County. The Provo Office has
ignored at least 100,000 acre-feet of water in Washington County and ignored all other sources
of water as a favor to lobbyists and other spending advocates. The draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Lake Powell Pipeline has also inflated Washington County’s future water
demands while under-inflating Washington County’s current water supply.
The Provo Office has ignored the Bureau’s own climate change studies which demonstrate the
Colorado River won’t satisfy expected uses 1 in every 4 to 5 years by the year 2060. The
Bureau’s own study clearly shows that the Colorado River under climate change will no longer
be a reliable water supply for 40+ million residents who depend on it. The Lake Powell Pipeline
diversion of the Colorado River is an unreliable water source for Washington County in our
climate change world.
In 2000, Lake Powell and Lake Mead were at 94% capacity but in 2020 the reservoirs are at
roughly 50% combined capacity according to the Bureau of Reclamation. Lake Mead is currently
at 40% capacity, which has forced Nevada and Arizona to reduce their use of Colorado River
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water under the new Drought Contingency Plan. Yet the Provo Office ignored climate change in
their short-sided proposal, in contradiction to science, common sense and reality.

After 15 years, $40 million worth of taxpayer money, and thousands of pages of documents to
study the Lake Powell Pipeline, and for the reasons stated, among others, please stop the largest
new water diversion in the Colorado River Basin.

Thank you for your assistance.

Yours truly,
Karen Kravcov Malcolm
Scottsdale, AZ

0907-1
Pipeline
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mimi recker <mimi.recker@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 8:39 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To the Bureau of Reclamation:
I oppose the construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline for several reasons.
Most important to me is that terms of financing have not been determined yet, so it’s
difficult to assess the actual burden on the residents and the state. Further, the lack of
transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of this size, especially considering
how long this issue has been studied.
As a very expensive project, the LPP would be a Utah project that will encumber state
bonding capacity for a long time. This would impact other needed areas for state
funding. most critically, education, highways, and public health
Please reconsider this project.
Mimi Recker
Providence UT

Why this is a problem:
The terms of financing have not been determined yet, so it’s difficult to assess the
actual burden on the residents and the state.
 The State of Utah’s audit 2019 found that the LPP’s financing terms in the 2006 LPP
Development Act are vague, making the Lake Powell project’s financial viability
questionable for the state and residents.
 Already in 2020, the state has held five special sessions to address Utah’s expected
budget shortfall due to COVID-19 pandemic costs and decreasing tax revenue.
 The LPP would be a Utah project that will encumber state bonding capacity for
decades, which means less funding for state needs such as education, highways,
and public health.
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The lack of transparency on costs is troubling for a public project of this size,
especially considering how long this issue has been studied.

.
 A 2019 Utah legislative audit found that Washington County’s ability to pay relies on
growth, but low population growth caused by high repayment costs for LPP could
make the project unaffordable.
Commenting guidance:
 The DEIS is deficient because it doesn’t determine whether the LPP project is
financially feasible for WCWCD.
 The BOR doesn’t address the adverse economic effects of paying for the LPP on
residents and businesses.
 The BOR doesn’t address the economic impact on residents and businesses,
especially low-income residents in Washington County who are faced with a
quadrupling of water rates, doubling of impact fees, and property taxes going to
WCWCD increasing by more than 50 percent.
 BOR must disclose all of the actual costs of the pipeline, including the financing
costs.

0930-1
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0935
0935-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Wolfe <mkwolfe1@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 3:02 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Sirs the lake powell pipeline is a road to nowhere. It's costs are high not only in dollars but
in the destruction of pristine and delicate ecosystems. Conservation efforts should be the first
avenue taken on Washington county to solve the need for water. Lake powell and lake mead are
already to low and the river will not be a reliable source. I beg you to reconsider this project. It is
wasteful and irrisponcible.

0935-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Suzanne Watson <parisbouckle@gmail.com>
Monday, August 31, 2020 11:06 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LLP

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

the bureau of reclamation's environmental analysis does not document the full impact of the
LLP. the hydrologic assessment is incomplete: it fails to fully consider tribal water rights, it
does not adequately address the water conservation alternative and it does not take into
consideration the unresolved legalities of interbasin transfers. this project will further deplete the
colorado river basin and further exacerbate the already existing imbalance. 'no action' is the only
supportable alternative at this time.

-Suzanne Watson
PO Box 96
Gardner CO 81040
719 746 2423
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From: Tish Colburn <pcolburn1412@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 3:15 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Project

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

0949-1

I am amazed that this project would even be given a second thought. There is not enough water in the
Colorado River now to satisfy all the demands and legal rights that presently exist. How can you even
consider sending water to St. George just so that they can build more high end homes for people who
do not even live there full time. Does Utah have that much influence in the US government ? This is an
absurd idea and should be quashed before it goes any further. Thank you, Patricia Colburn

0952
0952-1 Water Resources
From: Susan Poulter <poulter@utah-inter.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 4:39 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

The proposed pipeline is not needed, wasteful and is going in the wrong direction. The lower Colorado
states have the right to take water and leave the northern states with a shortfall. Please don't make
this situation worse by giving other "water hog" users in Utah access to even more water. Or are you
going to wait until there is a crisis to try to make water use align with what is likely to be available?
Susan Poulter
2721 Meadow Creek Ct
Park City, UT 84060
435-645-9206
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ryan metzger <rmetzger111@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:42 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To whom it may concern:
The Lake Powell Pipeline is a bad idea for many reasons. Here is just one of them: The
municipal water use in Washington County is over 300 gallons per person per day, more than
twice the U.S. average, yet the Provo Office of the Bureau has ruled out any real water
conservation efforts as an alternative to the costly Pipeline. A common sense water conservation
plan for Washington County could cut its water use in half and provide twice as much municipal
water for future growth.
Water conservation programs (real ones) should be required as an integral part of any new effort
to secure water in the American southwest going forward. In fact, they should be implemented
first, before attempting to draw more water from the Colorado river.
Sincerely,
Ryan Metzger
1773 East Peruvian Cir
Sandy, UT 84093
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Jolley <robjolley56@me.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 9:21 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Sept. 1, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
As a Utah resident that works on water issues in my role as a consultant with RRJ
Consulting. I have worked with the Washington County Water Conservancy District
on various issues including the Lake Powell Pipeline. I would like to outline the key
reasons the District must build the Lake Powell Pipeline.
1. Washington County is currently wholly dependent upon the Virgin River basin
as a source of water supply. That supply has associated water quality problems
and is vulnerable to natural events such as forest fires that will exacerbate water
supply issues in the future. In addition, water supply models designed to project
future flow scenarios in the Virgin River under differing climate regimes call into
question the annual reliability of the quantity of water available from this source,
particularly in the crucial summer months. Water delivered from the Colorado
River via the LPP would alleviate these concerns.
2. Pumps, pipelines, storage and treatment facilities are all essential components of
a reliable water supply system. Over time, both system failure, e.g., due to aging
infrastructure and natural or human-induced disasters, e.g., earthquakes,
rockfalls, or operational errors, may interrupt essential water deliveries. To the
extent there exists only one water source and one water delivery system, the
community remains at risk. LPP provides needed system redundancy.
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3. Prudent planning demands both the incorporation of additional sources of supply
to meet demands in times of drought, as well as access to storage facilities that
will capture water when it’s available for use when water isn’t obtainable. LPP
provides this buffer.
4. Water supply cannot be treated as a commodity, like factory-produced widgets
that can be “manufactured” or delivered on a real time basis. Water supply
projects take years, if not decades, to plan, permit and construct. System
customers require a clean, reliable supply of water each day, including peak
demand days, under a host of potential environmental and socio-economic
conditions. Water shortage, much less unavailability, is not an option. Should
demand not develop as quickly as originally estimated, that is acceptable, for the
community will continue to grow as time passes. Those who have implemented a
long-term vision, including the implementation of conservation measures, will be
well situated to meet an essential community need.
5. Withdrawing a small portion of Utah’s Colorado River allocation at Lake
Powell helps avoid environmental degradation associated with the alternatives.
Leaving water in the Colorado River system as it flows down to Lake Powell,
rather than diverting it immediately below Flaming Gorge Reservoir as legally
allowed, is a true win/win situation, i.e. detriments to endangered fish species
will be avoided by maintaining flows.
6. Should the WCWCD find itself in a position of having to rely in the future on the
Virgin River as its sole source of surface water supply, additional adverse
environmental impacts may occur:
 Greater diversions from the Virgin River system may result in the loss
of valuable riparian zone vegetated areas that were previously
inundated, while existing pollutant loadings would be concentrated due
to the loss of dilution flows.
 Greater reliance upon reuse and other conservation practices in order to
meet water demands could result in diminished beneficial in-stream
flows, a loss of wetland buffer areas, and the introduction of greater
levels of pollutants due to run-off from increased impervious surface
areas.
7. State regulatory requirements established by the state Drinking Water Board
pursuant to the state Safe Drinking Water Act, and the Utah Administrative Code
Rule 309-510, establishes “minimum sizing requirements,” with specific
reference to “minimum quantities and flow rates that shall be used in the design
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of new systems and in the evaluation of water source, storage facility, and
pipeline capacities” absent the approval of alternate sizing requirements. Water
providers like WCWCD must plan and design facilities that are “reliably capable
of supplying adequate quantities of water which consistently meet applicable
drinking water quality requirements and do not pose a threat to general public
health.”
For these reasons, the LPP Southern Alternative is the right project for southern Utah
and we respectfully ask that Reclamation issues a Record of Decision in favor of this
project.
Sincerely,

Rob Jolley
12244 S Business Park Drive, Ste. 235
Draper, UT 84020
Sent from my iPad
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0973-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Sam Rushforth <samrushforth@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:54 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

The Lake Powell Pipeline project is unnecessary, unwise and a financial debacle. Conservation measures
could meet all of Washington County’s needs for decades ahead.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peggy LA POINT <tnplapoint@msn.com>
Monday, August 31, 2020 6:51 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
As a frequent visitor to this magnificent region, I am alarmed by the incomplete,
inaccurate and misguided research behind this proposal. I have watched with
dismay as this hairbrained and illegal project keeps coming back to life year after
year, despite the obvious stupidity of it. It seems that every year I have to write a
letter in urgent and deep opposition to it.
I note the following:







The DEIS (page 99) only considers impacts within one mile of the pipeline, which
is insufficient as it omits completely the impact of the necessary infrastructure
that has to be built to support the pipeline.
The BOR failed to consider the value of pristine land lost and scarred for future
generations.
The BOR must assess economic effects of lost scenic values on tourism and
major events in the region.
The BOR omits the effects of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LPP
cement.
The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts to Mojave desert tortoises is insufficient to
meet the need of protecting these threatened animals.
This project must finally, finally die the death it deserves.

Peggy La Point
4437 Starflower Drive
Fort Collins, CO 80526

0996-1

1004
1004-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mare Steve <twohrts1sl2003@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:23 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] STOP THE PIPELINE NOW!

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

This has been a CASH COW for a select group of people for TOO LONG! STOP raping the taxpayers and
stop the insanity NOW!!!
UTAH and it’s spoiled people need to learn how to CONSERVE water before they are allowed to waste
more. Lake Powell doesn’t
have enough water to take care of the lazy. Start controlling the use of water in private yards,
businesses, churches and schools!
If someone is wasting water, MAKE THEM PAY FOR IT! You have guidelines and not very many people
adhere to them, but no one
does a damned thing! I have called the water department in Hurricane several times and reported
people that water during the hot
hours of the day and water to the point that 100’s of gallons of water are running down the street and
into the drain. Do they care?
NO, THEY DO NOT! The same people break the rules every year.
All of the money that has been spent is ludicrous and there still isn’t a definite plan. How many more
years are you going to screw the
public?
Marilynn Gilbert
Hurricane, UT 84737
801-232-2604 (I am a full time resident, I keep this number for grandchildren.)
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

tylercallantine@aol.com
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 2:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I am opposed to building the Lake Powell pipeline. Several reasons really standout on why this project
should not move forward.
1 - St. George is a desert and should begin with evaluating and changing their water usage. Wise water
use in all of Utah is needed as the state grows and we move forward with allocation of water.
2 - This is an expensive project at the expense of tax payers. If the project were to move forward the
citizens of St. George and neighboring cities that benefit from the water should pay for the project from
start to finish.
3 - With climate change the elevation of Lake Powell continues to decline and has not rebounded to
historic levels in years. This is only going to be exasperated as we have more and more dry winters in
Utah, Wyoming and Colorado.
4 - This water would be better left in the upper basin such as Flaming Gorge where evaporation rates off
the reservoir are not nearly as significant.
5 - The overall allotment of water that Utah has left in the Colorado system is not great enough to justify
such a massive and expensive project. This water could be distributed up river in the higher basin in a
much more economical and sustainable fashion. I.E. the Uintah Basin could easily divert water for a much
better cost with little waste of water from the system.
Thank you for your time, Tyler

1005-1

1012
1012-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BARBARA WISE <wise4755@msn.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 11:58 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I strenuously object to the Lake Powell Pipeline. For these reasons:






It is unnecessary for the population it intends to serve.
It is an expense that will burden taxpayers and ratepayers with generations of debt
and massive water rate increases.
It disregards the needs of over 30 million people downstream.
It disregards the drought-caused record low levels of water in Lake Powell.
It disregards any semblance of transparency in its cost and in who will benefit from
the actual construction.

It is a boondoggle by any definition. You must abandon all efforts to build this pipeline.
Barbara Wise
A Utah Resident
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Zinn <zinnd3@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 10:59 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Public Comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

I believe it would be much more valuable to conserve our water use in the desert than to spend
2.4 billion on a water pipeline. I think our children and grandchildren will very much appreciate
wise decisions that we leave them.
Thank you for your consideration.
David zinn
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1021-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

Josh Childs, West Jordan, UT.
To whom it may concern,
I believe this is a massive waste of tax dollars and resources, especially at
a time when Utah is hurting economically from the pandemic. This should not
be allowed to go forward.
Thank you.
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From: Larsen, Tyler J <TLarsen@usbr.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 4:54 PM
To: Baxter, Rick J <rbaxter@usbr.gov>
Cc: Duke, Marlon B <mduke@usbr.gov>; Andreason, Amee A <aandreason@usbr.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Comment for Reclamation

1022-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

For your consideration on LPP.
Tyler James Larsen
Interior Region 7, Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation, Rm. 8100
125 S. State St.
Salt Lake City, UT 84138
385-226-3897 Mobile
From: Soeth, Peter D <PSoeth@usbr.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 3:51 PM
To: Andreason, Amee A; Larsen, Tyler J; Duke, Marlon B
Subject: Fw: Comment for Reclamation

Peter Soeth | Public Affairs | Bureau of Reclamation | 303.445.3615 (o) | 303.910.7473 (c)

wil •

BUREAU OF -

RECLAMATION

From: pds1313@gmail.com <pds1313@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 2:05 PM
To: Soeth, Peter D <PSoeth@usbr.gov>
Subject: Comment for Reclamation

From Penny Shields (pds1313@gmail.com) on 09/02/2020 at 02:09:08MSGBODY:
Dear Sirs,
I am against the idea of placing another pipeline into the Colorado River to help the Southwest for the following
reasons.
1. Utah has never demonstrated to me that our gov't takes water conservation seriously. I have never seen any ads to
educate the public on how to conserve water. People use it like it will never run out. Start teaching people.
2. California has used ads like " If it is yellow let it mellow, brown flush it down." Maybe not eloquent but it gets the
point across. Why cannot Utah do the same?
3. Business often use those automatic flushers but have you ever seen them set correctly? I have been in stalls where
the toilet flushed 3 times while I was pulling up my underwear. Where or how does that save water. Make them get
them adjusted.
4. Restaurants bring you water whether you ask for it or not. Why? Does Utah have any idea how much water they
dump down the sinks? There are western states where you have to ask for water. It is not an inconvenience to have the
customer ask for water but it sure can be a water saver if the waitresses/waiters don't bring it. Not only for the
restaurant owners but the state.
5. Let's talk handwashing. People turn the water on, wet their hands, and let it continue to run WHILE they are getting
the soap and then washing them. The water is running unused this whole TIME. Ridiculous. Why can't people be taught
Wet your hands, turn off the water, get soap, lather, scrub, then TURN on water and rinse. This alone would save
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thousands of gallons. Good night this is not ROCKET SCIENCE people.
These are just a few water-saving ideas from a 64-year-old grandma. My husband and I pay a flat fee for our water
allotment of 18,000 gals a month. We USE less than 2000 gals a month. We practice what we preach. Thanks for
listening, I hope someone did. penny
Previous Page: https://www.usbr.gov/main/comments.cfm
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1023-1 Socioeconomics
Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606

1023-2 Socioeconomics

1023-3 Socioeconomics
September 1st, 2020

1023-4 Socioeconomics

Dear Bureau of Reclamation;
I am a resident of Kane County, Utah and a retired economist. I am submitting comments to
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP)
project because I am concerned about how the Lake Powell Pipeline will affect our local
economy in Southern Utah. My comments will focus primarily on the socioeconomic impact
analyses (DEIS, Chapter 3.20). I support the No Action Alternative.

1023-5 Socioeconomics

The socioeconomic analyses in the DEIS is methodologically flawed and have serious
omissions. The DEIS fails to determine: 1) The project is needed to meet future water
demand; 2) the project is economically feasible; and 3) what the economic consequences
will be for Washington County and surrounding counties' economies.
The mission of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation "is to manage, develop, and protect water and
related resources in an environmental()! and economical()! sound manner in the interest of the
American public" (USBR, Reclamation's NEPA Handbook, mission statement:
https://www.usbr.gov/nepa/docs/NEPA Handbook2012 .nd:). However, the DEIS fails to
determine that the Lake Powell Pipeline project is economically sound and feasible.
1) The DEIS does not include a repayment feasibility study of the project and provides
no evidence that the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) can
pay for the project as specified by the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act of
2006.
2) The short-term regional benefits analysis in the DEIS, for Washington County's
share of the 4-county region, are less than estimated construction costs by the USBR.
Moreover, the DEIS does not include a long-term regional benefits analysis that
· accounts·for repayment costs, including financing costs.
· ··•-. 3) · ·The affordability analysis in the DEIS finds that the increases in water expenditures
.., ... ----· ·{water rates, impact fees, and property taxes) are unaffordable for low-income
.... . ... ."' familiesi and unaffordable for the median household for an average rate of
.. .. . . . population growth of 2 percent of less.
4) The estimated ben,efits of water reliability in the DEIS are less than the projected
upper-range project cost range by Stantec.
5) Appendix C-23 discusses additional economic costs, but fails to estimate these costs.

The following comments will explain in detail the DEIS' inadequacies in determining the
· LPP project's econm;nic soundness. It will describe the methodological flaws in the DEIS
socioeconomic analyses, correct typos in the numbers presented, and provide
recommendations to remedy these issues to bring the DEIS into compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements.
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1023-6 Socioeconomics
The comments will be divided into eight sections:
1) Economic feasibility analysis
2) Price elasticity of demand
3) Water needs
4) Revenues
5) Project cost estimates
6) Economic costs of the quagga mussel
7) Regional economic benefit analysis
8) Water reliability estimates
NEPA requires the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to look at cumulative environmental effects
of the Lake Powell Pipeline, including the fiscal and economic impacts on the local economy,
businesses and households. Under NEPA rules, a project should be needed and make
economic sense; meaning it should be economically feasible and the economic value of the
project should exceed the project costs. The analyses by the USBR for Lake Powell Pipeline
project fail to meet these criteria, as will be discussed in detail below.

1. Economic Feasibility Analysis
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) does not conduct an economic feasibility
analysis (i.e. repayment feasibility study) in which it determines whether or not
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) is financially able to pay for its
share of the LPP project cost. Moreover, it should be noted that the project proponent, the
state of Utah, has not appropriated funding for the project. Such economic feasibility
analysis is necessary in order to evaluate the economic soundness of the project. If the USBR
determines that there is insufficient information to conduct a repayment feasibility study,
then the USBR should postpone issuing the EIS until the Lake Powell Pipeline Development
Act is amended to clarify this matter.
An economic feasibility analysis should account for the price elasticity of demand for water.
A literature review by the USBR presented in the DEIS, Appendix C-23 determined the best
estimate for the long-run price elasticity to be -0.65. This means as water rates go up, users
(residents, agriculture, and businesses) will reduce their demand for water. The WCWCD
incorrectly assumed a price elasticity of demand of zero in their cost and repayment
calculation ('1ttos: //lpputan.org).
A proper analysis should look at the stream of revenue (from water rates, impact fees, and
property taxes) and the expenses (operating, repayment, and interest payments) over time
to determine the project's financial viability. Actual costs rather than present value of costs
should be used. The analysis should look at the estimated range of costs, determined by
Stantec. According to data provided by Stantec, the construction costs ranged from $1,188.0
million to $1,930.5 million for the Southern Alternative; and $1,147.1 million to $1,864.0
million for the Highway Alternative, excluding Kane County (Joshua Cowden, Stantec, to
Rich Baxter, U.S Bureau of Reclamation, Email, March 3, 2020, attachment "2020 SUMMARY
LPP SOUTH and HIGHWAY_REV.xlsx"). The analysis should also include not only
opportunity costs during the construction period but all financing costs. The latter were
estimated to be quite substantial by the 2019 State of Utah's Audit in of the Lal<e Powell
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Pipeline Project (Office of the Legislative Auditor General, State of Utah, A Performance
Audit of the Repayment Feasibility of the Lake Powell Pipeline, August 2019). Finally, the
USBR needs to conduct a population sensitivity analysis, since the economic feasibility
findings are sensitive to the assumed population growth for the SO-year period 2015 to
2065. Updated data from the Census Bureau indicate that population in Washington County,
between 2015 and 2019, grew at a slower rate than had been projected by the Kem C.
Gardner Institute.
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1023-9 Socioeconomics

Recommendations:
1023-7

1) The EIS should include an economic feasibility analysis (i.e. repayment feasibility
study) in which it is determined whether or not WCWCD is financially able to pay to
for project. Based on WCWCD financial statements, the Lake Powell Pipeline would
place the Water Conservancy in excessive debt and the proposed increases in
impact fees, water rates, and property taxes are insufficient to cover the cost of the
project in the proposed project period of 50 years. For more, see Sections 3 and 4.

1023-10 Socioeconomics

1023-11 Socioeconomics

2) In 2013 (updated in 2015), Professor Gabriel A. Lozada with University of Utah,
Department of Economics, developed an economic model to estimate increases in
water impact fee and water rates needed to repay the Lake Powell Pipeline project
The model accounts for the projected stream of revenues and expenditures for the
WCWCD, and includes financing costs, and accounts for the water price elasticity of
demand. The USBR should adopt this model or a similar model for its economic
feasibility analysis. For more information, see Sections 4 and 5.
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3) The USBR's own literature review found the price elasticity of demand for water to
be substantially more elastic than zero, both short term and long term. The USBR
determined the long-run price elasticity of demand to be -0.65. The economic
feasibility analysis should adopt this price elasticity of demand. Assuming the price
elasticity of demand to be zero would render the analysis meaningless. For more,
see Section 2.

1023-9

4) The economic feasibility analysis should evaluate both USBR's best estimate for
project costs, as well as upper range of project costs ($2,529.9 million for the
Southern Alternative, and $2,454.2 million for the Highway Alternative). Data on
upper range construction costs were provided by Joshua Cowden, Stantec, to Rich
Baxter, U.S Bureau of Reclamation, Email, March 3, 2020, attachment "2020
SUMMARY LPP SOUTH and HIGHWAY_REV.xlsx". For more, see Section 5.
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5) The economic feasibility analysis should include all financing costs, including
interest payments during the whole repayment period, which could be 50 years
after completion of the pipeline construction. For more, see Section 5.
6) The economic feasibility study should include a sensitivity analysis for projected
population growth. For more, see Section 3.
7) The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act of 2006 does not provide specifics on
how the project will be financed. If the USBR determines that there is insufficient
information to conduct an economic feasibility analysis, then the USBR should
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postpone issuing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) until Utah legislature
amends the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act to clarify this matter.

1023-13 Socioeconomics

2. Price elasticity of Demand for Water
1023-12

In Appendix C-23, the USBR provides a summary of published studies on the price elasticity
of demand for water (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, June 2020, Appendix C23: pages 60-62). Based on this
literature review, the USBR determines the long-run price elasticity of demand to be -0.65,
meaning that a 10 percent increase in water rates with result in a 6.5 percent decrease in
demand for water. However, in the water needs analysis and socio-economic sections, the
DEIS effectively assumes that the price elasticity of demand of water to be zero, which is
clearly incorrect based on published research and US BR's own review of the literature.

Recommendation:
1) For consistency and accuracy, the EIS analyses should adopt a Jong-run water price
elasticity of demand of -0.65 in the water needs analysis and for the economic
feasibility studies.

3. Future Water Needs
The USBR estimates that future water demand in the WCWCD area will triple, from 59,038
acre-feet in 2015 to 184,513 acre-feet by 2075 due to population growth (DEIS, Appendix B,
Table 6.2-1: page 14). But the water needs analysis in the DEIS fails to include the effects of
the planned increases in water rates and impact fees to pay for the pipeline. My analysis
below shows that these can have a significant effect on future water needs and should be
included:
•

The planned water rate increases over 30 years will decrease water consumption
due to the price elasticity of demand for water.

•

The planned impact fee increases, will slow population growth due to increases in
the price of homes and/or decreases in the profit of builders/developers of hew
homes.

The DEIS conducted a literature review of the water price elasticity of demand, but did not
factor in price elasticity in the water needs analysis. The impact fee effects on housing
prices and population growth have been well documented in the economic literature and
should also have been considered in the analysis.
My analysis and comments below rely on data provided by the Bureau of Reclamation in the
DEIS, official U.S. Government statistics, and published research.
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GPCD and Per Capita Water Demand
The DEIS states: "Assuming a long-run price elasticity ofdemand for domestic water supply of
-0.65, a 5.2 percent annual increase in water prices and an assumed increase in retail water
charges over 30 years would result in a 3.38 percent annual decrease in water use per user"
(DEIS, page 245). The long-run price elasticity was determined by the Bureau of
Reclamation from an extensive literature review of price-demand elasticities of water. The
DEIS Appendix C-23 notes: "The median long-run elasticity was estimated to be -0.64
[Literature review by Espey, Espey and Shaw (1997)]. Another meta-analysis study by
Worthington and Hoffman (2008) estimated a range of long-run elasticities from -0.50 to -1.0.
Therefore, a long-run elasticity of-0.65 appears reasonable" ( emphasis added, DEIS,
Appendix C-23, page 61).

Despite determining that the demand of water is sensitive to the water rate, the Future
Water Requirements analysis fails to take the price elasticity into account in its analysis
(DEIS, Appendix B). Effectively, USBR's analysis assumes the long-run price elasticity of
demand for water to be zero.
My analysis uses USBR's price elasticity of demand for water, and assumes that wholesale
water rates increase from $0.84 per 1000 gallon in 2015 to $3.84 per 1000 gallons by 2045,
in $0.10 increments per year, as planned by the Washington County Water Conservancy
District (WCWCD) (Office of the Legislative Auditor General, State of Utah, A Performance
Audit of the Repayment Feasibility of the Lake Powell Pipeline, August 2019, page 10). My
analysis used inflation-adjusted real dollar increases, as a $0.10 increase in 2020 will have a
larger effect on demand for water than a $0.10 increase in 2045 due to inflation. (Had the
analysis used nominal dollars instead of real dollars, the effect on water demand would
have been larger, resulting in a lower estimate for demand for water in 2075). I used the
Congressional Budget Office projected Consumer Price Index for Urban Consumers (CPI-U)
for the inflation adjustment (Congressional Budget Office, The Budget and Economic
Outlook: 2020-30, Table 2-1, CPI-U, annual changes).
My analysis looked at retail water rates price increases. Since retail rates are higher than
wholesale rates, a 357 percent increase in wholesale rates translates into a smaller percent
increase in retail rates and thus a somewhat smaller effect on water demand as implied in
the quote above in the DEIS (See Appendix C-23, page 61).
My calculation finds that an increase in wholesale water rates from $0.84 to $3.84 per
gallon (adjusted for inflation) will reduce the gallons per capital per day (GPCD) from 302 in
2015 to 14 7 in the year 2045 and subsequent years. Essentially because of higher water
rates, water users switch to more water-efficient alternatives, such as landscaping that
requires less water to maintain, new water-efficient appliances and equipment, and
maintenance to reduce leaks such a dripping faucet.
The calculations assume that the cutback in per person water use is in place of the 20%
conservation mandate, not in addition to it. This is a conservative assumption. It means that
residents implement water conservations measures in response to the higher water rates
and thus meet the State of Utah conservation guidelines. If the reduction in water use from
water rate increases were in addition to the 20-percent conservation mandate, the
reduction in GPCD would be larger (data not included in table).
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Table 1: Future Water Requirements for Washington County Water Conservancy
District, Projections Adjusted for Water Rate Elasticity of demand and Impact Fee
Elasticity of Demand, 2015-2075
Year

WCWCD
Service
Area
Population
Baseline
Projections
by USBR

GPCD per
Applied
Analysis that
includes
20%
conservation
by USBR

GPCD per
Applied
Analysisadjusted
for
wholesale
water rate
elasticity
of-0.65

151,360

WCWCD
Service
Area
Population
- adjusted
for impact
fee
elasticity of
-0.3 and
updated
w/ 2019
Census
Data
151,360

2015

302

302

2020

182,689

179,884

296

2025

214,408

206,909

2030

246,338

2035

System loss
from
Applied
Analysis
Model
by USBR

Demand
(acre-feet)
with
System Loss
by USBR

Demand
(acre-feet)
with
System Loss
- adjusted
for water
rate and
impact
elasticities

0.154

59,038

59,038

235

0.154

69,791

54,578

283

201

0.154

78,483

53,649

233,822

271

180

0.154

86,370

54,255

280,731

262,330

260

165

0.154

94,289

55,987

2040

314,199

289,028

250

155

0.154

101,326

57,773

2045

348,064

315,180

240

147

0.154

107,999

59,763

2050

383,226

341,594

240

147

0.154

118,909

64,772

2055

420,257

368,740

240

147

0.154

130,399

69,919

2060

458,960

396,392

240

147

0.154

142,408

75,163

2065

500,349

425,368

240

147

0.154

155,250

80,657

2070

545,470

456,462

240

147

0.154

169,251

86,553

2075

594,660

489,830

240

147

0.154

184,513

92,880

Source: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix B, Table 6.2-1,
page 14, and own analysis.
Notes: The analysis assumes that the water rate elasticity of demand is -0.65 (See U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Appendix C-23, page 61); and the impact fee
elasticity of demand is -0.3.
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The DEIS used Kem C. Gardner Institute's population projections for Washington County
and adjusted them for the Washington County Water Conservancy District service area. The
projections find that population will growth from 151,360 in 2015 to 594,660 by 2075,
equal to a 2.3 percent average annual increase (DEIS, Appendix B, Table 6.2-1 ).
The USER water needs projections assume that population growth will be unaffected by the
increases in impact fees (effectively assuming the house price elasticity of demand equal to
zero). However, potential resident looking to move and buy homes in Washington County
will be sensitive to home prices and property taxes, and may choose to move to a cheaper
locality. This is especially true for retirees.
To account for the price elasticity of demand for housing, I assumed a price elasticity of -0.3.
This is a low elasticity, implying homebuyers are relatively insensitive to price increases).
This elasticity was applied to the planned impact fee increases of $1,000 per year, going
forward from 2020 through 2026. I adjusted the planned impact fee increases for inflation
using the Congressional Budget Office projected Consumer Price Index for Urban
Consumers (CPI-U) (Congressional Budget Office, The Budget and Economic Outlook: 202030, Table 2-1, CPI-U, annual changes).
It should be noted that studies of impact fees have found that builders are highly sensitive
to impact fees, and thus buyers typically pay for the impact fees through higher house prices
(Singell and Lillydahl, An Empirical Examination of the Effect oflmpact Fees on the Housing
Market, Land Economics, vol. 66, issue 1, pages 82-92; Evans-Cowley, Lockwood, Rutherford
and Springer, The Effect of Development Impact Fees on Housing Values,Journal of Housing
Research, 2009, vol. 18, issue 2, pages 173-193). The average new home price in
Washington County is $300,000 in 2020 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis: St. George, Utah. October 1,
2018, page 8).
Finally, the U.S. Census Bureau data show a slower realized population growth for
Washington County in 2019 than had been projected by the Kem C. Gardner Institute. I
adjusted the population and household growth projections for this slower growth path.
Table 1 (column 3) shows the projected population levels after adjusting for impact fees
effect on population growth and the Census Bureau's actual annual population growth for
the period 2015 to 2019 for which we have data. Overall, population increases from
151,360 in 2015 to 489,830 in 2075, equal to an average annual growth rate of 2.0 percent.

Water Demand

Accounting for the water price elasticity of demand effect on GPCD; impact fee elasticity of
housing demand on population growth, and adjusting for the system loss factor of 0.154, the
projected future water demand becomes 92,880 acre-feet in 2075 - a 57% increase from
the 2015 level (see Table 1, last column). Because water users will implement water
reduction measures in response to higher water rates, the demand for water will be below
the 2015 level until year 2043.
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By 2060, the projected water demand is 75,163 acre-feet Including the 15-year buffer,
future water demand is 92,880 (in 2075). By year 2060, the total future supplies are 98,727
acre feet per year, which is the summed total of the current reliable water supply of 67,677
acre feet, and the estimated reliable water supply of 31,050 acre feet from future non-LPP
projects, such as the planned Ash Creek Pipeline, Sand Hollow recharge/recovery project,
and various planned well and water reuse projects (DEIS, pages 13, 20-21; Appendix B, page
9). In 2060, the water supply surplus for WCWCD will be 23,564 acre-feet per year, after
accounting for system loss. Also including a 30 percent buffer (15 years), the estimated
water surplus is 5,847 acre-feet per year.
It important to note that under the No Action Alternative with planned water rate and
impact fee increases, the water surplus (water demand divided by water supply) with the
planned water projects is greater than the water surplus was in 2015 (DEIS, pages 13, 2021; Appendix B, page 9, 14). This is after accounting for population growth.

Ta bl e 2: N0 Action
. Alternat1ve wat er supply,
l d eman d an d surp lus, 2015 an d 2060
Year

Supply
(Acre-ft)

Demand
(Acre-ft)

67,677
2015
59,038
2060
98,727
75,163
Source: DEIS, pages 13, 20-21; DEIS, Appendix B, Tables 4.2-1 and 6.2-1.

Water Surplus

(%)
14.6%
31.4%

The No Action Alternative, which includes the planned Ash Creek Pipeline, Sand Hollow
recharge/recovery, various well projects, wastewater reuse, agricultural conversion, will
meet the future water demands of Washington County through 2060, even when including a
15-year buffer. If Washington County were to implement any water conservation initiatives
and/or WCWCD upgraded the water supply systems to reduce the water loss rate, the 2060
water surplus could be substantially larger. This means that WCWCD would have sufficient
water to reliably meet water needs in 2060, without building the Lake Powell Pipeline, even
during years of drought.

Recommendations:
As described in detail above, the Bureau of Reclamation's analysis of future water
requirements in WCWCD has several serious shortcomings. The analysis should be updated
to incorporate the changes in water consumers' behavior in response to higher water rates
and impact fees.
The recommended modifications are:
1) Instead of assuming the water price elasticity of demand is equal to zero, the
projected GPCD should be adjusted for the planned higher water rates, using a longrun price elasticity of demand of-0.65 (DEIS literature reviewed determined the
long-run price elasticity of demand for municipal and industrial water use to be
-0.65, Appendix C 23, page 61).
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2) Instead of assuming that the price elasticity of demand for new homes is equal to
zero, the projected population should be adjusted for the planned higher impact
fees. Studies have found that the costs of impact fees are mostly or solely carried by
buyers. A price elasticity of demand in the rate of -0.25 to -0.5 would be reasonable.
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3) The Kem C Gardner Institute's population projections should be updated with
Census Bureau data for most current growth data (2015-2019) to reflect actual
population growth in recent years.

Finally, the USBR water need analysis assumes that the Lake Powell Pipeline will provide
86,249 acre-feet of water per year. However, due to climate change, higher temperatures,
and less precipitation, reduced future water flow in the Colorado River, the water may not
be there in the future. Actual water supply by the Lake Powell Pipeline will likely be
determined by seniority and priority of water rights, and possibility of renegotiation of the
Colorado River Compact before year 2060.

4. Revenues
The WCWCD plans to finance Lake Powell Pipeline project through increases in water rates,
impact fees, and property taxes. According to the State of Utah's 2019 Audit of the Lake
Powell Pipeline project, wholesale water rates will increase $0.10 per 1000 gallon annually
over a 30-year period, from $0.84 per 1000 gallon in 2016 to $3.84 per 1000 gallon in 2046.
That is equal to an increase of 357 percent
Because of the price elasticity of demand for water, revenues from water rates will increase
by less than 35 7 percent, because of a reduction in the demand of water. Accounting for the
difference in percentage increase in wholesale rate and retail rate of water, the increase in
revenues will be only around 50% of the increase in water prices, as the demand for water
decreases by more than 50 percent per water user.
An EIS should include reasonable alternatives. However, the Southern Alternative and the
Highway Alternative do not meet the NEPA definition of"reasonable": "Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical or economic
standpoint and using common sense rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the
applicant" (USBR, Reclamation's NEPA Handbook:
https://www.usbr.gov /nepa/docs/NEPA Handbook2012.pdf. page 4-17).

Recommendation:
1) The USBR should do an economic feasibility analysis of the project to determine the
increases in water rates, impact fees, and property taxes that would be necessary in order
for the WCWCD to pay for the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
Professor Gabriel A Lozada with University of Utah, Department of Economics, developed
an economic model to estimate the increase of water impact fees and water rates needed to
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pay for the Lake Powell Pipeline (2013, updated in 2015). The model looks at the projected
stream of various revenues and expenditures for the WCWCD, includes financing costs, and
accounts for water price elasticity of demand, financing costs, other financial obligations by
WCWCD. The USBR could adopt this model for the economic feasibility analysis, by updating
it for the new project design, project costs as determined by the USBR, projected population
growth by the Kem C. Gardner Institute, and a long-run price elasticity of demand of -0.65.

5. Project Costs
The DEIS provides cost estimates for the Southern Alternative, Highway Alternative, and the
No Action Alternative (see DEIS, Table 3.20-9, page 242). Estimated present value total
project costs ranges from $1,847.7 million to $2,013.8 million for the two pipeline
alternatives. These estimates include interest during the construction period, but not the
financing costs of the project
The consulting company Stantec, that was hired by USBR to update the cost estimates,
categorized the "opinion of probable construction costs" (OPCC) as a Class 4 OPPC per AACE
international guidelines. Under a class 4 OPCC, 1 %-15% of project definition deliverables
are defined, and the typical variation in low range costs is -15% to -30%; and the typical
variation in high range costs is +20% to +50% at an 80% confidence interval. Stantec notes
"Class 4 estimates are generally prepared based on limited information and subsequently have
fairly wide accuracy ranges. Typically, engineering is 0% to 20% complete. They are typically
used for project screeninn, determination offeasibility, concept evaluation, and preliminary
budget approval." (Email from Joshua Cowden, Stantec, to Rich Baxter, U.S Bureau of
Reclamation, March 3, 2020, attachment "2020 SUMMARY LPP SOUTH and
HIGHWAY_REV.xlsx").
Stantec adopted an expected range for construction cost estimates of -20% to +30%. The
table below shows the construction costs estimates for the 3 alternatives. Based on the data
provided by Stantec, and excluding Kane County's part of the project.

Ta bl e 3 : Rangeo fC onstr uc t'ions COS tfor La ke Powe np·1perme
Pipeline Alternative

Low Range Estimate
Construction Costs
(millions)

Best Estimate
Construction Costs
(millions)

High Range Estimate
Construction Costs
{millions)

Southern
$1,188.0
$1,485.0
$1,930.5
$1,147.1
$1,433.8
$1,864.0
Highway
No Action
N/A
$82.5
N/A
Source: Stantec. "Revised LPP cost estimate." Email communication from Joshua Cowden to Rich
Baxter, U.S Bureau of Reclamation, March 3, 2020, attachment "2020 SUMMARY LPP SOUTH and
HIGHWAY_REV.xlsx".
Note: The estimates exclude the cost for Kane County pipeline system, since Kane County has pulled
out of the project
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Note that the DEIS, Table 3.20-9 has an incorrect number for the construction costs for the
Southern Alternative. The correct construction costs per Stantec is $1,485.0 million (not
$1,480.5), excluding Kane County.
In order to determine whether or not the LPP project is economically feasible, it is essential
that the upper range cost estimates for the project is determined appropriately. The DEIS
social economic section should be updated to include the range of construction costs
estimates. The correct range for the estimated present value total project costs is $1,588.5
million to $2,529.0 million for the Southern Alternative, and $1,544.9 million to $2,454.2
million for the Highway Alternative. Stantec did not provide a range estimates for the No
Action Alternative.

Table 4: Range of Present Value Total Costs for Lake Powell Pipeline, Including
Cons tr UCt·IOU COSt Es f1rnat e Range
Pipeline
Alternative

Southern
Highway
No Action

Construction
(millions)

$1,188.0$1,930.5
$1,147.1$1,864.0
$82.5

Interest during
Construction
(millions}

$87.7- $286.5

Present Value of
Annual
Operation,
Maintenance,
Replacement,
and Power in
January 2020
dollars
{millions)
$312.9

Estimated Total
Project Costs
(millions)

$84.8-$277.3

$312.9

$1,544.9- $2,454.2

$5.9

$16.0

$104.4

$1,588.5- $2,529.0

Sources: Stantec. "Revised LPP cost estimate." Email communication from Joshua Cowden to
Rich Baxter, U.S Bureau of Reclamation, March 3, 2020; U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Draft
Environmental Impact Study, June 2020: Table 3.20-9, page 242.

The Stantec estimates do not include financing costs: "Project procurement strategy
unknown and not captured in project costs" (Stantec, Email March 3, 2020, Revised LPP Cost
Estimates). The State of Utah 2019 Audit of the Lake Powell Pipeline project determined
financing costs to be substantial, regardless of whether they are paid by the state or
WCWCD. The 2019 Audit estimates financing costs and interest payments to nearly double
the costs of the project, assuming a 3 percent interest rate (Office of the Legislative Auditor
General, State of Utah, A Performance Audit of the Repayment Feasibility of the Lake Powell
Pipeline, August 2019: Figure 3.1, page 30). "On a 20--year bond at a 3 percent interest rate,
the state will pay nearly $620 million in interest costs" (page 28).
Moreover, WCWCD would likely be charged interest during the repayment period to the
state (as water is drawn). The 2019 Audit estimates interest payments to $1.6 billion to $2.2
billion (State of Utah Audit, 2019, figure 3.1). "Over an BS-year repayment period, the state
would receive $4.6 billion from the district. In this plan, the state would receive over $2.2
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billion in interest payments on the $2.4 billion in total state costs" (State of Utah Audit, 2019,
page 31). If it were to be determined that WCWCD would not have to pay interest during the
60 to 85-year repayment period, it should be considered opportunity costs to the state, e.g.
foregone revenue from alternative uses of the funds.
Given WCWCD does not have the financial assets to pay for the project up front, the
financing costs and interest payments should be included in the cost estimates of the
project.

Recommendations:
1) The USBR needs to provide actual project cost estimates for the project in order to
determine the economic soundness of the project. The DEIS provides present value
project cost estimates in Table 3.20-9, which understate actual project costs. The
present value project costs are discounted costs into present value dollars (meaning
how much people today value a future dollar), and is used to compare stream of
benefits and costs over time. Actual project costs takes cumulative project costs,
adjusting for inflation.
2) The construction cost estimates are associated with significant uncertainty. The
DEIS should include the range of construction costs as determined by Stantec.
3) The cost estimates need to include financing costs, which as mentioned above will
likely be substantial. Most of the project will be financed through issuing
government bonds, as the state of Utah has not at this point in time appropriated
funding for construction itself, and currently implementing fiscal budget cuts due to
the Covid-19 pandemic.
4) In Table 3.20-9, correct the typo in construction costs for the Southern Alternative.
Cost data provided by Stantec has construction costs as $1,485.0 million, not
$1,480.5 million, after excluding Kane County. Secondly, estimated total project
costs are in 'million$' (last column).

A final note, WCWCD has incorrectly stated that their revenues will exceed the costs of the
Lake Powell Pipeline project by a factor of 3 to 5.5 (https://lpputah.org/cost-andrepayment/) . This incorrect claim that projected revenues exceeds costs by a multiple
factor was repeated at the USBR's public meeting on July 8, 2020. To calculate this ratio, the
WCWCD assumed that the WCWCD would have no other expenditure obligations than
paying off the debt for the Lake Powell Pipeline. Secondly, it assumed that the annual OM&R
plus power costs were zero. Thirdly, the WCWCD used present value of costs (discounted
and adjusted for inflation) with actual values ofrevenues. Fourthly, the WCWCD assumed
that the price elasticity of demand for water is zero. As discussed earlier, USBR's own
literature review of 22 studies determined the long-run elasticity of demand to be -0.65.

1023-19
Continued

1023-19 cont'd Socioeconomics

1023
1023-20

6. The Quagga Mussel
The quagga mussel is an aquatic invasive species which according to the DEIS "are
destructive to ecosystems and water/wastewater systems. The [quagga] mussels are prone to
attaching to submerged objects and form dense clusters of organisms. They attach to pumps,
pipes, M&I water supply systems, and other infrastructure" (DEIS, page 132). The current
designs to prevent the quagga mussel in the LPP supplies call for coatings, screens and
chemical treatment at intake. Ultraviolet treatment is also mentioned as an option (DEIS,
page 137). The DEIS notes that "implementing the EPMs will minimize the risks to the
greatest extent given the practicality of treatments to this specific Proposed Project. ... While
these individual measures do not completely alleviate the potential effects from quagga
mussels, a combination of all measures would reduce the potential for infestation and
minimize the potential for spreading quagga mussels to water bodies outside the Project Area"
(DEIS, page 138).
In the DEIS Appendix C-23, the costs of preventing aquatic invasive species are estimated to
$1.75 million for installation of filters and hydro-optic disinfection ultraviolet treatment.
Chlorination and neutralizing chemical treatment are an additional $232,000 per year
(DEIS, Appendix C-23, page 45). Chemical eradication treatment of aquatic invasive species
is $2.1 million to $3.1 million per treatment event It appears from reading the DEIS and
supporting documents that project cost estimates were not revised to account for the
additional costs of these environmental protection measures (EPMs). Furthermore, actual
OM&R costs will also increase due to the potential damage to pumps and other equipment
posed by the quagga mussel.

Recommendations:

1) The EIS should incorporate the estimated costs of the EPMs of the quagga mussel to
enter the pipeline and be transported to the Sand Hollow Reservoir and the Virgin
River in the total cost estimates. This includes preventive measures in project
design in construction phase; as well as increased OM&R costs for mitigating the
damaged to equipment posed by the quagga mussel; and the costs of treatment
(potassium chloride) to treat an infestation of quagga mussels;
2) The USBR should conduct an analysis of economic costs to Washington County
water users if the mussel were to be introduced to Washington County by water
conveyed through the Lake Powell Pipeline. Costs include damage to water pumps,
boats, and other equipment
3) The USBR should estimate economic impacts to the local economy. The DEIS notes
that eradication treatment (potassium chloride) for Sand Hollow Reservoir and
Quail Creek Reservoir can have potential negative environmental effects on the
established fishery and well as for boating, recreational fishing and swimming
(DEIS, pages 138-9). Sand Hollow Reservoir attracts boaters and recreational fishers
from outside Washington County. Thus the quagga mussel and eradication
programs to control it could negatively impact the tourism industry in Washington
County.
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7. Regional Economic Impact Analysis
The regional economic impact analysis in the DEIS is fundamentally flawed as it fails to take
into account the repayments for the project (DEIS, Section 3.20.1. 7). The analysis looks only
at the economic benefits arising from the spending for the pipeline construction, and
ignores the economic impacts resulting from the residents of Washington County having to
repay the state of Utah for the costs of the pipeline. Essentially, the analysis assumes that
the project is financed by a federal grant, not through a loan.
In the short-term, WCWCD will be required to make an initial down payment before
construction begins, that will result in an equivalent decrease in consumer and business
expenditures on goods and services (including savings). The Utah State Audit of the Lake
Powell Pipeline (2019) assumed the initial down payment to be 10 percent.
It is important to note that the short-term economic impact is not of particular interest in
determining the overall economic impact In order to evaluate the economic soundness of
the Lake Powell Pipeline project, the relevant question to ask is what the long-term
economic impacts are for the study region. Therefore, the regional economic impact
analysis should be long-term and include the regional impacts of the pipeline construction
(the USBR analysis looks only at OM&R costs in the long-term impact analysis) .
The IMPLAN model is designed to estimate economic effects of smaller projects (relative to
the local economy's size) . Moreover, the DEIS analysis assumes "that the effects associated
with each proposal represent incremental effects, or effects that would occur in addition to
what would exist without a project" (Underline added, DEIS Appendix C-23, page 45). But
given the size of the project, the demand for labor and materials will surely crowd out other
demand for labor and materials. This means the project will be pulling workers, equipment,
and materials away from other private and public projects in Washington and neighboring
counties.
Therefore, the results of the IMPLAN model are meaningless for a large project such as an
estimated $1.85 billion to $2.01 billion project like the Lake Powell Pipeline. This is
especially true for the four-county region with a total GPD of $17.5 billion in 2018 (Bureau
of Economics Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Chained 2012 Dollars, released
December 12, 2019: https://www.bea.gov/system/files/2019-12/lagdp1219.pd .
Finally, it is important to note that in determining the economic soundness of the LPP
project, potential economic benefits of the Lake Powell Pipeline are spread across four
counties located in two states, while all the economic costs (both direct and indirect) will by
carried by Washington County alone.
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Table 5: Gross Domestic Project for the 4-county region, 2018
State

County
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GDP
(In million $)

AZ

Coconino
Mohave

UT

Kane

UT

Washington

AZ

Total

$6,770.4
$5,068.0
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$280.3
$5,347.7
$17,466.4

Source: Bureau of Economics Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Chained 2012 Dollars,
Table 1, released December 12, 2019: https://www.bea.gov/system /files/201912/lagdp1219.pdO.

Assumptions:
The regional economic impact analysis made a number of assumptions, outlined in
Appendix C-23, section 2.4. Many of these assumptions are highly problematic. The
comments below describe the issues with the assumptions and the following section on
recommendations provides suggestions for how to rectify the issues outlined.
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Assumption 1: "For the purposes of this analysis it is assumed that the effects

associated with each proposal represent incremental effects, or effects would occur in
addition to what would exist without a project" (DEIS, Appendix C-23, page 45).
Comment 1: This assumption is unreasonable for a project that is a large share of
Washington County's and the four-county economies, and especially the construction
industry. The Lake Powell Pipeline will surely crowd out other construction projects, both
public and private, and result in increases in costs for construction workers, equipment, and
locally produced materials. One sector that will likely be negatively affected is residential
home construction, which could decrease future population growth.

Assumption 2: "It should be noted that these short-term regional effects are dependent

of construction funding provided from sources outside the region, which would
represent an injection offunds to the region" (DEIS, Appendix C-23, page 46).
Comment 2: This statement would be true if construction of the pipeline were a federally
funded project. But it is not. The project proponent is the Utah Board of Water Resources
(legislative branch of the Utah's Division of Water Resources), and the project will be
funded by issuing Utah government bonds. The repayment of those bonds will be
transferred to WCWCD after the completion of the pipeline construction. The water users in
the WCWCD will pay for the project Moreover, the WCWCD will pay a down payment, likely
10 percent of construction costs, before the start of the construction.
For the four-county region, the down payment should be deducted from the impact analysis
benefits to determine the short-term economic impacts. For the state of Utah and the threestate region (Utah, Arizona, and Nevada), both the down payment and the bond interest for
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the construction period should be included in the short-term economic impacts. This down
payment is money coming out of the pockets of water users of Washington County and will
not be available for other spending.
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More importantly, short-term economic impact is not of particular interest in determining
overall economic impact The relevant question to ask is what the long-term economic
impacts are for the study region. Because of financing costs, long-term economic impact for
the four-county region will almost certainly be negative, and for the state of Utah likely to be
neutral. While for the three-state region (Utah, Arizona, and Nevada) they may be slightly
positive. The reason as pointed out in the DEIS is that since expenditures are paid by water
users within the study region, the payments must come from current expenditures on other
goods and services, including savings (DEIS, Appendix C-23, page 51).

Assumption 3: "For the three-state region, it is assumed that 100 percent of labor
payments would have an effect on the three-state economy" (DEIS, Appendix C-23, page
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47).
Comment 3: This assumption is an upper range (e.g. high estimate), and the DEIS should
make clear that estimates of economic impact are high estimates, not 'best' estimates. If
some of the workers come from outside the region then it is likely that much of their wage
pay will be sent to families in their home state.

Assumptions 4-7: "If the OM&R expenditures are paid by the beneficiaries of the water
supplies located within the study region, then the OM&R payments must come from
current expenditures of other goods and services (including savings) .... It can be
assumed that most if not all OM&R activities would be provided by personnel within the
study area, but that all of the expenditures are paid by entities within the study area ....
Assuming the combination of current expenditures are typical for medium income
households, transferring expenditures from the current categories of spending to
OM&R expenditures would actually result in little or not regional effect For purposes of
this analysis it is assumed that the any OM&R regional effects are negligible" (DEIS,
Appendix C-23, page 51).
Comment 4: It is reasonable to assume that the regional effects of OM&R are negligible for
the three-state region; however, for the four-county region it is incorrect. Most materials for
the maintenance and repairs will be provided from outside of the four-county region; and
some personnel with special expertise and skills will be from outside the four-county
region. However, Washington County will bear the full burden of paying for the OM&R
expenditures. Thus the impact for the four-county region will be negative.
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Recommendations:
The projected regional economic effects need to be re-estimated using sound methodology.
That should include:
1) The regional impact analysis looks only at short-term impacts of construction of the
pipeline. Short-term impacts are of no particular interest from an economic
standpoint. To evaluate whether or not a project is economically sound, the EIS
needs to look at long-term economic impact of the project, especially construction
costs. As described in Appendix C-23, section 2.4.4, repayments come from
expenditures on other goods and services, and thus the total long-term regional
economic impacts are likely negative for Utah (comment 4).
2) In so far as a short-term regional impact analysis is to be conducted, the analysis
should include the down payment by WCWCD. The State of Utah's Audit of the Lake
Powell Pipeline project assumed a 10 percent down payment. It would be
reasonable for the short-term impact analysis to include this down payment of 10
percent. Secondly, the interest paid on the bonds to bondholders outside study
region during the construction project should be included as negative economic
impact.
3) An Input-Output model, such as IMPLAN is the wrong tool to evaluate a large project
of approximately $2 billion, because input-output models assume fixed coefficients
between industries. First, the model will over-estimate employment and labor
income, especially in a more local region such as the four-county area, because
relatively more labor and supplies would need to be hired or obtained from outside
the county, compared to a smaller project. Secondly, the new demand for labor and
materials will crowd out other demand due to the price elasticity effect Thirdly, the
model will over-estimate secondary (indirect and induced effects) because more
money leaves the regional economy in a larger project. The solution to these
problems would be to use a dynamic macroeconomic-type model that would
account for the price elasticities of demand.
4) The DEIS needs a consistent definition of the three-state region. In the text, the
three-state region is defined as Utah, Arizona, and Nevada (DEIS, page 244).
However, in Table 3.20-11 the three-state region is Arizona, Colorado, and New
Mexico (DEIS, page 244). The IMP LAN model should be re-run for the correct threestate region.
5) The IMPLAN analysis should include crowding-out effects on labor and materials.
Under the DEIS assumptions the demand for labor and materials are larger, given
the overall size of the project This is especially true for the four-county region
(comment 1).
6) It is incorrect to assume that construction funding is provided from outside the
region. The state of Utah will fund construction, and WCWCD will pay a down
payment before the start of construction. The short-term regional impact analysis
should assume that a share of funding for construction originates within the study
region; and the long-term regional impact analysis should assume that Washington
County pays for the project Accounting for this will show short-term regional
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economic impacts for to be small and possibly negative, and long-term impacts to be
negative (comment 2).
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7) The DEIS write up of the economic impact analysis should make clear that the
economic impact estimates are high or upper range estimates for short-term
benefits, and actual economic impact wiU likely be smaller or negative.
8) The long-term economic impact analysis needs to include repayment of
construction costs, and take into accountthat less 100% oflabor and materials is
provided from within the study region (comment 3). This is especially true for the
four-county region.
9) The findings from the long-term economic impact analysis for OM&R need to be
included in the actual EIS, not just the appendix.
10) The DEIS write up and tables appear to be confusing cumulative effects over
multiple years (5-10 years) with one year effects. For instance, Table 3.20-11 in the
DEIS (page 244) does not mention that the data are cumulative over 5-10 years.
Also the cumulative number of jobs is different from employment. Employment is
typically defined as the number of paid persons at a give point in time or averaged
over a period of time (such a year). Employment will only be 10-20% of number of
the estimated job years (depending on duration of construction) listed in Table
3.20-11. Another example is the data in Table 2.4-9 in Appendix C-23 (page 50) that
compares annual Gross Regional Product for 2018 with 5-10 years future
cumulative value of output This comparison is at best misleading, and in reality
meaningless. To remedy this confusion, either 1) all data should be cumulative for 5
and 10 years; or 2) the estimated impact effects should be reported as annual
effects. And the titles of tables should clearly state whether data are annual or
cumulative over a 5- or 10-year period.
11) Finally, Appendix C-23, Table 2.4-1: IMPLAN Sectors Used to Estimate Regional
Effects (page 46) incorrectly states that the IMPLAN model was for "industry nonresidential construction (IMPLAN code 58)." The IMPLAN code for non-residential
construction is "56".

In conclusion, if the economic impact analysis were carried out properly, the analysis would
likely have found small or no regional economic impacts, both short term and long term for
Utah and the three-state region (Utah, Arizona, and Nevada); and large negative economic
impacts, both short-term and long-term, for the four-county region. The regional economic
impact analysis needs to incorporate the above recommendations in order to be in
compliance with NEPA.

8. Valuation of Water Reliability Benefits
1023-27

The USBR's estimation of water reliability benefits is based on a literature review of
valuation of water reliability and a number of assumptions (DEIS, Section 3.20.1.4). The
research on valuation of water reliability has estimated residential water users' willingness
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to pay for water reliability and willingness to accept payment for water restrictions. Based
on this literature review, the USBR determined the best estimate of annual benefit per
household to be $300 (in 2019 dollars) (DEIS, Appendix C-23: page 20.

1023-27
Continued

1023-28 Socioeconomics

None of the studies estimated costs for commercial establishments. For commercial
establishments, the USBR relied solely on assumptions. The analysis assumed "the high
estimate of benefits of$360 per household per year for households to employer
establishments." Moreover, "the estimate of commercial water reliability benefits based on
households benefits would correspond with the first level of effects which have minimal effects
on revenues. The second level of effect would be approximately five times the effect on
revenues" (DEIS, Appendix C-23, page 21).
Commercial establishments account for 37% of estimated total water supply reliability
benefits (DEIS, Appendix C-23, table 2.1-3). But the estimates of water reliability benefits
for commercial establishments are derived solely on assumptions and are not based on any
studies or surveys. The USBR simply does not have the necessary data or information to
make any meaningful estimation of commercial benefits of water reliability.
Secondly, "the estimate of commercial water reliability benefits based on household benefits"
does not "correspond with the first level of effects" (Appendix C-23, page 21). Moreover,
including second level effects, e.g. secondary effects, is double counting, as most commercial
businesses and industries can obtain/sell most materials from/to outside Washington
County. For example, a restaurant that normally uses locally grown tomatoes as an
ingredient in their food can buy tomatoes grown in California instead. And a Washington
County tomato grower who is not able to sell his/her tomatoes to local restaurants can sell
tomatoes to Las Vegas restaurants.
Recommendations:

1) The USBR should acknowledge that it is not possible to provide estimates on water
supply reliability benefits for commercial establishments based on available studies
and knowledge. Thus, it should delete the unempirical (and baseless) 'guestimates'
of commercial water reliability benefits from on water reliability analysis.
2) If commercial establishments were to be included in the valuation of water
reliability analysis, only first level effects should be included.

Economic benefits of water conservation
The USBR incorrectly argues in the DEIS (page 241; Appendix C-23, page 22) that valuation
of water reliable due to conservation cannot be determined: "Other methods, such as
conservation, could be implemented to address future supply and demand gaps, but these
methods would not generate reliability benefits as measured by willingness to pay" (DEIS,
page 241).

In fact, the 'contingent valuation' of water shortages, is independent of the method or policy
implemented to achieve higher water reliable. A shortage is, per definition, the difference
between demand and supply at a fixed price. It does not matter whether the shortage is due
to excess demand or insufficient supply of water. The studies cited in the DEIS Appendix C23 surveyed water users about their willingness to pay (WTP) to avoid a future water
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shortage X percent shortage every Y years (typically 1 in 10 years or 1 in 20 years); and/or
willingness to accept payment (WT A) for a hypothetical Z percent decrease in future
reliability. In the case of WTP, the method for which probability and duration of shortage
were reduced is immaterial to how reliability was increased. And WT A looks at the event of
a water shortage and therefore is, per definition, independent of prevention of the shortage.
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Therefore the benefits of a given reduction in the probability and/ or duration of a water
shortage would be exactly the same whether it is due to an increase in water supply from a
secondary source or a decrease in water demand from water conservation, landscaping
(xeriscape) rebates, etc.
Contingency valuation for water projects
In their 2000 study, Griffin and Mjelde wrote that "Designing an efficient strategy requires an
assessment of consumer preferences pertaining to the reliability of water supply" (Valuing
Water Supply Reliability,Americanjournal ofAgricultural Economics, 82(2), (May 2000):
Abstract, page 414). The authors argue that maximum water reliability is not necessarily
desirable from an economic perspective due to associated costs. "Consequently, the
reliability of water systems may be too high, water supplies dedicated to municipal use may be
too great, and infrastructure costs may be too large" (Griffin and Mjelde, 2000, page 414).
This suggests that the Lake Powell Pipeline may not be optimal from an economic
perspective.

In Conclusion
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If you have any questions or need
clarification on any of my comments, please contact me by email.
Sincerely,

Helene Jorgensen, PhD
197 N 200W
Kanab, UT 84741
hjorgens@verizon.net

* Please keep my contact information confidential *
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From: Larsen, Tyler J <TLarsen@usbr.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 4:25 PM
To: Baxter, Rick J <rbaxter@usbr.gov>
Cc: Duke, Marlon B <mduke@usbr.gov>; Andreason, Amee A <aandreason@usbr.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Comment for Reclamation

1024-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

For your consideration.
Tyler James Larsen
Interior Region 7, Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation, Rm. 8100
125 S. State St.
Salt Lake City, UT 84138
385-226-3897 Mobile
From: Soeth, Peter D <PSoeth@usbr.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 3:44:45 PM
To: Andreason, Amee A <aandreason@usbr.gov>; Larsen, Tyler J <TLarsen@usbr.gov>; Duke, Marlon B
<mduke@usbr.gov>
Subject: Fw: Comment for Reclamation

Peter Soeth | Public Affairs | Bureau of Reclamation | 303.445.3615 (o) | 303.910.7473 (c)

wil •

BUREAU OF -

RECLAMATION

From: sawtell.a@gmail.com <sawtell.a@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 3:02 PM
To: Soeth, Peter D <PSoeth@usbr.gov>
Subject: Comment for Reclamation

From Allyson Sawtell (sawtell.a@gmail.com) on 09/03/2020 at 03:09:15MSGBODY:
I am writing to you in opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline water diversion project. It is not necessary and it pulls
much-needed water from the Colorado River. This project threatens both people and ecosystems. It will be destructive
for native cultures, wildlife habitat, and tourist economies. And it diverts water to one of the most wasteful regions in
the West: Washington County residents in Utah use an average of 302 gallons of water per person per day, which is
more than twice the national average (138 gallons per person per day) and nearly three times as much water as people
use in Los Angeles and Phoenix. I am deeply concerned that the environmental, cultural, and community consequences
of this action cannot be adequately mitigated and that the cost socially and environmentally is too high.
Sincerely,
Rev. Allyson Sawtell
Denver, Colorado
Previous Page: https://www.usbr.gov/main/comments.cfm
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From: jrthomp1943 <jrthomp1943@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 4, 2020 7:14 PM
To: NorthernCorridor, BLM_UT <BLM_UT_NorthernCorridor@blm.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Pipeline

1025-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Why would we want to spend 1.4 to 1.7 billion $$ to build a pipeline from an overtaxed, unreliable water
source? What will go through the pipeline when Lake Powell is dried up or so low very little water will be
available to S. UT? Air? Why not instead require strict water conservation and stop encouraging
growth? The last thing we need in this area his another sprawling, polluted metropolis. Overhbuild and you'll
just be inviting high taxes, high water bills, crime, homelessness and traffic congestion. Gee, sounds just like
Las Vegas and Salt Lake. Hmm. Is it worth it, just so the developers can get rich? I say it's not. And if the
pipeline is approved we'll be looking for a new place to live. Someone else can have our house AND the high
water bill.
Joanne Thompson
Hurricane
Sent from my Galaxy Tab® A
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Elison <ChrisE@cuwcd.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 6:41 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Gene Shawcroft
[EXTERNAL] See attached comment letter regarding the Lake Powel
Pipeline Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Lake Powell Pipelilne Project Comment Letter 9_3_2020.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

See attached comment letter. A hard copy of this letter is also being sent to the Project Manager, Rick
Baxter.

Chris Elison, P.E.
ENGINEERING MANAGER
CENTRAL UTAH WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT
(801) 226-7166 office | (801) 960-5373 cell | ChrisE@cuwcd.com
1426 E. 750 N. Suite 400 | Orem, UT 84097

1028

w

~

CENTRAL UTAH WATER

1028-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

September 3, 2020

Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Interior Region 7 - Upper Colorado Basin
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
RE: Lake Powell Pipeline Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Baxter:
The Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD) appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared
under the National Environmental Policy Act. CUWCD recognizes the importance of the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project in providing a second water source to the growing southwestern Utah region while
balancing the need to protect and assist with the recovery of endangered fish populations in the Colorado
River and its tributaries.
CUWCD is a political subdivision of the state and was created in 1964 under Utah State law. The Central
Utah Project (CUP) was authorized and developed in response to the Colorado River Storage Project Act of
1956 (CRSPA) to utilize a portion of Utah's allotment and yield of the Colorado River. Part of the CUWCD's
responsibilities is to construct, operate, and maintain the Bonneville Unit of the CUP authorized under
CRSPA. CUWCD is the local sponsor for the Bonneville Unit, the largest federal water development project
in the State of Utah. The Bonneville Unit collects and diverts water within the Uinta Basin (part of the
Colorado River Basin) to the Bonneville and Uinta basins providing water for Salt Lake, Utah, Wasatch, and
Duchesne counties, and portions of Juab and Summit Counties, Utah. The Bonneville Unit contains a vast
network of reservoirs, aqueducts, tunnels, canals, pipelines, pumping plants, and other conveyance
facilities that develop water for irrigation, municipal, and industrial use; instream flows; and hydro power
production.
CUWCD supports the proposed Lake Powel Pipeline Project as documented and analyzed in the DEIS. The
Lake Powell Pipeline Project provides an opportunity to utilize Utah's water allotment of the yield on the
Colorado River to meet the current and future water needs of the southern area of the State of Utah. This
important project addresses the need to develop new local and regional water supplies, in addition to
continued and ongoing water conservation efforts, to meet the area's future water needs. The Lake Powell
Pipeline Project moves these efforts forward . CUWCD acknowledges and encourages the beneficial use of
the already allocated 86,249 acre-feet of water (under Utah water right 41-3479 [A30414d]), as assigned by
the Utah Board of Water Resources, for the Lake Powell Pipeline and use in the Lower Basin (Washington
County Water Conservancy District's service area) but within the boundaries of the State of Utah.
1426 EAST 750 NORTH

I SUITE 400 I OREM UTAH 84097 I 801.226.7100 I CUWCD.COM
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As outlined in the DEIS, southwestern Utah, specifically the Washington County area, is experiencing rapid
growth and population projections forecast the growth to continue for the next 50 years. In this regard,
CUWCD recognizes the need and value for a second, reliable water supply to support future populations
and water demands within the Washington County Water Conservancy District's service area.
Furthermore, CUWCD recognizes the ongoing efforts of the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish
Recovery Program for the recovery of the four endangered fish species in the Colorado River and its
tributaries.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call Chris Elison at (801} 226-7166 or through email at
chrise@cuwcd.com .

Sincerely,

Gene Shawcroft, P.E.
General Manager/CEO
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christa Hinton <christahinton1@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 6:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Letter in support of Lake Powell Pipeline
christa_hinton_support_lake_powell_pipeline-090320.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please see attached my letter in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline.
Thank you,
Christa Hinton
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Christa Hinton
3215 Swiss Drive
Santa Clara, UT 84765
435.229.0493
September 3, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Mr. Baxter:
The following is my public comment, submitted as a long-time resident of Washington County: we
need the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP), the “Southern Alternative,” to meet the future water demands
of southwestern Utah.
Our water resources are not endless. They are limited by growth, by demand, and the unforeseen
challenges that might impact our ability to deliver water to our future residents and visitors. The LPP
provides solution to these challenges.
For the past ten years, Washington County has seen a population increase of roughly 35%. That same
growth rate is anticipated for the next ten years. In fact, Washington County is one of the fastest
growing regions in the country. To manage this growth, we need to have new and improved water
supplies available by the late 2020s.
Climate projections show warmer and drier conditions in the future, punctuated by more severe
rainfall events, flash floods, and prolonged droughts. LPP provides a buffer to these anticipated
climate changes that will help store water when it is available and provide water when resources are
scarce.
Once constructed, the LPP will bring up to 86,249 additional acre-feet of water to 10 southwestern
communities in Washington County. It will make possible redundancy in a system that, to date, over
relies on the Virgin River Basin as its only source of water. The LPP will also bolster infrastructure
to avoid water shortage, for example during extreme drought or from growing demand of people
moving here. Most importantly, our future generations, our children’s children, will have water upon
which to rely.

1029-1

1029
September 3,2020
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I encourage the Bureau of Reclamation to recommend the Southern Alternative as the preferred
alternative in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and that the decision makers move it
forward in the Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Christa Hinton
Washington County

1029-1 cont'd Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Corey Chatwin <cmutate69@yahoo.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 3:46 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

1030-2 Water Supply

1030-3 Water Resources

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
What the Draft EIS says or doesn’t say:
 BOR does not disclose that the UDWRe has not secured the consent of the other
Colorado River Basin states or the Congress to transfer water from the Upper Basin
to the Lower Basin, in violation of the Colorado River Compact.
 BOR does not disclose objections from the Arizona Department of Water Resources
to the transfer of water from Upper to Lower Basin.
Why this is a problem:
 The Lake Powell Pipeline would transfer water from the Upper Colorado River Basin
(above Lee Ferry, Arizona) for use in the Lower Basin (Virgin River watershed). As a
state in the Upper Colorado River Basin, Utah must first secure approval from all of
the other six Colorado River states and the United States Congress.
 Securing approval from the other states could potentially and significantly slow the
approval process, especially in times of shortage.
 A 2017 letter to the Utah Division of Water Rights from the Arizona’s Department of
Water Resources notes that this transfer may violate the Colorado River Compact.
 BOR only notes—does not require—that Utah “is addressing this question”, and not
seeking approval from, the other Colorado River Basin states about such a transfer
when, especially in times of shortage, approval by other basin states is questionable.
 Utah must also seek approval from the U.S. Congress for interstate agreements
related to the Colorado River Compact.
 Utah has known about this issue for a very long time and has not taken the
necessary steps to resolve it.
Sincerely,
Corey Chatwin
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carleton DeTar <detar@physics.utah.edu>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 12:55 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Jen Dailey-Provost; Carleton DeTar; Laurel
[EXTERNAL] Comment: Lake Powell Pipeline Project
DEIS/DRMPA
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This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Lake Powell Pipeline Project

Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Dear Administrator,
Please include, in the record, our comments on the Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS/DRMPA.
The projected demand for water in the draft EIS/draft RMPA Appendix B is grossly
extravagent. The Purpose and Need Report in Appendix B is glaringly deficient in that it does
not make a comparison with other similarly situated communities to determine what is actually
achievable through conservation. For example, the New York Times (June 16, 2013) reports that
the per capita water consumption in Phoenix, Arizona, (108 gpcd) is approximately 1/3 the
Appendix B 2020 numbers for consumption in Washington County and 1/2 the projected 2060
numbers. In Los Angeles (85 gpcd) it is almost 1/4 the 2020 Washington County number and
about 1/3 the projected 2060 numbers. (https://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/17/us/an-aridarizona-city-manages-its-thirst.html). These comparison numbers can easily be checked and
updated and should be used in estimating future needs instead of the inflated numbers in
Appendix B. If those communities can do it, so can Washington County. At these reduced
consumption rates, local water sources can easily meet the needs of a growing population
through 2060, and the case falls apart. Therefore, the "No Action Alternative" is the only viable
choice.
The draft EIS/draft RMPA does not include cost estimates -- we understand they were redacted
from public view. As Utah taxpayers, we would insist that users of LPPP water must bear most
of the burden of pipeline construction and maintenance. The draft EIS/draft RMPA is deficient
in that it does not include a market analysis to determine community willingness to bear those
costs.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Carleton DeTar
Laurel Casjens
953 Little Valley Rd
Salt Lake City, UT 84103
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ERIC MILLIS <ERICMILLIS@msn.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 12:42 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] LPP Comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

September 3, 2020
Mr. Rick Baxter
Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606
Dear Mr. Baxter:
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake Powell Pipeline and commend
the Bureau of Reclamation for its careful and complete review of the project. I believe you have
adequately analyzed the project options and its impacts.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is an important project for the State of Utah and will use a portion of Utah’s
remaining allocation of the Colorado River. During my 32 years with the Utah Division of Water
Resources, I served as Utah’s interstate streams commissioner, acting as the Governor’s representative on
Colorado River matters, and leading the state’s effort to ultimately develop the Lake Powell Pipeline
(LPP). I am aware that some are stating the project is not sustainable or appropriate given the current
state of the Colorado River. I would like to voice my opinion that those arguments are incorrect and that
the LPP will be sustainable and is an appropriate project to meet future water needs in Utah.
Studies show the Colorado River is a reliable water supply which gives Utah the opportunity to develop
its water through the LPP and other projects for the state’s benefit. Utah is entitled to 23% of the available
water supply in the Upper Basin. The state is using approximately 68% of its current annual reliable
supply of 1.4 million acre-feet. The 1.4 million acre-feet reflects the reduced supply the Upper Division
states get due to hydrology changes since 1922 Colorado River Compact.
.
Lake Powell would serve as the point of rediversion of the State’s water right for the Lake Powell
Pipeline. Lake Powell is an extremely stable and reliable supply for the project. Even during recent dry
years, the reservoir has performed very well. The fact that the reservoir is at the lower end of the Upper
Basin system adds to that security. Additionally, the Upper Basin has never had to curtail use because of
non-compliance with the Colorado River Compact. The likelihood of Compact non-compliance by the
Upper Division States is virtually zero at this point. Information about the state of the river system and its
reliability is documented in the 69th Annual Report of the Upper Colorado River
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Commission. The report cites that, during the 10 years preceding its issuance, which has been some of
the driest of the last century, the Upper Division states delivered more than 92 million acre feet of water
to the lower basin states – 17 million acre feet more than required by the Colorado River Compact.
The drought contingency plans that are being implemented by the Colorado River basin states add to the
system reliability. I firmly believe Lake Powell Pipeline is the wisest, most reliable way for the state to
bring in additional water supply to southwest Utah.
Even if temporary interruptions of Colorado River supplies arise due to a declared system shortage, the
Upper Colorado River Commission and the four Upper Division states would determine how to allocate
water equitably based on a number of factors, such as the Law of the River, existing agreements and
available scientific data. Each state would then determine how its water users share the state’s supply.
Basic domestic needs would most likely take priority and be met through a combination of surface
supplies including the available Colorado River allocation; local storage; groundwater; and temporary,
compensated water transfers.
Under the operative compacts, the availability of water for the “newest” water projects in the system, like
the LPP, is based upon the amount of a state’s unused allocation rather than prior
appropriation. Therefore Utah’s, or any other Upper Division state’s, water should be developable by the
state to which it is allocated.
It is important to note that under Utah’s administration system, the mainstem water right being developed
by LPP carries a priority that has never been regulated by priority. In fact, Lake Powell is considered by
our state engineers to be one of the firmest water supplies in the Upper Colorado River Basin.
Assertions that conservation can meet all of Washington County’s future needs are not accurate. I believe
Washington County has done a good job promoting and implementing water conservation and developing
smaller water delivery projects. However, conservation alone won’t meet their water
demands. Washington County’s residents currently depend on a single water source of variable quality
and quantity – the Virgin River basin. The LPP diversifies the region’s water sources, delivering reliable
Colorado River water supplies to southwestern Utah.
I’m optimistic that Utah will do its part with implementing drought contingency, demand management
and regional water conservation plans to help reduce risks and protect water sources including the
Colorado River. Utah is on track to achieve its water conservation and development objectives, and the
proposed Lake Powell Pipeline is a crucial piece of how those plans comes together.
Utah looked to Reclamation projects as models by which to plan and build the Lake Powell Pipeline in a
way that balances environment with future demands. I again commend Reclamation for its excellent
analysis of the LPP, and I urge Reclamation to select the LPP Southern Alternative as the Preferred
Alternative in its Record of Decision.
Sincerely,

Eric L. Millis, PE
Former Director, Utah Division of Water Resources
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Ford <geobobford@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:13 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear sirs:
I'm writing to comment on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. My concerns have been
expressed well by many other neighbors and friends here in Southern Utah, so I want to focus on
three issues that concern me the most as a small, semi-retired, ranch owner living in the Zion
Corridor area... specifically in Rockville Utah near Zion National Park:
First, I've been farming/ranching over twenty five years along the Virgin River and am part
owner of one of the oldest small irrigation companies in the region. I have worked with the Utah
Nature Conservancy and Virgin River Land Trust to improve how I use water more efficiently
via a "conservation easement" that increases groundwater storage and stops runoff into the river
of fertilizers and sediment.
But very few of my neighbors have adopted these water-conserving techniques that would
benefit both the ecosystem and culinary water users. I know from experience that there is plenty
of water available, IF more of us adopted the techniques the local NRCS extension agents
recommend. So, those who are pushing for the LPP are grossly incorrect in stating we "don't
have enough water". I know there is a lot available IF we use what we have more efficiently.
Furthermore, I've spent thousands of dollars to improve my water systems; it would then be a
travesty for me to lose my irrigation water rights, and pay more, just because others are not
willing to adopt better practices.
Secondly I've been able to continue farming efficiently using less water, and with little or no
runoff, and using less land for farming, while getting a better yield. That should be the goal,
NOT building a boondoggle that will cost increased water fees I can't afford... I am retired, and
losing my land or water rights for increased growth would likely force me to sell out. I'm trying
to leave my place for the next generation, intact and cost-effective. The LPP would likely upset
all my plans and those of other neighbors as well who are small farmers who are trying to leave a
legacy for their kids.
Finally, in a previous career, I was a climate scientist. I bought land here over 27 years ago to be
my retirement home, but also to help preserve ecosystems, wildlife and native plants along the
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river, and to do something tangible about combatting climate change. I've seen the climate
trends get more stark here in the Zion Corridor; the normally strong monsoon seasons are less
sure, and summer heat waves are longer and more severe. So what is happening in climate
change is real; I see it every year getting worse. And more of my neighbors also are
experiencing this reality. This is not theory... it's real. So, I know that the LPP promises about
the future of water availability in the Colorado Basin is a schimera that is scientifically bogus
and it's immoral to promise "water availability" that is simply not there.
This is reality, and you folks know better than to even consider allowing the LPP to
proceed. This is not politics, but the life and legacy of the next generation. Do NOT allow this
travesty to happen.
Thank you.
Robert Ford
Smallholder farmer and former climate scientist at USDA/USAID
143 East Grafton Road
Rockville Utah 84763
Mobile tel. 909-363-6332
Web: geobobford.com
Email: geobobford@gmail.com
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I strongly oppose the LPP Project for the following reasons:
We live in a desert environment and it is absurd that our water usage in the county is 301
GPCD! It is even more absurd that our local Washington County Water Conservation District
(WCWCD) believes that it is doing a good/adequate job of promoting conservation. Every day I
see water being wasted as I walk around my neighborhood….running off of people’s yards into
the drainage ditch, people watering their lawns on a hot and/or windy afternoon, etc. People here
seem to have NO IDEA about true water conservation and they don’t seem to care about it at
all. The WCWCD has done a very poor job of educating the public about the need for
conservation (if they have really even tried at all) and an even poorer job of explaining the
details of the need for the LPP. They do not directly answer reasonable questions from the public
but seem to just repeat the same sales pitch and we are expected to just take their word for
everything.
There are so many things wrong with/missing from the BOR that I’m not sure where to start so
I’ll start here:







The BOR must consider a reasonable water conservation alternative.
The BOR must evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed pipeline that would avoid or
minimize adverse effects. It is not reasonable to reject water conservation alternatives because
they do not provide a “second source” of water. Since the BOR is requiring a “second
source” of water, it must show that a “second source” of water is reliable; that water will be
available in Lake Powell and that the LPP can be a permanent water supply.
The BOR must expect water use for Washington County that is similar to the current reality
in, and achievements by, other southwest communities. Water conservation alternatives
could be implemented incrementally at lower cost and with greater reliability, obviating the
need for the LPP altogether; such water conservation practices have been very successful in
other western cities
The BOR must include all future water supplies from municipal and other sources and must
use reasonable assumptions—not 100 percent—for agricultural water conversions. Just
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because BOR, as the permitting agency, or the Washington County Water Conservation
District (WCWCD), as a water wholesaler, cannot require strict water conservation practices,
doesn’t mean that water conservation cannot be implemented by retail water providers to
dramatically reduce demand
In addition to conservation, the issue of whether or not Lake Powell will even have the water we
have the “rights” has never been fully addressed. It is well-known that the water has been overallocated from the start but this is never addressed. Having the “rights” to something that
doesn’t exist is useless.
Also, Utah doesn’t have approval to move this LPP water right from the Upper Basin to the
Lower Basin. Consequently, before approving the LPP, Utah must secure the permission from
the other Colorado River states and the Congress to transfer water from the Upper Basin to use in
the Lower Basin, as required by the Colorado River Compact. T DEIS must include a
requirement that Utah secures the necessary permissions before approving the Lake Powell
Pipeline.
I could go on and on with the things that are wrong with this whole project but I’ll just leave it at
this point. As someone who has lived in a desert environment her whole life and was raised on
the importance of water conservation, this whole idea of the LPP is just insane. We have always
xeriscaped our landscapes and used native plants whenever possible. We are always aware of
our water usage and that is what seems to be missing in most people who live here. It boggles
my mind that there are “officials” who believe this is a good idea! Why do they not see these
issues? Or, if they do, why do they not address them and communicate it to the public? Educate
us, don’t just tell us to “trust you”.
Ilene Bandringa
Hurricane, Utah
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I have long been aware of plans to build a Lake Powell Pipeline to deliver water to Washington
county. I n the '90s I was part of the Utah Water Conservation Advisory Board. I did not think it
was a reasonable proposal at that time, given the cost. However, there was water in the river
then. I remember launching a boat at Hite, which would no longer be possible at that exact
point of entry. The river is a trickle of what it once was.
I am told St. George uses more water--in a desert--than any place in the country. Certainly
more than Salt Lake City, and at an average 303 gallons per person per day, it doesn't remotely
compare to water use on the Navajo Indian reservation. Some Navajos must scale down to 1
gallon per day, so I am wondering why St. George needs 303.
The 29 basin tribes have been given priority rights to 20% of Colorado River water. If they
choose to take this allotment, there will be no additional water for Washington County, given
the increasing warming of the climate. That is, unless Washington County takes the water
which supplies Los Angeles, which would lead to a national disaster. It is projected that the
Colorado River flows will decrease 9-15% by 2060. So why build a pipeline costing billions of
dollars, which will be defunct in a few decades? To Utah taxpayers, there is no positive gain for
this project--only significant debt.
Thank you
Jan Ellen burton
1340 Gilmer Drive
SLC UT 84105
801-583-4342
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
As a resident of St. George and a Utah taxpayer, I am strongly opposed to the proposed Lake
Powell Pipeline (LPP).
Topic 1: BOR introduced an arbitrary new “requirement” that Washington County must have
a “second source” of water.
Why did the Bureau of reclamation suddenly decide that the entire Virgin River watershed was
not sufficient to meet the needs of Washington County? Water conservation is a viable and much
more affordable alternative to the multi-billion dollar LPP. Washington county is filled with
homes with green Kentucky Bluegrass lawns which are totally unsuitable to a desert
environment. Cities like Albuquerque, Phoenix, Tucson, and San Diego use far less water per
household because they have chosen suitable landscaping rather than eastern U.S. green lawns.
We could easily adapt to much more appropriate landscaping that would use far less water and
be much less hassle than requiring extensive and expensive irrigation systems.
When requiring a second water source, the BOR ignores the well documented reductions in
Colorado River flows. Colorado River water users already face shortages and with scientifically
documented climate disruption, future droughts will be more severe resulting in lower Colorado
River flows. The Colorado River will not be able to sustain current flows to the lower basin
states even without the proposed withdrawals for the LPP. The BOR can build the pipeline but
can’t guarantee any water will be available to fill the pipe.
As I ride my bike around St. George and Santa Clara, I am shocked to see people watering their
lawns on Christmas day… yes, December 25! It is absurd to water one’s lawn in the winter using
a misting sprinkler system that evaporates half of the water. Conservation is so much easier and
less expensive! Yes, this comment is linked to Topic 2 but all the reasons for NOT building the
LPP are related.
Topic 2: BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable, reasonable water conservation
alternative.
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As mentioned above, there is tremendous potential for water conservation in Washington
County. Why are developers still building homes with extensive grass lawns? We live in a desert,
not the eastern U.S. Las Vegas, Phoenix, Tucson, and other desert cities have demonstrated the
economic viability of paying homeowners to replace water-thirsty lawns with suitable
xeriscaping. It is sheer folly to ignore successful water conservation programs in other southwest
cities.
There are plenty of older homes and businesses (and likely buildings on the DSU campus) with
old water-thirsty toilets and showers. When I first started swimming at the St. George Aquatic
Center I was shocked at the copious amounts of water coming from the showerheads in the
women’s showers. There was no way to adjust the amount of water, only an adjustment for
temperature. I observed women standing for 15-20 minutes (the time it took me to shower,
change, dry my hair and leave) having lengthy conversations in the showers. When I contacted
the Washington County Water Conservancy District to suggest the need for water-saving shower
heads I was told: Sure! They could provide the water conserving shower heads. Lo and behold
the new shower heads were installed and I’m sure the showers use far less water. Such a simple
thing. Why had no one thought about this before? Obviously, water is far too cheap. How many
other pools, gyms, and school locker facilities have out-dated water-wasting shower heads? This
is just one example of the potential for water conservation!
Another factor encouraging profligate water use (beside the abundant green lawns and outdoor
fountains all over town) is the ultra low water rates. Other desert cities have progressive water
rates where a reasonable amount of water is very cheap (so everyone can afford necessary
water) and then increases progressively to higher rates as more water is used. So much of this
water is for outdoor landscaping, not for necessities of living. There is a home on Dixie Dr. just
up the road and on the same side as Cottonwood Park that has an immense lawn (perhaps a
couple of football fields) that is watered throughout the winter. Maybe they are incredibly
wealthy and could afford whatever the price of water, but for most Washington county residents,
a reasonable progressive water rate would encourage conservation.
Again, a second water source beyond the Virgin river drainage is not needed; simple water
conservation and an appropriate progressive price structure is needed. The Colorado River is
NOT a reliable second source due to its over-allocation.
The Southern Nevada Water Authority SNWA website https://www.snwa.com/ shows how
committed they are to water conservation. There is SO MUCH more that the Washington County
water district could do to encourage conservation! “Trade in your grass for cash!” “What is
useless grass?” Our community could save 12 billion gallons of water a year by getting rid of
useless grass.
Topic 3: BOR artificially inflates Washington County’s need for water.
BOR does not reconcile their assumptions about Washington County’s future water demand per
capita to other areas in the southwestern United States where less water is used. As mentioned
above, desert cities such as Las Vegas, Tucson, Phoenix, and San Diego have encouraged water
conservation through progressive rates, incentives to replace grass with xeriscaping, and public
education. Washington County could learn a lot from other desert cities and use far less water.
Future homes should be landscaped with desert vegetation rather than Kentucky blue grass. This
should be a mandate for developers to provide water-saving landscaping. Yes, small areas of
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grass are suitable but not the extensive lawns we see today. Who needs grass in their front yard
where no one is playing of relaxing?
Topic 4: Under state law, all Utahns would be responsible for $2 billion or more of public debt
if the Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed.
Wow! As a fiscal conservative in a fiscally responsible state it blows my mind that the state
legislature approved the LPP. Gradually Wasatch Front residents are being informed through
letters to the editor (and social media) of their responsibility to finance the folly of a green desert
in St. George. Sure, people want green golf courses, but the rest of the state sure doesn’t want to
subsidize green lawns in St. George.
It won’t take long for the word to get out of how fiscally irresponsible the LPP proposal is for
the rest of the state, let alone Washington County residents. The impact of bonding for this
project and the waste of state funds will be grist for politicians in the rest of the state. Once the
word gets out that all Utahns will be paying much higher taxes to subsidize Washington County,
the deal will be sealed. The LPP would be a millstone that will encumber state bonding capacity
for decades, which means less funding for as education, highways, and public health. Speaking
of public health, the state is expecting a large budget shortfall due to COVID-19 pandemic costs
and decreasing tax revenue. Even with a vaccine, the impacts of COVID-19 will be a drag on the
economy for years to come.
As a university educator I am appalled at the low salaries for Utah K-12 teachers. As a family
economist I understand the value of the health insurance and retirement benefits as part of the
compensation package, but Utah has been losing teachers to other state and other employment
within Utah for many years. With the added stress and health risks of Covid-19, we will have an
even harder time attracting teachers to work in Utah. Adequately funding education is Utah is a
FAR higher priority for me than subsidizing green lawns and outdoor fountains in St. George.
Topic 5: The LPP water right appears to violate 1922 Colorado River Compact.
I know Dr. Jack Schmidt and many of the other water researchers at Utah State University.
Although this is not my area of expertise, I recognize and honor the work being done by Utah
scientists to address the problems of over-allocation of the Colorado River. Utah doesn’t have
approval of the lower basin states to move this LPP water right from the Upper Basin to the
Lower Basin. Before getting approval for the LPP, Utah must secure the permission from the
other Colorado River states and Congress to transfer water from the Upper Basin to use in the
Lower Basin, as required by the Colorado River Compact. It is beyond laughable to expect the
lower basin states to approve accepting less water when they are facing serious drought. I’ve
heard Pat Mulroy, the former director of the Southern Nevada Water Authority, speak. Talk
about a pit bull! There is NO WAY her successor or any other lower basin water director would
agree to giving up water to Utah for the LPP.
The Southern Nevada Water Authority SNWA website https://www.snwa.com/ shows how
committed they are to water conservation. There is SO MUCH more that the Washington County
water district could do to encourage conservation.
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Topic 6: Utah has already allocated water rights to more than 100% of the physical water
within its Colorado River watershed, meaning senior (older) rights will likely prevent use of
the LPP water right during current and future droughts.
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As I’ve acknowledged, there is plenty of overlap among the reasons why the proposed LPP is
absurd. As mentioned above the people responsible for ensuring the lower basin states get their
share of water (which they are used to using and totally averse to giving up) are like Pat Mulroy.
They were hired and retained because they are dedicated to ensuring sufficient water so their
customers can continue to use the amounts of water to which they have become accustomed.
There is no way they would be willing to allow Utah to claim its secondary water right for the
LPP. These people are very well paid and depend on keeping the water flowing to keep their
jobs. Further, the lower basin members of Congress have one goal in mind: reelection. That
means they would never approve diverting water from the Colorado River to upper basin states.
With severe drought expected to continue, it is delusional to expect any support for the LPP from
lower basin states. We would expect Utah Congress members to put up a similar fight to protect
water if the tables were turned.
Topic 7: A quagga mussel infestation would threaten the pipeline, local reservoirs, municipal
infrastructure, businesses, and homes, and reduce our water quality.
Every time I take my kayak to Idaho or Wyoming it must be inspected for mussels and I pay a
yearly fee for the privilege, so I am very well aware of the problem. Building a pipeline to bring
mussels to Washington County would be foolhardy. The problem is real and there is no way to
prevent the mussels from clogging the pipeline. End of story.
Topic 8: Federal lands are owned by all Americans and the EIS should look beyond economics
to protect public lands for future generations.
There is no disputing that the LPP infrastructure would scar the scenic beauty of desert
landscapes, disturb wildlife, and expose archeological and cultural sites along its route. One of
the reasons we live in Washington County is for the natural beauty and access to outdoor
recreation.
The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts to Mojave desert tortoises is insufficient to meet the need of
protecting these threatened animals. I had the delightful experience of seeing a granddaddy
ancient, huge, desert tortoise this spring. It is such a vulnerable animal. We humans are already
trespassing on their habitat to a great extent; we don’t need to disturb them further to the point
of extinction. Their habitat is threatened; the infrastructure for the pipeline will encroach on
desert tortoise habit and be an ugly mar of the magnificent views.
My husband and I ride a BMW 1200GS motorcycle. Our longest trip (so far) was to Cape Breton
Island, Nova Scotia Canada. While we saw some lovely scenery crossing the U.S. and in the
Maritime provinces, nothing compares with the pristine views along the pipeline route. The
scenery across southern Utah/N. Arizona along the pipeline corridor never fails to inspire awe,
even after multiple trips through this iconic landscape. I would hate to see it marred by the
pipeline and attendant infrastructure.
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In addition, recognizing the climate disruption is the number one risk to our lifestyle and planet,
despite the current Covid pandemic, it is critical to acknowledge the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from LPP cement. I’m a member of the Citizens Climate Lobby, St. George
Chapter, and well aware of the damage of cement production to our precarious climate. The
amount of energy to be expended to build, maintain and run the pipeline is horrifying.
Topic 9: BOR uses a concept called “benefits transfer” to justify the entire cost of the LPP.
As family economist I have sufficient economics training and experience to recognize the shaky
economics rationale for the LPP. The DEIS provides an estimate of benefit due to water
reliability of $1.879 but, it doesn’t give any analysis of the reliability of the project. It assumes it
is 100% reliable, and it is not. With climate change, demand from the lower basin states, and
progressively lower levels in lake Powell, there is no guarantee that any water would flow
through the pipeline if it were built. The economic argument for the LPP is shaky at best and
ludicrous in reality.
Sincerely,
Jean M. Lown, Ph.D. (Emeritus, Utah State University)
435-760-2392
jean.lown@usu.edu
225 N. Country Lane
St. George, UT 84770

Respect science, respect nature, respect each other.
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
I wish to submit a comment critical of the LPP, specifically, a strong
objection to the failure of the DEIS because it contains no provision "to
compel Washington County residents to modify, change or curtail" their
current level of water usage.
We are 'natives' of the East Coast who moved to St. George in 2018. We
were surprised and disappointed by the absence of any serious water
conservation program in St. George/Washington County. Even back east,
where abundance of water is a more common problem than a dearth, there
is emphasis on and publicity
encouraging water conservation. We have xeriscaped our yard (except for
the amount of lawn mandated by our HOA). We initiated this voluntarily
after realizing the unsustainability of the current level of water usage and
the sky-rocketing demands of the near future as a consequence of the area's
rapid and poorly-planned growth.
Sincerely,
Jan Morris
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
The BOR’s plan to mitigate impacts to Mojave desert tortoises is insufficient to meet the need
of protecting these threatened animals.
 The DEIS only considers impacts within one mile of the pipeline, which is insufficient as it
omits completely the impact of the necessary infrastructure that has to be built to support the
pipeline.
 The BOR failed to consider the value of pristine land lost and scarred for future generations.
 The BOR must assess economic effects of lost scenic values on tourism and major events in
the region.
 The BOR omits the effects of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LPP cement.
This Pipeline is a bad idea!!


-Jeanine Kuhn-Coker
LWVSL President
jkuhncoker@gmail.com
801-808-5097

1041-1
1041-2

1041-3
1041-4
1041-5

1042
1042-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jonathon McNeill <jonathonmcneill@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 11:01 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Public comment for proposed Lake Powell
Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Hi,
I am submitting a public comment regarding the Lake Powell Pipeline:
The fact remains simple that you can't outgrow your available resources. This isn't a question of
whether or not this is a minimally impactful project or not. This is a question of unchecked
sprawl and growth by a community that does not have the resources to do so. We see it often in
the southwest: towns that outgrow their resources reaching out to take more and more resources
to accommodate growth. When does it stop? When do we say that growth isn't a factor in driving
need? The fact is we live in a desert environment with limited resources. We don't have the
luxury of unchecked growth because we have limited resources. Unfortunately the thinking is
often backwards; we expect that if we grow more, our allotment of resources becomes greater.
Rather, we need to understand that we can only get as big as our resources allow. This pipeline is
irresponsible and sets a dangerous precedent for future areas that feel entitled to unchecked
growth and expansion.
Thank you,
Jonathon McNeill
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am writing to register my opposition to the proposed Lake Powell pipeline. As I
understand our situation, there are many people who depend upon the water we are
proposing to redistribute, including quite a few not in Utah. Many of these folks have
implemented water-saving measures that we have yet to try, as we prefer to seize more
of what should be shared resource. Perhaps it is time for us to learn how to live with the
land, and our neighbors, without taking more than nature has provided.
Sincerely,
Joseph Miller
970 Eastgate Drive
Provo, UT 84606
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
It is unbelievable that suffering as we are worldwide the effects of increased average
temperatures that we should be considering sending more of the Colorado River's already
depleted water to a County that has apparently made no effort to reduce their very wasteful
water usage - our most precious resource that we can do something about preserving. The
impact on the environment and everybody and everything that lives off it, and the
further desecration of ancestral lands which are so deeply meaningful to the Native
Americans living there is a terrible and completely unacceptable price-tag to pay to send rare
resources to an area where apparently they - including the water itself - are not valued to the
very great degree which they deserve. If this project ever made sense, it certainly does not
now. In any case, it certainly appears that the usual requirements of an EIS to conform to NEPA
have been put aside. As a Colorado citizen/taxpayer I object most strongly to this EIS being
submitted to promote a project which should itself be scrapped as outdated and just not
workable. Let us instead put our financial resources (far less than that required to build this
pipeline) into education to the public - particularly that of Washington County - as to the
essential job of preserving our vanishing water supplies.
Respectfully,
Janet K Kilbride
148 Cardinal Way Unit A
Longmont, CO 80501
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Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
We are writing to express our strong opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline Project.
Water, a very precious resource, should be conserved is before we spend billIons of
dollars on a water pipeline. The BOR arbitrarily dropped consideration of a viable,
reasonable water conservation alternative. We are very concerned that conservation is
not the first step in solving the water issue.
Our concerns with the Draft EIS are as follows:










BOR declares every alternative must provide 86,000 AFY of water (from a “second
source” outside the Virgin River watershed), based on their assumptions of 2075
population of 594,660, 240 GPCD, and a “system loss” of 15.4%.
BOR’s calculations appear to be contrived to show that conservation is not
economically feasible; that any “conservation-only” alternative is too expensive. Las
Vegas, a much larger city than Saint George, provided tax incentives for its residence
to convert their private yards into xeriscape. This proved to be a popular and
successful way to conserve water.
The BOR writes, “The DEIS has been prepared in response to the Proposed [Lake
Powell Pipeline] Project and does not attempt to compel Washington County
residents to modify, change, or curtail their current culture, lifestyle or social
expectations.” (DEIS page 15) We live “downhill” from a condominium complex which
includes a lot of grass. Everyday we witness tens of thousands of gallons run through
the gutters and into the storm drain. This is an unreasonable and wasteful daily
occurrence in a desert community.
BOR unreasonably asserts that meeting a demand of 176 GPCD, as proposed in the
Local Waters Alternative, that relies only on the Virgin River watershed, would
require extensive xeriscaping, including converting existing homes, and 100%
conversion of agricultural water use to M&I use, which is not the case.
BOR lauds Washington County for reducing GPCD by 30 percent since 2000, but
then expects it will take until 2045 to achieve only modest further reductions (to 240
GPCD) and expects no improvement thereafter.
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Why this is a problem:
The county’s excessive water use—302 gallons per capita per day (GPCD)—is more
than twice that of Phoenix and nearly three times that of Tucson. We personally
witness this as thousands of gallons of water flows past our house and either
evaporates or flows into the storm drain.
 In 2015, Washington County used 302 GPCD; by reducing demand just 1% each
year we could eliminate the need for 86,000 acre-feet of additional water by 2060,
even using BOR’s population projections.
 BOR failed to honestly explore reasonable alternatives such as those relying on
water conservation, which were requested by many people during scoping.
 Water conservation alternatives could be implemented incrementally at lower cost
and with greater reliability, obviating the need for the LPP altogether; such water
conservation practices have been very successful in other western cities.
 Water conservation has been shown by other communities (such as the Southern
Nevada Water Authority) to be much less expensive and less risky than investing in
water transfers from remote basins and sources.


My husband and I have xeriscape in our yard. We use a drip system and Thus use very
little water. My yard is beautiful and both aesthetically and water conservation
appropriate for a desert community.
Water conservation must come before the expense and I’ll-fated Lake Powell Pipeline.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns,

Bruce and Karen Wathen
Saint George, Utah
Karenwathen@hotmail.com
Sent from my iPhone
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1046-1 Other
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Klein <karenbklein@sbcglobal.net>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 4:08 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am seriously concerned about the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) and the possible
effects it may have on public lands for many years, and entire generations, to come. I have
enjoyed recreating in these areas for a long time, as have my children. There is nothing like this
special, scenic area. I would hope that any American resident, as well any tourist from around
the world, would have find the same safe, beautiful place here to visit and enjoy -- while showing
respect for the local animals, plants, and cultural and archaeological sites here.
The LPP's construction, maintenance and infrastructure would harm this area in many ways,
especially when compared to conservation alternatives, which would have little or no
effect. These LPP negatives include: the large-scale excavation of soils, the negative impact on
the already-stressed Mojave desert tortoise, and the addition of six ugly hydroelectric plants and
five pump stations (with power lines, poles, grids, parking lots, lights, paved roads, fencing,
tanks, etc.) which ruin the pristine beauty, affect tourism and disturb wildlife and ancient
cultural and archaeological areas. Tourism and outdoor recreation are a large part of Utah's
economy. The addition of these many eyesores would create a negative impact on the incomes on
many local businesses in a wide band across southern Utah. The mitigation proposals contained
in the LPP, particularly for the desert tortoise, are insufficient, considering the already
precarious condition of these animals.
We all, as taxpaying Americans, "own" these public lands and must protect them for now and the
future. We must look very seriously at alternatives that minimize damage to the environment, as
intended by the National Environmental Policy Act. The Bureau of Reclamation must begin
by correcting and revising the Draft Environmental Impact Survey with accurate, thorough and
unbiased information -- before seriously considering a major project like the LPP.
Sincerely,
Karen Klein
karenbklein@sbcglobal.net
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1047-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Golic <kgolic@comcast.net>
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 9:15 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I travel to Utah 2 to 3 times every year and have been doing so for over 40
years. I have run/rafted/kayaked rivers including Desolation and Gray Canyons of
the Green, and the Colorado through, Westwater, Canyonlands and the Grand
Canyon. I have hiked, backpacked, camped and mountain biked all over Southern
Utah and recreated on and at Lake Powell. These are all special places and very
lean when it comes to water.
Allocating water that is already over allocated and really does not exist should be
enough reason to prevent this pipeline from being constructed. Senior water
rights in Utah and the overall Coloado River Watershed should be also considered
and make this an unacceptable project.
Thanks for your consideration.
kgolic@comcast.net
425-831-5195
13705 460th CT SE
North Bend, WA 98045

1047-1

1048
1048-1 Colorado River Compact(s)
From: Laura Stinger <laura.stinger@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 12:09 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] comment on DEIS for Powell lake pipeline

1048-2 Water Supply

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

This statement is not only not thorough, it fails to be transparent for public comment and therefore the
project cannot move forward without more review.
Not only are major sections redacted regarding the cost of this project, the report fails to ask if there is
enough water to support its purported flow without breaking the Colorado River compact.
The Western Water Assessment shows that most scientists agree the Colorado River flow will decrease
10-20% in the next few decades causing a minimum 3.2 million acre-foot water demand supply
imbalance.
Perhaps, to prepare for the effects of climate change, instead of focusing on more misguided and
expensive mega infrastructure projects, the state should engage in water use reduction and
conservation, subsidizing drought resistant landscaping, rain water catchment, and low flow toilets.
Thank you for your time.

Sent from my iPhone

1048-1
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1049-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MITCH DION <mitchdion@sbcglobal.net>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 10:14 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
As someone who has witnessed the explosive growth of the St. George region over these past 30
years, I am reminded of our experiences in California. Economic interests that wanted growth at
any cost have resulted in some water projects that we know truly regret in terms of the negative
impact on the environment and the sustainability and 'livability' of our communities.
I am saddened to see Southern Utah going down the same road. I believe this project will saddle
Washington County residents with public debt for a project with debatable benefits.
Conservation works! Here in California our large urban areas have been completely stable on
water usage, even with our growing population. Per capita use is half of the St. George area in
some regions. This is the best choice for Southern Utah, as it is well know that the county uses
more water per capita than almost any region in the Western US. The Bureau of Reclamation
needs to look at reasonable alternatives such as those relying on water conservation, which could
be implemented incrementally at lower cost and with greater reliability.
The Pipeline is a waste of taxpayer money when there are better alternatives.
Thank you for your consideration.
Mitch Dion

1049-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ROBERT RICHARDS <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 8:07 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

It is my belief that many other alternatives are available as resources for water and existing water
conservation. When a new home buyer is expected to pay over $10,000 to this Water
Conservancy District, its become an unnecessary scam and a misappropriation of funds all in the
name of the "Lake Powell Pipeline". There's no way a pipeline can, should or needs to come
from Lake Powell to service the southwestern area / Washington County. The cost is
astronomical, property owners between here and there ALL must agree and if not, then there's
litigation and endless means of nothing except legal fees paid to fight for something that we do
not need. Use other resources instead and curtail the need of this cash cow facade organization
called the Washington County Water Conservancy District.
Sincerely,
ROBERT RICHARDS
Bob@BuyUtah.com
84790

1065
1065-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Seth R Foster <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 3:53 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The potential of drought and its effects on our current water resources and supply. The fact that
we live in a desert and have a considerable amount of continued growth and expansion is
continually increasing our demand for stable water sources.
Sincerely,
Seth R Foster
Seth@ahhomes.com
84737
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alan Hall <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:26 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

All (meaning 100%) of the power required to run the pipeline should be from carbon-free
electricity. If such electricity is not available, the pipeline should not be allowed to operate.
Sincerely,
Alan Hall
ahall@rodey.com
87107

1082
1082-1 Water Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Seth R Foster <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:27 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The potential of drought and its effects on our current water resources and supply. The fact that
we live in a desert and have a considerable amount of continued growth and expansion is
continually increasing our demand for stable water sources.
Sincerely,
Seth R Foster
Seth@ahhomes.com
84737
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1084-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Skyler Stephens <no-reply@washco.utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 1:52 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

The 2006 Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act states that the project will be funded by the
state of Utah and repaid by water users, as has been done for more than 1,000 water projects
completed throughout Utah. The project is not dependent on federal funding.
The draft EIS confirms that the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD)
would have sufficient revenue to repay the state based on the Kem C. Gardner Institute's
population projections. This is consistent with the analysis conducted by the WCWCD as well as
the 2019 audit performed by the Office of the Legislative Auditor General for the State of Utah.
The WCWCD has a financial strategy to gradually increase impact fees, water rates and limited
property taxes to repay the state. If fully implemented, the strategy would generate more than $6
billion in incremental revenue to pay for needed water infrastructure, including the Lake Powell
Pipeline. However, the strategy will only be carried out to the extent needed to meet the
WCWCD's actual financial obligations. The district will look at engineering and construction
efficiencies to minimize borrowing costs and potential financial impacts to taxpayers.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is part of Washington County's comprehensive water supply plan,
which also includes additional water conservation, reuse and agricultural water transfers.
Meeting future water demands without the Lake Powell Pipeline is projected to be more
expensive than building the project, and alternatives will not diversify our single water source as
noted in the EIS.
I support the completion of the EIS for the Lake Powell Pipeline and recognize it is an essential
and affordable project for southern Utah. Please issue a Record of Decision for the Southern
Alternative.
Sincerely,
Skyler Stephens
Skyler@sunriver.com
84790

1084-1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sindy Smith <sindysmith@utah.gov>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 4:30 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comments: Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS
Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS 03SEPT20.pdf

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Rick,
Please see attached comments concerning the Lake Powell Pipeline project.
Thank you,
Sindy
--

Sindy Smith

RDCC Coordinator

Resource Development Coordinating Committee
Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office
Capitol Complex
5110 State Office Building
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
sindysmith@utah.gov
Mobile: 385-522-0007

This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
privileged or confidential information. Unauthorized use, distribution, review or
disclosure is prohibited.
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Office of the Governor
PUBLIC LANDS POLICY COORDINATING OFFICE

State of Utah

KATHLEEN CLARKE
Director

GARY R. HERBERT
Governor
SPENCER J. COX
Lieutenant Governor

September 3, 2020

Submitted via email: lpp@usbr.gov
Rick Baxter
Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, Utah 84606
Subject: Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS
RDCC Project No. 74483
Dear Mr. Baxter:
The State of Utah (State) has reviewed the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The State supports the Southern Alternative, the
preferred alternative. The Lake Powell Pipeline project is needed to ensure reliable water
deliveries for the growing population in Washington County. The State provided scoping
comments January 9, 2020, and incorporates those comments by reference. In collaboration
with the Utah Department of Agriculture and Food (UDAF), the State provides the following
comments for your consideration.
The past decade Washington County has seen a statistically significant increase in
population making it the county with the most rapid growth rate in the state, according to a
2019 report from the University of Utah. 1 The Lake Powell Pipeline project would diversify
and enhance water resources for Utah’s fastest growing county and driest region. Agriculture
production is a significant portion of Washington County’s landscape and local economy.
Farm land produces food and preserves rural communities. In Washington and Kane counties
alone livestock production earnings generate over $11.6 million per year. 2 Water scarcity has
1
2

https://gardner.utah.edu/wp-content/uploads/Projections-BriefFinal.pdf?_ga=2.49581158.1946316945.1599056658-1782225635.1599056657
Economic Profile System. 2018. Agriculture Report. Headwater Economics

1105
Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS
September 3, 2020
Page 2

1105-2 Mitigation

a direct impact on irrigated agriculture as well as livestock, and an indirect impact on food
processing industries.

1105-2 Grazing and Rangeland Management

The Virgin River is the sole source of Washington County water. The water is fully
appropriated for agricultural use. With the growing municipal water demand, the County will
have no other option but to buy water rights from agriculture operations and to convert them
for municipal use. This will inevitably lead to the decline of agricultural operations and
production.
Utah hay products enjoy a significant, comparative advantage because of its worldclass quality. If agricultural water rights are converted, the irrigation water used for hay
would have such low quality and come from remote areas. This would require expensive
regional water systems to transport water to urban areas at great environmental cost.
Aggressive agricultural transfers ignore the many challenges and shortcomings of such an
option, which include poor water quality and associated high treatment costs, as well as the
loss of local agricultural production and reliance on nonrenewable groundwater resources.
The Lake Powell Pipeline Project is a superior strategy for securing Washington County’s
future water demand.
Agriculture producers remain the backbone of society, not only affording reliable food
supplies, but also economic stimulus. Agriculture production relies on suitable water, land,
and climate. In arid regions such as southwestern Utah, agricultural viability requires that the
land and water be bound together, with food production as the most direct and primary
beneficial use of agricultural water.
The Utah Division of Water Resources plans to develop the Lake Powell Pipeline on
behalf of the residents of Washington County. The Division proposes using a portion of
Utah’s Colorado River allocation as established in the 1922 Colorado River Compact and
water rights held by the State and Washington County Water Conservancy District. The
pipeline would provide 86,000 acre-feet of water per year to support current and future
municipal uses without the County diverting water away from agriculture production.
The State appreciates the mitigation measures for livestock grazing. The Draft EIS
emphasizes the importance of avoiding negative impacts to grazing throughout this process.
The State recommends the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) to collaborate with livestock
grazing permittees prior to construction in areas within grazing allotments to ensure no
reduction in Animal Unit Months (AUM) occur prior to, during, or after the construction. If
the project areas do require a temporary reduction in AUMs, the Bureau should designate
areas where affected permittees can increase AUMs temporarily to offset any losses due to
construction.

Likewise, the State values the implementation of Section 3.4.1.2, Environmental
Protection Measures, that states “to protect grazing livestock by ensuring access to water
sources, repairing or replacing damaged range improvements (e.g., fences, pipelines, corrals),

5110 State Office Building, PO Box 141107, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 · telephone 801-537-9801
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Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft EIS
September 3, 2020
Page 3
installing temporary fencing and cattle guards, and providing access to the livestock
throughout the construction period.” These environmental protection measures are important
and necessary to ensure the sustainable multiple use of public lands.
The State appreciates the opportunity to provide comment and encourages the Bureau
to complete its work, support the Southern Alternative as the preferred alternative in the Final
EIS, and issue its Record of Decision in a timely manner. Thank you for considering the
State’s comments on the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline project Draft EIS. Please call or
email if you have further questions.
Sincerely,

Kathleen Clarke
Director

5110 State Office Building, PO Box 141107, Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-1107 · telephone 801-537-9801
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1106-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Soren Andersen <sorenqman@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 7:31 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Powell pipeline comment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Absolutely YES on the pipeline project. I grew up in Utah always praying for rain/water. The
need has never abated. We lived in California for 7 years and I learned that, despite their many
shortcomings, they recognized many many years ago that water was essential to
survival. Nothing would please them more than for Utah to abandon this opportunity to use its
apportioned share of the Colorado River water resource. Nevada & Arizona likewise. Utah
cannot be so shortsidely foolish as to not develop this resource.
-Soren Andersen
324 S 800 W
Hurricane, Ut 84737
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1107-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: SR FC gmail <srfrenchconversation@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 10:08 AM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

thank you for asking
come up with rules about golf courses
less grass, are native bushes, trees, sand, dirt and rocks
less water PLEASE

1107-1
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1108-1 Visual Resources
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephen Trimble <steve@stephentrimble.net>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 2:41 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Dear Bureau of Reclamation:
I am deeply concerned about the environmental effects of the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline.
This unnecessary and destructive pipeline really shouldn’t be built at all. A conservation
alternative that models water conservation in Washington County on a par with Las Vegas would
create little or no damage.
I write as a private citizen. I also serve on the board of Grand Staircase Escalante Partners, but
I’m not speaking for the organization. I know this country. I’ve hiked here, I’ve driven through
many times, and I value its extraordinary wildness and thrilling journeys through the heart of the
open-space West.
All Americans own these public lands, and those of us who live in southern Utah have the
additional responsibility of protecting these lands we know so well. Your Bureau is required by
law to minimize damage to this natural environment. The preferred alternative does no such
thing.
The Bureau must adequately assess the impacts on the regional economy of such damage.
Industrializing the U.S. 89 corridor across Grand Staircase ignores the scenic value (and crucial
value to the local economy) of this drive for the millions of annual visitors. Compromising these
pristine viewscapes is both unwise and illegal. Infrastructure construction will disturb wildlife
and damage cultural resources. Limiting your consideration of impact to just a one-mile corridor
is clearly insufficient, given the expansive views that draw tourists here from all over the world.
As a professional photographer, these views have a direct impact on my work and livelihood.
That impact is decidedly negative, and the Bureau has not taken this into account.

1108-1
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The preferred alternative does not adequately address or mitigate the destruction of Mojave
desert tortoise habitat. You do not adequately acknowledge the damage to desert soils and
biological soil crust—so crucial to preventing erosion. With so much disturbance, increased
atmospheric dust blowing eastward will only add to our dust-on-snow problems and exacerbate
the early snowmelt issues in the Colorado River basin.
Climate change has southern Utah in its crosshairs. Heat and drought will only become larger
problems. The DEIS omits the effects of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LPP cement. If
the Bureau looked fully at the exacerbations of the preferred alternative on climate change, I’m
sure you would choose the conservation (and conservative) alternative.
Do not let down future generations. Do not proceed with planning without giving this
environmental damage full weight.
Sincerely,
Stephen Trimble, P.O. Box 750090, Torrey, UT 84775
www.stephentrimble.net
801-819-2448

1108-2 Alternatives
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1109-1 Alternatives
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Suez Jacobson <suezjacobson@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 1:11 PM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline DEIS

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

Please reconsider the alternatives in your draft environmental impact statement.
First, in a drought-stricken west, we should approach water problems with a
conservation strategy as a top priority, which none of the three alternatives does.
We cannot continue to steal water from Peter for Paul’s desert living in the face
of climate change. We know the Colorado River is tapped out, and the situation
will not improve. And we know from other communities that conservation
measures work. I ask you also to consider the irreparable harm this pipeline will
inflict on cultural sites in the area. Native American voices need to be heard and
heeded. You would not put a pipeline through your own sacred landscapes and
burial grounds. It’s just not right. Nor is it right to downplay the impact on the
ecosystems which provide habitat for hundreds of living creatures. Finally, the
cost to Utah residents is too high. That’s why I find the DEIS “Purpose and Need”
statement inadequate. We need an alternative based on conservation and
sustainability in today’s hotter, drier world.
Thank you for listening.
Susan Jacobson
648 S. Pennsylvania St.
Denver, CO 80209
720 841 2914
-Pronouns: she, her, hers
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wildhopefilm.com
“I feel the possibility of a frugal and protective love for creation that would be unimaginably more
meaningful and joyful than our present destructive and wasteful economy.” Wendell Berry
suezwrites.com Pithy Prose for a Purpose
suezwrites.wordpress.com Creative Meanderings
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1110-1 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
From: Lionel Johnson <suntracker9@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 9:23 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Politicians and our water supply equals disaster. I wonder who’s getting their pockets greased to
complete this pipeline deal? Disgusting
Sent from my iPad
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1111-1 Water Supply
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tyler Coles <ty.coles4@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 3, 2020 10:08 AM
LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
[EXTERNAL] Lake Powell Pipeline Comments

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links,
opening attachments, or responding.

To Whom it May Concern,
I'm writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) for
which an EIS scoping process is underway.
The Lake Powell Pipeline is unnecessary, expensive, and destructive - unnecessary for
the projected population it intends to serve, expensive to taxpayers and ratepayers, and
destructive to the environment as well as current and future water resources. Data
proves that an abundance of less-expensive alternatives exist to meet the water needs
of current and future Southern Utah populations. In the face of climate change,
increasing demand, and a rapidly diminishing water supply, Washington County and
Utah broadly cannot move forward with diverting water from an already drying
watershed, especially as other users throughout the Colorado Basin prepare to take
severe cuts to their water supply.
Washington and Kane counties are some of the largest per capita water users in the
country. Economic studies show that the project would require huge increases on fees,
water rates, and property taxes in the region. In ignoring these studies, LPP proponents
have ignored basic supply and demand principles in an effort to move this costly project
forward.

Demand projections put forth by LPP proponents are suspect, given that substantially
different water use estimates have been used during different lobbyist activities. For
example, following criticism of high water use, LPP advocates testified to the Utah
Legislature that water use in the region was just 140 gpcd. Conversely, when petitioning
for the construction of the pipeline, advocates modeled future demand using a 325 gpcd
water figure, which is even more water than is used today. If the region actually used
140 gpcd, extra water from the LPP would not be required anytime prior to 2060.

Demand projections ignore the future growth in municipal water supply created from
agricultural land conversion. As populations grow, urbanization converts irrigated

1111-1

1111

cropland to homes and businesses, creating a surplus of water. 85% of water
consumed in Kane County and 52% of water consumed in Washington County are done
so by farms and ranches. As those areas are eliminated through population growth,
water use will go down, further decreasing the need for the LPP.

Lastly, future demand estimates do not account for any future curtailment (which may
occur from slower than anticipated population growth, particularly in the face of rising
property taxes, impact fees, and water rates). Future use, and most importantly, the
ability to meet future payments are both based on uninhibited population growth.
Economists and experts have strongly refuted Washington county demand projections.

On the supply side, The LPP is not secured. The water right is planned to come from a
yet-to-be-negotiated transfer of a 1957 Green River right. That right is junior to the
Central Utah Project, meaning that in a shortage situation, the water would go to the
Central Utah Project and any other pre-1957 water right holder before going to the
pipeline.

Lastly, but maybe most important, the Colorado River is not a reliable long-term water
resource. Over-use is already straining the resources of the river and reducing
availability of water in Colorado Basin reservoirs. Washington County is expected to
repay the state of Utah by purchasing pipeline water. If there is no water available for
sale, Utah does not get paid. The fact that more Colorado River water is used than
flows annually and that climate change project a further impact on supply, Utah is
ignoring the risk of Lake Powell running dry potentially 20 years prior to repaying the
loan.
The strategy for using water in the Southwest should be based around conservation and
sustainability, not more consumption.
For these and many other reasons, I believe the Lake Powell Pipeline project should not
be allowed to move forward.
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments.
Tyler Coles

1111-1
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1114

2303 N. Coral Canyon Blvd ., Suite 200
Washington, Utah 84780
(435) 674-1400
Fax (435) 674-2866
e-mail: suhba@suhba .com
website: www.suhba .com

1114-1 Opinion - For Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

August 31, 2020

Mr. Rick Baxter, Program Manager
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office
302 East Lakeview Parkway
Provo, UT 84606

Mr. Baxter:

The Southern Utah Home Builders Association (SUH BA) supports the development of new water
resources to meet the existing and future needs of Washington County, Utah. We firmly believe that the
economy of Washington County depends on a secure, diverse, and reliable water supply and we support
the Lake Powell Pipeline.

Southern Utah is one of the fastest growing regions in the nation and boasts a property market value in
excess of $30 billion. Since 2000, Washington County's single and multi-family residential properties
increased by more than 600% . More than 16,000 residential units have been permitted in the last
decade alone. State population projections indicate Washington County will continue to be the fastestgrowing rnunty in .Utah.

Additional water resources are essential to protect the county's current value as well as its future. We
request Reclamation approve the permits needed to build this project.

Sincerely,
Southern Utah Home Builders Association

-J}!j~J{~
Mari l<rashowetz, Executive Officer
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1766
1766-1 Water Resources
From: WildEarth Guardians <action@wildearthguardians.org> on behalf of Don Cornelius
<action@wildearthguardians.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 7:23 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS and Plan Amendment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Sep 3, 2020
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Dear Reclamation,
I write to comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") and Draft Arizona
Strip Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment ("RMPA"
or "Plan Amendment").
I oppose the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, including both the Southern
Alternative (preferred alternative) and the Highway Alternative, and
believe that the only sane path forward is to choose the No Action
Alternative.
In short, there's no water left to allocate. Any water left in the
Colorado River should be sent to the sea in an attempt to resurrect the
ecosystem of delta at the mouth of the River.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Don Cornelius
PO Box 1727
Petersburg, AK 99833-1727
doncorn@gci.net
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1827-1 Biological Resources
From: WildEarth Guardians <action@wildearthguardians.org> on behalf of Brenda Frey
<action@wildearthguardians.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 7:23 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS and Plan Amendment

1827-2 Opinion - Opposed to Proposed Lake Powell Pipeline

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Sep 3, 2020
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Dear Reclamation,
I write to comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") and Draft Arizona
Strip Field Office Resource Management Plan Amendment ("RMPA"
or "Plan Amendment").
I oppose the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, including both the Southern
Alternative (preferred alternative) and the Highway Alternative, and
believe that the best path forward is to choose the No Action
Alternative.
We cannot pamper to the oil companies again because it will destroy the
habitat and environment. We cannot replace the damage once it is
done.
Please use your position to make sure the Lake Powell Pipeline does not
happen.
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.
Sincerely,
Brenda
Sincerely,
Brenda Frey
4536 Seneca Street
West Seneca, NY 14224
brenda.frey@rocketmail.com

1827-1

1827-2

1827

3444
3444-1 Water Resources
From: WildEarth Guardians <action@wildearthguardians.org> on behalf of Jean Johnson
<action@wildearthguardians.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 3, 2020 4:52 PM
To: LPP, BOR-sha-PRO
Subject:
[EXTERNAL] Comment on the Lake Powell Pipeline Draft EIS and Plan Amendment

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening
attachments, or responding.

Sep 3, 2020
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Dear Reclamation,
As it stands now, there isn't enough water in the Colorado River to
make it to the Pacific Ocean. Don't make it worse. The crops downriver
need water and so do the towns.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Jean Johnson
916 E Divisadero
Fresno, CA 93721
jeanraneenumber1@sbcglobal.net

3444-1

