
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































From: Bill Hepp
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Aaron Million + Green River
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2009 5:14:13 PM

Dear Ms. Brand,
 
I am opposed to the project proposed by Mr. Million. It will decrease the flow of 
the Green River, increase its average temperature, and endanger creatures that 
are already endangered and protected by the Endangered Species Act.
 
This river already serves the needs of various other communities. Diverting more 
water could put those folks in a pinch during years of low run-off.
 
I don’t think it is right for a single individual to be able to singlehandedly alter our 
earth’s eco-systems. Also, as a brewer, whose livelihood depends on water, I am 
against the privatization of water.
 
Regards,
 
Bill
 
 
 
 
Bill Hepp
Brewer
New Belgium Brewing Company. Inc.
Fort Collins, Colorado
970-221-0524
 
 

mailto:bhepp@newbelgium.com
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL


From: Kirk Robinson
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Big Straw project
Date: Thursday, September 24, 2009 11:39:18 PM

To whom it concerns:
 
Western Wildlife Conservancy is a non-profit wildlife conservation 
organization located in Salt Lake City, Utah.  WWC is adamantly opposed 
to the "Big Straw" proposal of siphoning water from Flaming Gorge 
Reservoir and pumping it to the Front Range of Colorado - or anywhere 
else.
 
We respect and endorse the sage advice of John Wesley Powell that all 
water in the interior West ought to remain within its watershed.  Planning 
should be done within the constraints provided by nature - all the more so 
given the vagaries of climate.  To remove water from its watershed - 
especially in large quantities - can only be detrimental to the ecology of that 
watershed and thus can only be bad for human civilization in the long run.  
It shouldn’t be done no matter how much money a backer has or how much 
money some people stand to make from a project.  It is a bad idea and 
should be summarily rejected.  Let Mr. Million find something truly 
beneficial to humanity and the earth to do with his millions, but do not 
pander to him - and above all, do not give in to him.
 
We agree with the following points and ask that you seriously consider 
them:
 
~  The Flaming Gorge is a major destination for tourists but also for 
Wyoming families. This National Recreation Area draws 2.5 million visitors 
a year and is an important economic asset to Sweetwater County and 
Green River's local economies.  
 
~  The health of the Green River, already stressed by dams and other 
withdrawals, could be further jeopardized by such a large withdrawal. 
Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, humpback chub, and bonytail fish 
are protected under the Endangered Species Act; if their populations are 
jeopardized by Million's proposed water grab, it could result in difficulties 
up and down the river and its tributaries. 
 
~  Increased water temperatures and salinity, decreased flow rates, and 

mailto:lynx@xmission.com
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intensified algae blooms will kill trout and other sport fish. 
 
~  Pipeline projects and water diversions can cause the spread of invasive 
and destructive zebra and quagga mussels. Once introduced, they 
severely damage water works infrastructure and cost millions of dollars in 
repairs and control efforts. Perhaps worse, they severely degrade native 
fish habitat. 
 
~  The river serves the needs of communities in southwest Wyoming and 
agriculture. How will they be affected in drought years? 
 
~  Major capital construction projects often have major cost overruns. 
Although Mr. Million says he will pay for the project himself ($4 billion). 
Overruns will likely be paid for by you and me. 
 
~  It is not good public policy to turn control of the water spigot over to 
one individual so he can become a water broker.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Kirk C Robinson, PhD, JD 
Director, Western Wildlife Conservancy 
68 S. Main St., Suite 4 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
801-468-1535
 
**Service generously donated by XMission**



From: gibneysiemion@aol.com
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: COMMENTS ON GREEN RIVER STRAW
Date: Monday, July 27, 2009 1:53:03 PM

I would like to take this opportunity to provide my perspective regarding the 
project currently proposed by the Million Resources Conservation Group (MRCG) 
to withdraw water from the Green River for Front Range development in 
Colorado:  

 
1)     Keep the water in the river. 
Do not export any more water from the Colorado River watershed.  
Sustained drought conditions and projections from global warming require 
that all available water be kep t within the watershed.  Do not send our 
water to the voracious developers on the east slope of the Rockies just to 
make a few people wealthy.  

mailto:gibneysiemion@aol.com
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2)     Don't ruin our river habitat. 
Impacts to aquatic and riparian ecosystems are irreversible, severe, 
and go against all efforts to restore river ecosystems from the upper 
Green River to the Sea of Cortez.  This affects the Upper Colorado 
RIP, Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP), 
and Lower Colorado Multi-Species Recovery Program (MSRP), the 
endangered species and many other resources of concern.

 
3)     Americans love their southwest rivers for recreation. 
Depletion of water from the river strongly affects many recreational needs 
including, white water rafting, fishing, hunting, and flat-water pleasure 
boating.  Any reduction in water flow detracts from the quality of life and 
the local economies of the Colorado River basin. 
 
4)     Can you really afford to compensate the western sl ope for this water 
diversion? 
If the total economic and natural resource benefit of this water is evaluated 
for the west slope of the Rockies, it would likely be impossible for east 
slope water developers to repay this economic loss to the people in the 
Colorado River basin in perpetuity.  Full valuation of benefits of this water 
to the west slope communities from the headwaters to the sea must be 
undertaken and a mechanism for compensation completed before this 



project is further evaluated.
 

5)     Consider drought conditions.
The propo sed pipeline would take a quarter of a million acre feet of 
water per year out of the system regardless of the climatic situation in 
other areas.  This diversion would only exacerbate water shortages 
downstream and increase their likelihood. As stated in the April 15th 
edition of the Arizona Republic newspaper, “Federal water managers 
are projecting that the surface of drought stricken Lake Mead will sink 
next month to the lowest point since May, 1965.  The US Bureau of 
Reclamation says in a recent report that by July, the vast Colorado 
River reservoir on the Colorado/Nevada/Arizona border will drop 
more than 13 feet from its current level of 1,105 ft above sea level.  The 
lake level is now 30 feet above elevation 1075; that’s the trigger point 
for a federal shortage declaration that would force Nevada, Arizona, 
and New Mexico to reduce their combined water use by 400,000 acre 
feet/year.”  

 
Ultimately, the long term ramifications of this proposal are wide-ranging and 
profound.   As a passionate river steward, I will act whenever a natural resource is 
threatened or the quality of the Grand Canyon experience is compromised, even 
when those threats come from outside of Grand Canyon National Park.  Water in 
the western United States will always be a contentious and hotly debated topic as 
you may have found through your initial scoping sessions. The bottom line for me 
and for many other river users throughout the river system is this sentiment: Don’t 
give our water away.  Consequently, and for the reasons stated above, I 
respectfully request that the MRCG pipeline project not move forward.
 
 
Gibney Siemion, M.S. 
Certified Rolfer™ 
Rolf Movement Practitioner™ 
 
Elevate Wellness Center 
1113 Emerald Bay Rd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
(530) 541-WELL 
www.elevate-wellness.com
 
 
Gibney Siemion, M.S. 

http://www.elevate-wellness.com/


Certified Rolfer™ 
Rolf Movement Practitioner™ 
 
Elevate Wellness Center 
1113 Emerald Bay Rd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
(530) 541-WELL 
www.elevate-wellness.com
 

A bad credit score is 600 & below. Checking won't affect your 
score. See now! 

http://pr.atwola.com/promoclk/100126575x1221823322x1201398723/aol?redir=http://www.freecreditreport.com/pm/default.aspx?sc=668072&hmpgID=62&bcd=JulyBadfooterNO62


From: grdrifters@springsips.com
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Green River Drifters
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2009 5:44:53 PM

Rena 
This letter is in opposition to the A. Millon water project. 
I am a home owner in both Steamboat Spgs. CO and Dutch John UT. 
I would rather see Denver get their water from local sources. 
They had a chance 10 years ago to build a dam but they said not in our 
backyard. Maybe they should rethink that decision because nobody here in 
DJ or the western slope of CO wants to give water to Denver. 
Giving this man what he wants would be a bad decision that would last two 
centuries. At least ! 
I am not really worried about my business on the Green R. but more 
importantly about the health and ecology of the river system itself. 
Respectfully, 
Gregg"Bomar"Tipton 
Green River Drifters 
BS Wildlife Biology  Colorado State Univ. 1977 
grdrifters@springsips.com 
435-885-3300 
 
 

mailto:grdrifters@springsips.com
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From: Haslam, Jason D
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Green River Pumpback
Date: Monday, April 20, 2009 1:36:44 PM

Dear Ms Brand,
 
I am writing in regards to the Green River water project that is currently in the process of evaluation.  
As a citizen of Utah and regular user of the resources such as the Green River and Flaming Gorge 
Res, I find it very disappointing to see such a proposed project that takes away water from Wyoming 
and Utah via a pipeline over to Colorado.  The environmental impact and long term affects could be 
devastating for these two recreational resources that so many of us have enjoyed for years.  The 
dewatering of these resources is not acceptable in my mind.  The economic and environmental impact 
could be huge in the years to come.  I hope that you consider this decision very carefully before 
approving the permit.  Also, I think it would be a very good idea to schedule a Scoping meeting in the 
Salt Lake City area asap.  Thank you for your consideration.
 
 
 
 
Jason Haslam
Senior Implementation Specialist
ADP West Implementation Center
Ph: 801-956-7827
Fx: 303-743-5637
 
Be sure to check out the ADP Support Center
https://support.adp.com
 

This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the 
addressee and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. 
If the reader of the message is not the intended recipient or an authorized 
representative of the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have 
received this communication in error, notify the sender immediately by 
return email and delete the message and any attachments from your 
system. 

mailto:Jason_Haslam@adp.com
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL
https://support.adp.com/


From: Dr. Kate Vandemoer
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Hearing in Wyoming
Date: Thursday, May 07, 2009 7:27:44 PM

 

Please consider holding a hearing in Wyoming, perhaps Evanston.  This is a project of 
huge magnitude to Wyoming, taking over 220,000 acre feet annually from a major river 
system, yet all the hearings are in Colorado.

Thank you for your consideration.

 

Catherine Vandemoer, Ph.D.

Watershed Resources Inc.

Offices in Lander & Jackson Wyoming

307-330-4128; 307-733-3222; (f)307-733-3291

drkate@wildblue.net

mailto:drkate@wildblue.net
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From: Sean Richards
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: I oppose Flaming Gorge water grab
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 1:32:23 PM

I oppose the Flaming Gorge water grab for the following reasons: 
 
 
 The Flaming Gorge is a major destination for tourists but also for 
Wyoming families. This National Recreation Area draws 2.5 million 
visitors a year and is an important economic asset to Sweetwater 
County and Green River's local economies. 
 
~  The health of the Green River, already stressed by dams and other 
withdrawals, could be further jeopardized by such a large withdrawal. 
Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker, humpback chub, and bonytail 
fish are protected under the Endangered Species Act; if their 
populations are jeopardized by Million's proposed water grab, it could 
result in difficulties up and down the river and its tributaries. 
 
~  Increased water temperatures and salinity, decreased flow rates, 
and intensified algae blooms will kill trout and other sport fish. 
 
~  Pipeline projects and water diversions can cause the spread of 
invasive and destructive zebra and quagga mussels. Once introduced, 
they severely damage water works infrastructure and cost millions of 
dollars in repairs and control efforts. Perhaps worse, they severely 
degrade native fish habitat. 
 
~  The river serves the needs of communities in southwest Wyoming and 
agriculture. How will they be affected in drought years? 
 
~  Major capital construction projects often have major cost overruns. 
Although Mr. Million says he will pay for the project himself ($4 
billion). Overruns will likely be paid for by you and me. 
 
~  It is not good public policy to turn control of the water spigot 
over to one individual so he can become a water broker. 
 
Sean M. Richards, Ph.D. 
UC Foundation Associate Professor 
Dept. of Biological and Environmental Sciences 
U of Tennessee - Chattanooga 
T: 423-425-4324 

mailto:seanrichards.utc@gmail.com
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL


F:423-425-2285 



From: Hickerson, Michael
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Lake Hattie
Date: Thursday, April 30, 2009 12:35:16 PM

Lake Hattie is a mud puddle and an environmental disaster area. If it take private enterprise to fill the 
lake let’s go forward. We talk about the environment – what about the environment at Lake Hattie 
which is almost empty
Mike
 
Michael S. Hickerson
Director, Corporate Accounts
 
Roche Diagnostics Corporation
Corporate Accounts
9115 Hague Road
Indianapolis, IN 46258
 
Cell: 303-549-6391
 

mailto:michael.hickerson@roche.com
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL


From: Hickerson, Michael
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Lake Hattie
Date: Thursday, April 30, 2009 1:01:42 PM

Also – the lake is so low you can no longer use it for recreation – no boat launches. Can we get some 
water so at least we can launch a boat and this is a safety issue if ever a rescue is needed.
Mike
 
Michael S. Hickerson
Director, Corporate Accounts
 
Roche Diagnostics Corporation
Corporate Accounts
9115 Hague Road
Indianapolis, IN 46258
 
Cell: 303-549-6391
 

mailto:michael.hickerson@roche.com
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL


From: Viki Cross, Sales/JH News&Guide
To: MCRGEIS; 
cc: melanie.stein@sierraclub.org; 
Date: Monday, July 27, 2009 11:25:21 AM

I want Wyoming's water to stay with Wyoming.  Watering golf courses 
 and yards downstream in the face of lowering irreplaceable watersheds is 
unacceptable. 
 
Downstream allocations should be based on availability upstream.  Even 
watering Idaho potato fields is not OK if water becomes a dwindling 
commodity.
 
People need to face realistic water  allotments NOW instead of later. This 
problem is not going to go away.  40 years ago, my  friends and teachers 
expected there would be civil war in the West by 2000 over water.   This 
still could be a possibility if decisions are not  made NOW!
 
Victoria Cross 
 
___________________________
Viki Cross, Sales
Jackson Hole News&Guide
viki@jhnewsandguide.com
http://www.jhnewsandguide.com
307.739.9539 direct line
307.733.2138 fax
 
 
 
 

mailto:viki@jhnewsandguide.com
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From: Andre Potochnik
To: MCRGEIS; 
cc: johnob@npgcable.com; matt.kaplinski@NAU.EDU; gcrg@infomagic.

net; 
Subject: MCRG
Date: Monday, July 27, 2009 6:26:49 PM

Dear Ms. Brand, 
 
The proposal to suck water out of the Colorado River drainage basin 
and send it into the Mississippi River drainage basin is the most 
wrong-headed, misguided notion with very  bad timing.  Water needs to 
move the other direction, east to west, if it must be moved. 
 
The Colorado River drainage is in dire straights in this day of 
global warming and continued drought.  How could you even consider 
moving water in the wrong direction?  If you allow this water 
transfer, there will be severe consequences. 
 
Some reasons why this water export proposal is ridiculous: 
 
-the Colorado River ecosystem with all its concerns is in a state of 
long term drought with no end in sight. 
-the amounts of water in the CRE are already significantly over allocated. 
-this action will negatively affect all river programs and public use 
in the river basin, not to mention Mexico. 
 
This proposal should not be given any more credence.  It should be 
eliminated from consideration. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
best regards, 
Andre Potochnik 
 
 
-- 
Andre Potochnik, Ph.D. 
Adaptive Management Work Group 
Grand Canyon River Guides, Inc. 
PO Box 1934 
Flagstaff, AZ 86002 
(928) 774-0698 (office) 
(928) 773-1075 (main office) 
(928) 380-7745 (mobile) 

mailto:arp4@infomagic.net
mailto:/O=USACE EXCHANGE/OU=NWD ADMIN GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MCRG.EIS@USACE.ARMY.MIL
mailto:johnob@npgcable.com
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(928) 773-8523 (fax) 
arp4@infomagic.net 



From: Josh Davis
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Million Conservation Resource Group - Regional Watershed Supply Project - Contact Information for comments Due by May 19, 2009
Date: Wednesday, April 15, 2009 10:03:19 AM

To         Ms. Rena Brand, Regulatory Specialist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District
Denver Regulatory Office
9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd.
Littleton, CO  80128-6901
Phone (303) 979-4120
Fax (303) 979-0602
 
 
I heard about this project through work the other day and It shocked me that it was even a though to take water from one place that has trouble already 
with having enough water.  Not only will you be taking water away but you will also take revenue out of our County, We have so many companies relying 
on that water source that to take it away from us would cause some jobs which are scarce already to pretty much dry up then we would all be out of jobs 
and homes and follow in where the rest of the economy is going.  You are also affecting the wildlife and not in a small way either you are taking such a 
large amount of water that the Green River and the Flaming Gouge are going to drop to levels that will make our tourism pretty much stop in its tracks.  
There is nothing for us to gain in this in any way we just get to see less of the Green River and the Flaming Gouge Because they area already lower 
because of the drought the states been going through and you want to take even more of something that we don’t have a much of that just don’t make 
since.  We are struggling already in the economy and trying to stay afloat with what we have and you want to cause our water costs to sky rocket on top 
of what we already have to pay.  Let alone the Quality of the water will go down because we will not have near enough to supply the demands already in 
the County.  This is such a large impact that I just don’t see how this could be helping anyone.
 
Joshua L. Davis
Draftsman
 
JFC Engineers & Surveyors
1515 9th Street, Suite A
Rock Springs, WY 82901
PH: 307-362-7519
Fax: 307-362-7569
Email: jdavis@jfc-wyo.com 
 
 

mailto:jdavis@jfc-wyo.com
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From: Sharon Hester
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: MRCG project
Date: Monday, July 27, 2009 2:06:07 PM

 
Dear Ms. Brand,
                                                  
I am against the Green River Diversion pipeline project.  I would like to take this opportunity 
to provide my perspectives regarding the project currently proposed by the Million Resources 
Conservation Group (MRCG) to withdraw water from the Green River for Front Range 
development in Colorado. Below are my reasons: 

 
1)      Keep the water is left in the river. 
Do not export any more water from the Colorado River watershed.  Sustained drought 
conditions and projections from global warming require that all available water be kept 
within the watershed.  Do not send our water to the voracious developers on the east 
slope of the Rockies just to make a few people wealthy.  

 
2)      Don't ruin our river habitat. 
Impacts to aquatic and riparian ecosystems are irreversible, severe, and go against 
all efforts to restore river ecosystems from the upper Green River to the Sea of 
Cortez.  This affects the Upper Colorado RIP, Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive 
Management Program (GCDAMP), and Lower Colorado Multi-Species Recovery 
Program (MSRP), the endangered species and many other resources of concern.

 
3)      Americans love their southwest rivers for recreation. 
Depletion of water from the river strongly affects many recreational needs including, 
white water rafting, fishing, hunting, and flat-water pleasure boating.  Any reduction in 
water flow detracts from the quality of life and the local economies of the Colorado 
River basin. 
 
4)      Can you really afford to compensate the western slope for this water diversion? 
If the total economic and natural resource benefit of this water were evaluated for the 
west slope of the Rockies, it would likely be impossible for east slope water 
developers to repay this economic loss to the people in the Colorado River basin in 
perpetuity.  Full valuation of benefits of this water to the west slope communities from 
the headwaters to the sea must be undertaken and a mechanism for compensation 
completed before this project is further evaluated.

 
5)      Consider drought conditions.
The proposed pipeline would take a quarter of a million acre feet of water per year out 

mailto:Sharon@rivers-oceans.com
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of the system regardless of the climatic situation in other areas.  This diversion would 
only exacerbate water shortages downstream and increase their likelihood. As stated 
in the April 15th edition of the Arizona Republic newspaper, “Federal water managers 
are projecting that the surface of drought stricken Lake Mead will sink next month to 
the lowest point since May, 1965.  The US Bureau of Reclamation says in a recent 
report that by July, the vast Colorado River reservoir on the Colorado/Nevada/Arizona 
border will drop more than 13 feet from its current level of 1,105 ft above sea level.  
The lake level is now 30 feet above elevation 1075; that’s the trigger point for a 
federal shortage declaration that would force Nevada, Arizona, and New Mexico to 
reduce their combined water use by 400,000 acre feet/year.”  

 
Ultimately, the long-term ramifications of this proposal are wide-ranging and profound.  Water 
in the western United States will always be a contentious and hotly debated topic as you may 
have found through your initial scoping sessions.  The bottom line for our organization and 
for many other river users throughout the river system is this sentiment: Do not transport 
anymore Colorado River water out of the system.  Consequently, and for the reasons stated 
above, I respectfully request that the MRCG pipeline project not move forward.
 
Regards,
 
 
Sharon Hester
Rivers & Oceans 
A Travel Company, Inc.
12620 N. Copeland Lane
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
sharon@rivers-oceans.com
www.rivers-oceans.com 
800-473-4576    
928-526-4575
Fax 928-526-8268
 

mailto:sharon@rivers-oceans.com
http://www.rivers-oceans.com/


From: Susan Skidmore
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: please read my opinion
Date: Monday, July 20, 2009 9:03:26 AM
Attachments: Susan Skidmore.vcf 

As a long time resident of Wyoming I must protest this ridiculous proposal. The Front range is like a 
giant sponge, when we drive or fly past the area from Ft. Collins to many miles south, all one sees 
is lakes, lakes lakes, rivers, canals, you folks have enough water, and if that isn't enough then you 
simply want too much. The Green, and Colorado rivers, do not need any more of Man's " Help", we 
have shown our effects by sucking all the water off of the southern end, don't you feel it would be a 
little ' risky' to assume you can control something as integral as this massive water system for your 
own purposes?     LEAVE THE RIVERS ALONE TO BE WHERE THEY NATURALLY RUN.  
( FOOLS! )
Susan Skidmore 
Skidmore's Fine Beeswax Products 
PO Box 1685 
Laramie  WY  82073 
1-800-785-2466 
Fax:  307-742-5506 
www.skidmores.com

mailto:susan@skidmores.com
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BEGIN:VCARD
VERSION:2.1
N:Skidmore;Susan
FN:Susan Skidmore
ORG:Skidmores Fine Beeswax Products
TEL;WORK;VOICE:800-785-2466
TEL;WORK;FAX:307-742-5506
ADR;WORK:;;PO Box 1685;Laramie;WY;82070;USA
LABEL;WORK;ENCODING=QUOTED-PRINTABLE:PO Box 1685=0D=0ALaramie, WY 82070=0D=0AUSA
URL;WORK:http://www.skidmores.com
EMAIL;PREF;INTERNET:susan@skidmores.com
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From: Tyler Wendt - OARS
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Please Reject MRCG Pipeline Project Proposal
Date: Monday, July 27, 2009 7:08:16 PM

To Whom it May Concern,
 
As a representative of a river rafting outfitter whose livelihood depends on water remaining in the 
Green and Colorado River systems, we are strongly opposed to the MRCG Pipeline Project 
Proposal.  Diverting the water from the Green River to Colorado Front Range developers is 
detrimental to the quality of life and the local economies in the Colorado River Basin.  Please reject 
the MRCG Pipeline Project Proposal.
 
Sincerely,
 

Tyler Wendt 
Operations Manager 
The O.A.R.S. Family of Companies 
P.O. Box 67, Angels Camp, CA 95222

Phone: (209) 736-2407 x 732 
Fax: (209) 736-2902 
Skype: tylerw_oars   
www.oars.com

 
Defining Adventure since 1969

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

 

mailto:tylerw@oars.com
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From: Larry Stevens
To: MCRGEIS; 
cc: Kelly@grandcanyonwildlands.org; KCrumbo@grand-canyon.az.us; 
Subject: Re: Proposed water diversion from West to East slopes of Rocky Mountains
Date: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:57:31 AM

Sirs:
 
I strongly object to the proposed water diversion from the Green River to the east slope  
of the Rocky Mountains in Colorado. We in the Colorado River basin need all of the river's 
water to remain in the basin to support the species and ecosystems that presently exist 
here. Please keep us informed of all activities associated with the discussion and 
planning activities associated with the proposed project.
 
Lawrence E. Stevens, PhD
Senior Ecologist
Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1594
Flagstaff, AZ 86002 

mailto:farvana@aol.com
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From: Ross Vincent
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Re: Re MRCG Project
Date: Monday, April 13, 2009 1:51:02 PM

 
Ms. Brand -- 
 
Thanks for the helpful information.  I look forward to your responses to the other questions in my letter -- especially to our request 
for rescheduling the planned Pueblo meeting. 
 
Your message seems to suggest that the meetings announced in your mailing are intended to be part of the formal scoping process 
required by NEPA.  If that is the case, your mailing doesn't make the significance of these meetings clear, nor does it provide 
sufficient information to allow for a meaningful scoping discussion.   
 
I hope that you are planning to hold meaningful public scoping meetings in the affected areas with better notice and better information access 
well in advance.   
 
Ross.   
 
===========================================================
Ross Vincent, Chair
Sangre de Cristo Group
Sierra Club
140 W. 29th Street, #348
Pueblo, CO 81008
719-561-3117
415-946-3442(Fax)
ross.vincent@sierraclub.org
===========================================================

 
 
MCRGEIS wrote: 

Mr. Vincent,

Please see the web link below for more information on the project.

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Branch has jurisdiction over
streams and wetlands in the United States.  MCRG is in the process of
applying for a Section 404 Clean Water Act permit -- the Corps decided to
evaluate it under the highest level of permit review -- an Environmental
Impact Statement. The Corps is not a proponent nor an opponent of the
project... Just reviewing the proposal under our Regulatory authority.

The post card was brief because, at this beginning stage of the EIS process,
we are introducing the conceptual project to the public and soliciting
scoping comments about what issues to study.  

Estimated time of study: Draft EIS - 2012*, Record of Decision - 2014*.
(*Estimates).

For more information about the MCRG organization, contact Aaron Million at
970-215-2603.

Specific maps that show proposed reservoir locations and treatment facilities
will be available at the scoping meetings, and a generalized PDF map is
available now on the web link below.

Regards,

mailto:ross.vincent@sierraclub.org
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Rena

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Rena Brand.
U S Army Corps of Engineers
Omaha District
Denver Regulatory Office
303-979-4120

Check for updates on the Regional Watershed Supply Project proposed by
Million Conservation Resource Group at
https://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/html/od-tl/eis-info.htm.  (You may get a
"Certificate Error" when first visiting the Corps website.  It is safe to
click to continue, and this will link you to the Corps EIS website.)

-----Original Message-----
From: Ross Vincent [mailto:ross.vincent@sierraclub.org] 
Sent: Saturday, April 11, 2009 11:40 AM
To: MCRGEIS
Subject: Re MRCG Project

Ms. Brand --

Attached is a copy of a letter we are mailing to you today.  Your prompt
attention will be appreciated.  

Ross Vincent

  

https://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/html/od-tl/eis-info.htm
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From: Denny Prouty
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Regional Watershed Supply Project proposed by Million Conservation Resource Group
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2009 8:11:48 AM

As a resident of southwestern Wyoming, I am in opposition to this project.  There appears to be only negative 
consequences to myself and neighbors.  This project would require approximately 81.5 billion gallons of water 
to be removed from our water supply annually.  This water has been mistakenly identified as “unused” by the 
Upper Colorado River Compact.  The water that is not used for: our daily needs, local agriculture, indigenous 
wildlife, recreation, etc. is used downstream from the proposed collection sites both by other communities in 
the form of their own water needs and the necessary component to generating hydroelectric power.  Is taking 
water from my local supply necessary?  Can the water needed in these other areas not be supplied by the 
South Platte and Arkansas Rivers?  Is there a long term benefit to this project that the local community does 
not realize?
 
Thank you,
 
Denny Prouty
Technical Professional
Halliburton
Rock Springs, WY
307.705.2001
 

This e-mail, including any attached files, may contain confidential and privileged 
information for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, use, 
distribution, or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the 
intended recipient (or authorized to receive information for the intended 
recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this 
message. 
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From: Gary Blackwelder
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Regional Watershed Supply Project
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2009 4:02:55 PM

 
 
Begin forwarded message:
 

From: Gary Blackwelder <homedoctor@dishmail.net>
Date: July 23, 2009 9:35:59 AM MDT
To: MCRG.EIS@usace.army.mil
Subject: The Million Water Proposal
 
 

Ms. Rena Brand

Regulatory Specialist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Omaha District Denver Regulatory Office

9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd.

Littleton, CO 81128

 

 Dear Ms. Brand,

 

         The Million Water Proposal, also 
known as the Regional Watershed Supply 
Project, to divert thousands of acre feet of 
water each year from the Green River to 
the Front Range of Colorado is A BAD 
IDEA!!!

 

mailto:homedoctor@dishmail.net
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         This project will 
have devastating consequences for 
Wyoming's natural environment, including 
impact on our wildlife, our fish, our birds, 
our sage grouse, our trumpeter 
swans, and our people.  Please consider 
these examples:

         Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge 
is one of the Crown Jewels of our public 
lands system--it will be drastically, and 
tragically, effected by this project;

         Seedskadee is the largest breeding 
ground of trumpeter swans in a three-
state area, and the restoration going on 
there will be horribly impacted by the 
increased water flow;

         There are exotic species, such as 
the quagga mussel and the zebra mussel 
in southern Wyoming, that need to be 
considered and protected;

         The midget-faded rattlesnake and 
other reptiles will be tragically impacted;

         The decreased water availability to 
the cottonwoods, willows, mule deer and 
moose in all of southwestern Wyoming will 
directly effect their ability to survive.

      Fish-reliant avian species such as the bald eagle, osprey, and pelicans 
will also be horrendously impacked. 

         Furthermore, The destruction to the 
land, to the river, and to 
the environment for the construction of 



this project is unacceptable, let alone the 
after-effects.  In this arid climate, it takes 
decades for disturbed ecosystems 
 to rejuvenate.

         This project could likewise have 
a devastating effect on exotic species in 
the Colorado River.  

 

         AND, last but certainly not least, WE 
DON'T HAVE WATER TO SPARE! 
  Wyoming is a water deprived state--a 
very dry state!!!  By looking at 
the vegetation, or lack there of, 
that predominates our state, one can see 
WATER IS IN SHORT SUPPLY IN 
WYOMING!  I invite you, I urge you, to 
drive through this part of Wyoming and 
see how sparsely vegetated, and how dry, 
this area is.

 

         PLEASE, don't let this project go 
forward.  This project can destroy our 
wildlife, our land, and our precious and 
very limited, water supply.

 

Thank you,

Gary Blackwelder

Blue Heaven Ranch

Lander, Wyoming



 

 

 
 



From: Gregory, Don
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Regional Watershed Supply Project
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2009 1:40:00 PM

I am writing to express my strongest disagreement to shipping Green River 
water east from Wyoming to the Front Range. Haven't we learned enough about 
the disastrous long-term effects of such short-term "fixes" to the environment? 
The Green River watershed is essential to the health of Wyoming's inhabitants, 
and has already suffered enough through drought and the increasing pressure of 
oil and gas drilling in the area. Let the snows that melt on the west side of the 
Wind Rivers nourish the trout, moose and other wild critters that sustain 
Wyoming's tourism and sportsman based economy. 
 
Donald W. Gregory, Esq. 
Kegler, Brown, Hill & Ritter Co., LPA 
65 East State Street, Suite 1800 
Columbus, OH  43215 
(614) 462-5416; Fax:  (614) 464-2634 
dgregory@keglerbrown.com 
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From: John Ruple
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Ruple comment
Date: Thursday, April 09, 2009 11:55:43 AM

To whom it may concern: 
 
Please add me to the mailing list for the Million Conservation Resource 
Group's proposed Regional Watershed Supply Project.  I wish to receive 
copies of the DEIS, FEIS, ROD, and all other significant project related 
documents.  Please also provide any available information regarding 
alternatives as currently formulated (the link noted in the Public Notice 
- https://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/html/od-tl/eis-info.htm - is not working).  
 
As part of the EIS, please address potential legal issues arising from or 
related to maintaining a point of withdrawal in Wyoming and conveying 
water to a place of use in Colorado.  Specifically, please address this issue 
in the context of Upper Basin States' longstanding opposition to 
interstate marketing of water secured under the Colorado River Compact 
and Upper Colorado River Compact.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention.  I look forward to reading carefully 
the forthcoming EIS.  
 
 
 
John Ruple, Esq. 
University of Utah 
Inst. for Clean & Secure Energy
155 South 1452 East, room 380
Salt Lake City, UT 84112
(801) 230-3380
john.ruple@law.utah.edu
 

mailto:john.ruple@law.utah.edu
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From: Don Hartley
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Scoping Comment on the MRCG Colo/Wyo Proposal
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2009 1:35:31 PM

I reviewed the information provided at the meeting in Green River, Wyoming and available on the 
net. There is information on the economic impact of the Green River waters in recreational and 
culinary activities. The EIS should note the direct economic impact of the soda ash, power 
generation and fertilizer industries who are dependent on and have water intakes on the Green 
River between the proposed MCRG outtake structures. There are thousands of current employees 
in those industries dependent on the Green River waters. Secondarily there thousands of 
customers for those products, including electricity, who are indirectly dependent on the 
maintenance of sufficient flows in the Green River to ensure continued operation of those 
industries. 

        Don Hartley  
        Director  
        Southwest Wyoming Industrial Association  
        PO BOX 1665  
        Rock Springs Wyoming 82901  
        hartley430@sweetwaterhsa.com 
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From: Anne-Marie Orester
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Water pipeline to Colorado
Date: Tuesday, May 05, 2009 11:42:26 AM

Ms. Rena Brand, Regulatory Specialist

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District

Denver Regulatory Office

9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd.

Littleton, CO  80128-6901

 

 
Dear Ms. Brand;
 
With all the information regarding water waste on the Colorado Front Range, what 
on earth makes any private individual think Wyoming wants to give them more 
water to waste?
 
Wyoming is only entitled to a small percentage of our surface water as the rest of it 
is committed downstream as part of the CRC (as I'm sure you're aware).  What's 
left is ours to keep.  Sending water we don't have to Colorado is not only a mistake, 
but a waste of a valuable resource.  The impact to local ecosystems would be 
phenomenally detrimental, not to mention the impact to businesses, industry and 
personal use.  We frequently have to ration water in Rock Springs in the middle of 
summer.  Sending more water out of state will only make this situation worse.
 
Please take in to consideration the emotional aspect as well.  While I have few facts 
here that aren't obvious, I believe sending water to Colorado is a huge mistake that 
can only result in the decline of Wyoming and all the things we natives appreciate.  
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Sincerely,
 
Anne-Marie R. Orester
Administrative Assistant

mailto:cheekily_99@yahoo.com
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Rock Springs Civic Center
410 N St.
Rock Springs, WY  82901

 

 



From: AML Department
To: MCRGEIS; 
Subject: Water theft from the Green River
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2009 7:18:40 AM

Dear Ms. Brand:
 
The recent plan by Colorado to steal 250,000 acre feet of water from the Green River in western 
Wyoming by pumping it over the continental divide for use along the front range is nothing short of 
idiocy.  The Coloradoans have already over allocated their own water and now want to steal ours.  Let 
them learn to conserve what they have and recycle instead of continuing waste and mismanagement.  
  
 
Jim King
Project Geologist
 
JFC Engineers & Surveyors
1515 9th St., Suite A
Rock Springs, WY 82901
e-mail: aml@jfc-wyo.com
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From: MCRGEIS
To: Sehi, Debby; Daggett, Rollin; Meighen, Bruce; 

Smith, Kelly A.; 
Subject: Add Friesema to mail list, comment
Date: Monday, March 23, 2009 3:14:55 PM

--Rena
 

From: Paul Friesema [mailto:pfree@northwestern.edu]  
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2009 12:50 PM 
To: MCRGEIS 
Subject:  
 
 
  Hi Rena Brand. Please out me on your mailing list for 
the EIS on the Proposed Regional Watershed Supply Project 
in Wyoming and Colorado. Please send me any 
existing materials on this project(applicants 
material submitted etc. plus scoping notices and 
summaries, as well as newsletters and draft materials, 
as available, through the draft and final EISs  and 
the ROD,  if the project gets that far.  I have   an 
initial scoping comment. Please consider the consequences 
of a project of this scope as a private,for-profit 
effort. Our waters are public resources, and 
the environmental and social costs of privatizing 
water developments such as this are pretty severe, when 
one looks at the global experience. I believe there 
is considerable evidence of these impacts in Latin 
America and around the globe, and that evidence should 
be carefully evaluated and reported in the EIS, and non 
-private water development should clearly bean alternative.
 
Please send material to:
 
Professor Paul Friesema
Environmental Policy and Culture Program
304 Scott Hall
601 University Place
Northwestern University
Evanston, IL 60208-1006 
 
                    Thanks a lot!  Paul
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, DoD. 
 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) is 
preparing an 
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to analyze the 
direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of a proposed water supply project 
in Wyoming 
and Colorado, referred to as the Regional Watershed 
Supply Project 
(RWSP). Construction of the proposed RWSP is expected 
to require a 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. The Project is 
proposed by Million 
Conservation Resource Group (MCRG), which is a private water 
development group. The RWSP proposes to 
provide approximately 250,000 
acre-feet per year of new annual firm yield to meet 
a portion of the 
projected water supply needs of southeastern Wyoming and 
the Front 
Range of Colorado on a perpetual basis through 2030 
and beyond. The 
water would be obtained from the Green River Basin as 
part of the 
unused portion of water allocated to the States of 
Wyoming and Colorado 
under the Upper Colorado River Compact. The RWSP would be 
a non-Federal 
project constructed, owned, and operated by MCRG. 
 
DATES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
meeting dates. 
 
ADDRESSES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
meeting addresses. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Questions and 
comments regarding the
proposed action and EIS should be addressed to Ms. 
Rena Brand, Project 
Manager, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Denver 
Regulatory Office, 9307 
S. Wadsworth Blvd., Littleton, CO 80128-6901; (303) 979-4120;
mcrg.eis@usace.army.mil.



From: MCRGEIS
To: Sehi, Debby; Daggett, Rollin; Meighen, Bruce; 

Smith, Kelly A.; 
Subject: Add Friesema to mail list, comment
Date: Monday, March 23, 2009 3:14:55 PM

--Rena
 

From: Paul Friesema [mailto:pfree@northwestern.edu]  
Sent: Friday, March 20, 2009 12:50 PM 
To: MCRGEIS 
Subject:  
 
 
  Hi Rena Brand. Please out me on your mailing list for 
the EIS on the Proposed Regional Watershed Supply Project 
in Wyoming and Colorado. Please send me any 
existing materials on this project(applicants 
material submitted etc. plus scoping notices and 
summaries, as well as newsletters and draft materials, 
as available, through the draft and final EISs  and 
the ROD,  if the project gets that far.  I have   an 
initial scoping comment. Please consider the consequences 
of a project of this scope as a private,for-profit 
effort. Our waters are public resources, and 
the environmental and social costs of privatizing 
water developments such as this are pretty severe, when 
one looks at the global experience. I believe there 
is considerable evidence of these impacts in Latin 
America and around the globe, and that evidence should 
be carefully evaluated and reported in the EIS, and non 
-private water development should clearly bean alternative.
 
Please send material to:
 
Professor Paul Friesema
Environmental Policy and Culture Program
304 Scott Hall
601 University Place
Northwestern University
Evanston, IL 60208-1006 
 
                    Thanks a lot!  Paul
------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, DoD. 
 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) is 
preparing an 

mailto:MCRG.EIS@usace.army.mil
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to analyze the 
direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of a proposed water supply project 
in Wyoming 
and Colorado, referred to as the Regional Watershed 
Supply Project 
(RWSP). Construction of the proposed RWSP is expected 
to require a 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. The Project is 
proposed by Million 
Conservation Resource Group (MCRG), which is a private water 
development group. The RWSP proposes to 
provide approximately 250,000 
acre-feet per year of new annual firm yield to meet 
a portion of the 
projected water supply needs of southeastern Wyoming and 
the Front 
Range of Colorado on a perpetual basis through 2030 
and beyond. The 
water would be obtained from the Green River Basin as 
part of the 
unused portion of water allocated to the States of 
Wyoming and Colorado 
under the Upper Colorado River Compact. The RWSP would be 
a non-Federal 
project constructed, owned, and operated by MCRG. 
 
DATES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
meeting dates. 
 
ADDRESSES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
meeting addresses. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Questions and 
comments regarding the
proposed action and EIS should be addressed to Ms. 
Rena Brand, Project 
Manager, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Denver 
Regulatory Office, 9307 
S. Wadsworth Blvd., Littleton, CO 80128-6901; (303) 979-4120;
mcrg.eis@usace.army.mil.



From: Brand, Rena J NWO
To: Sehi, Debby; Meighen, Bruce; Smith, Kelly A.; 
Subject: FW: Comments from Wyoming Outdoor Council
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2009 9:47:29 AM
Attachments: WOC Million comments.doc 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Steve Jones [mailto:steve@wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2009 4:57 PM 
To: Brand, Rena J NWO 
Subject: Comments from Wyoming Outdoor Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 27, 2009 
 
Rena Brand, Project Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District Denver Regulatory Office 
9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd. 
Littleton, CO  80128-6901 
 
Sent via email to: Rena.J.Brand@usace.army.mil 
 
Re: Scoping Comments on Regional Watershed Supply Project Draft EIS 
 
 
Dear Ms. Brand, 
 
Please accept the following comments on the scope of the Environmental Impact 
Statement to be prepared for the Regional Watershed Supply Project (RWSP). 
These comments are submitted by Wyoming Outdoor Council. 
 
The Wyoming Outdoor Council is Wyoming's oldest independent conservation 
organization.  The Wyoming Outdoor Council has worked for more than four 
decades to protect Wyoming's iconic western landscapes, its world-renowned 
wildlife, and its clean air and water.  Wyoming is a headwaters state and the 
Wyoming Outdoor Council is concerned about the protection of its important 
watershed resources such as the Green River and the uses of those resources. 
The use of our watershed resources should be both economically and 
ecologically sustainable and we believe that efforts to protect and conserve 
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July 27, 2009


Rena Brand, Project Manager
US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District


Denver Regulatory Office


9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd.


Littleton, CO  80128-6901


Sent via email to: Rena.J.Brand@usace.army.mil

Re: Scoping Comments on Regional Watershed Supply Project Draft EIS


Dear Ms. Brand,


Please accept the following comments on the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement to be prepared for the Regional Watershed Supply Project (RWSP).  These comments are submitted by Wyoming Outdoor Council.


The Wyoming Outdoor Council is Wyoming’s oldest independent conservation organization.  The Wyoming Outdoor Council has worked for more than four decades to protect Wyoming’s iconic western landscapes, its world-renowned wildlife, and its clean air and water.  Wyoming is a headwaters state and the Wyoming Outdoor Council is concerned about the protection of its important watershed resources such as the Green River and the uses of those resources.  The use of our watershed resources should be both economically and ecologically sustainable and we believe that efforts to protect and conserve Wyoming's precious watershed resources should be made wherever possible.


We are concerned about the level of information available in the commenting process.  That is a problem in assessing the project at this point.  Nevertheless, there are several issues that deserve the Army Corps of Engineers’ (ACE) attention with regard to determining the scope of the analysis for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 


We urge the ACE to consider the following issues as it prepares the EIS 


Issues to be addressed:


Purpose and Need For the Project


The Purpose and Need Statement for the RWSP reads “…. To provide approximately 250,000 Acre Feet of Water from the Green River basin to Colorado and Wyoming. Water deliveries from the project are needed to meet a portion of the projected future demand of Colorado Front Range and Wyoming users. The potential water users for the proposed project are expected to include agriculture, municipalities, and industries in southeastern Wyoming and the Front Range of Colorado…” 


This is a proposal by a group of private investors whose financial capacity is unknown.  No customers (buyers for the water) have been identified.  Thus, the ultimate use for this water is not known.  The group proposing this pipeline would appear to be speculating that there will be a demand for the water by unnamed and unknown users in the Colorado Front Range area by the time the pipeline is completed. 


How can ACE be expected to evaluate the purpose and need for the project under these circumstances?  The ACE should demand considerably more from the Million Resource Conservation Group (MRCG) before it assumes that there is a legitimate need for this project and before it assumes that the MRCG has the financial resources to carry it forward. 


As it is currently phrased, the purpose and need for this project is vague and lacks a clear vision of a need for the project. Without knowing who will use the water, no real assessment of their need for the water can be made.  Until the Million Resource Conservation Group (MRCG) can clearly define who will be the users of this water, and justify the needs for this water, the EIS for the RWSP should not move forward. 


These are not small considerations.  This proposed project is unusual in that it is proposed by a private group of investors.  It is not proposed by a public governmental entity.  A city, or group of cities, that might want to construct such a pipeline would have publicly available information that would to demonstrate their financial ability to complete the project.  Furthermore, they would not be interested in such a project unless it was a cost-effective way to deliver water needs to a group of municipalities or other water users.  At this point, ACE has no such assurances.  The costs for this project at any time in the foreseeable future could far exceed reasonable costs for the delivery of water to the Colorado Front Range.  If that proves to be the case, there will be no viable purpose and need for this pipeline project. 


The Cost of the Project 


The cost of the RWSP is largely unknown.  Ultimately this gets back to the issue of the ability of the MRCG to find buyers who will be able to afford the water.  Should ACE proceed with an EIS of this RWSP if the potential use of the water is, at best, speculative?  If the MRCG does not want to provide this information, what is the public to do?  ACE must decide at some point if performing this analysis is worth its time and effort.  The MRCG has entered to enter into a public process in order to gain access to a valuable public resource.  Under the circumstances, the ACE should demand that the public, as well as ACE, be able to have good information regarding how this resource will be used, and at what cost.


MRCG has not provided official cost estimates in writing.  Informal estimates range from $8,000 to $28,000 per acre-foot in construction costs alone.  This does not even count operation and maintenance costs.  Will there really be any buyers for the RWSP water at these rates? 


The Range of Alternatives 


A greater range of alternatives should be identified by ACE in the EIS than has been identified at this point.  Currently only certain structural variations of the proposed pipeline are included as alternatives.  All alternatives, including non-structural options should be analyzed and included. Currently MRCG has proposed moving the diversion point to various sides of Flaming Gorge Reservoir as “alternatives”, this does not provide for a sufficient range of alternatives as required under the National Environmental Policy Act.  NEPA requires that the proponents must “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.”  Other alternatives that remove water from other sources should be evaluated.  This should include evaluating the possibilities for withdrawing water from the Green River in Colorado and Utah, as well as Wyoming.  It should include evaluating the potential for withdrawing water from the Colorado River and its other tributaries as well.  A full set of alternatives would provide similar amounts of water from many other points of withdrawal, besides Flaming Gorge Reservoir or the Green River above Flaming Gorge Reservoir. 


Conservation and demand reduction alternatives should also be evaluated.  Even modest steps taken toward efficiency have been found to reduce water demand in many cases.  Such alternatives should be explored thoroughly by the ACE.  All non-structural alternatives should be carefully analyzed. 


Availability of Water


There is quite a bit of doubt that has been raised during the scoping process about both the physical availability of the water needed for this project.  A careful analysis of the amount of water available for this pipeline should be examined.  Some studies indicate that there is much less than the 250,00 acre-feet projected to be diverted by the proposed RWSP.   This is particularly true given new projections about the impact of climate change and global warming on water availability in the Colorado River basin.  The ACE should thoroughly analyze the impacts of climate change the viability of this RWSP project.  All sources and potential sources of water for this project should be analyzed, and examined to ensure that there are adequate resources to supply this project. 


The volume of water identified as “available” for this project, has been based on limited information.  In a March 2007 memo the Bureau of Reclamation identified 165,000 AFY as available for diversion from Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The figure was based upon the historic flows on Green River between 1922-2005.  But that was a relatively wet period, paleontological records seem to show, and thus such data may be far from accurate if we are now looking at a much drier period brought on by climate change in the region.


While MRCG cites the 2004 Colorado Statewide Water Supply Investigation (SWSI) as a source, its accuracy is questionable.  It did not address the trend toward a drier climate nor the impacts from climate change, which could make the operation of this project very difficult.  The Colorado Water Conservation Board is undergoing Phase One an availability study on the Colorado River Basin, which should be completed in late 2009.  In any event any study done or undertaken by the ACE should consider the impacts of climate change on our water availability.  Looking at the low end of the range of possibilities will be crucial, since this appears to be the direction the water availability in the basin is headed.   How much water is really available in the Colorado River system over the next 50 to 100 years would appear to be a great unknown at this point


Legal Considerations


The ACE should carefully examine the legal viability of this project.  There are significant legal issues that must be addressed.  These include:


1.  Will the MRCG be required to get a permit to divert water to Colorado from the Wyoming state legislature?  See Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115.  That statutes provides:


None of the water of the state either surface or underground may be appropriated, stored or diverted for use outside of the state or for use as a medium of transportation of mineral, chemical or other products to another state without the specific prior approval of the legislature.  


Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115(b)


Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115 goes on to specify a procedure by which the Wyoming state engineer must evaluate the out of state water transfer and report to the legislature prior to the legislature awarding the transfer of water permit.


2.  Even assuming that the Wyoming legislature would grant the MCRG a permit to withdraw water from Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the Green River, what ability does it have to place restrictions on such withdrawal?  If it can place restrictions on the withdrawal of water, the ACE should make its best efforts to determine what restrictions are likely to be placed on the RWSP project, as part of ACE's efforts to determine the costs of the project.


3.  Can Wyoming and Colorado meet their Colorado River Compact obligations for the downstream states if the RWSP project goes forward?


4.  How does the Upper Colorado River Compact affect the legal obligations of both Colorado and Wyoming?


5.  What financial assurances should the ACE require before granting a permit for a large pipeline project that, if not completed, could be a waste of government resources, as well as result in severe environmental consequences, without any beneficial use of the water.


6.  What sort of coordination of the states of Wyoming and Colorado will be required in order to properly administer the RWSP in compliance with the laws of both states?  How will the RWSP project be administered between the states, and how will that administration affect the cost of the project?


7.  What rights do the lower compact states of Utah, Arizona and California have, and can they require a cessation of the withdrawal of water, in any given year (due to drought, etc.) from the RWSP?  How would such a cessation affect the project, where the use of the water would become uncertain at best?  Would it be impossible to consider such a water supply appropriate for municipal use? 


8.  Under the Colorado River Compact, are there any restrictions on the signatory states that would constrain their ability to transfer water outside the basin entirely?


9.  What legal ability does MRCG have to stand in the shoes of the state of Colorado, when they seek to withdraw water from the Green River to the Front Range of Colorado?


10.  Since MRCG is intending to use Wyoming water in Colorado, does the MRCG have an obligation to comply with Colorado water law, as well as the various Colorado River Interstate Compacts?


Fisheries Impacts


Various impacts upon the fisheries of the Green River as well as the Platte River basins must be considered by the ACE.  These include the following:


1.  How will the pipeline be kept free of non-native species?


There is potential to transport the Quagga mussel, the zebra mussel and the New Zealand mud snail through this pipeline.  Furthermore, burbot is non-native to the Platte River system, and they are a predatory fish that could negatively affect the recovery of endangered species.   The eggs of burbot are quite small and have been found to pass through screens between the Green River and the Jim Bridger Power Plant.  Transport of the seeds of non-native plants and noxious weeds should be evaluated, as well as the transport of aquatic algae.


2.  How will the fishery of the Green River be affected?


There are 77 miles from the proposed point of withdrawal for the RWSP to the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  How will the withdrawal affect this stretch of river?  The kokanee salmon spawn in this stretch.  They need the shallow sands in the area to lay their eggs.  Will the flow regime be changed so that the spawning beds will no longer be available for kokanee salmon spawning?   ACE should evaluate how this potential impact might be avoided?  Could scheduling withdrawals only during certain times of the year mitigate this problem?


Will a change in flow regime in the Green River affect trout and salmon fry?  Will their source of food be changed by the change in river levels?  If so, how can this best be mitigated?  Will there be an agreed upon procedure to institutionalize releases from Fontenelle Reservoir in order to help with fishery concerns?


How will the flow regime changes in the Green River affect sediment levels, and sediment transport?  What affect will sediment and nutrient transport have on the overall ecology of the river, particularly the fishery and the waterfowl and birds of prey that depend upon them for survival?  Will the temperature of this stretch of the Green River be affected, and how will that, in turn, affect the fishery and ecology of this reach of the Green River?


3.  How will the fishery of the Flaming Gorge Reservoir be affected?


It is anticipated that there will be a drawdown of Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  How will this affect kokanee salmon that spawn in the reservoir itself?  Generally they do this in shallow sands near the shore of the lake.  Will these spawning grounds be eliminated by the lowering of the lake level?  What about the impact on other fish species such as lake trout and rainbow trout?  


Impacts on Wildlife


There will undoubtedly be significant impacts to terrestrial wildlife considering the size of this pipeline and its length.  Impacts to sage grouse, a potential sensitive species that may become threatened could be considerable.  Impacts to big game herds (antelope, elk, and deer) will also be considerable.   We are also very concerned about the impacts to Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge and its wildlife.  The cottonwood community located downstream of the refuge could be greatly affected by the reduction in flows.  Mitigation of these impacts needs to be addressed. 


Energy Demands of the RWSP 


The energy needs and sources for this project are largely unknown and unquantified at this time.  The ACE should carefully identify these needs as part of any evaluation of this project.  Whether the power for this project will be natural gas, wind, solar, or diesel generators is not known.   The impacts from these various sources will affect the environmental impacts of the entire project.  It is hard to comment in the abstract on such impacts.  The energy needs for this project should be fully and specifically identified before this project can be effectively evaluated and analyzed. 


There is also the loss of power generation at Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  Will this be supplanted by the MRCG?  If so, where, how and to what extent?  


Impacts on Boating Recreation

The ACE should evaluate how the RWSP project will impact boating recreational opportunities at Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  If the level of Flaming Gorge Reservoir drops, will marinas, boat ramps and docks be affected?  If so, how will MRCG mitigate this impact?  Will boaters be forced into the southern end of the reservoir for lack of access?  Will docks and marinas incur greater costs due to the changing water level and if so who will pay those costs? 


What will be the impact of boating and kayaking on the Green River from Fontenelle Reservoir to Flaming Gorge Reservoir?  Will the change in flow regime affect whitewater recreation?   Will there be reduced usage of the Green River as a result of the withdrawals?  Will the reduced flows affect the sport fishing opportunities?  It is very likely that reduced flows will lead to reduced health of these fisheries thereby limiting the opportunities for angling on the Green River.  How will these impacts be mitigated? 


Impacts on Air Quality


Impacts to air quality are largely unknown at this point.  Much will depend upon what source of energy is chosen to meet the needs of the pipeline.  The upper Green River valley, north of the project site, has already been recommended by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division as a non-attainment site ozone.  Undoubtedly it will be so designated by the time this project is commenced.  Care should be taken by the MCRG, as project developer, that the RWSP does not add to the pollution of the area.  The impacts on air quality especially from the emissions produced in pumping the water, as well as from the construction of the project should be analyzed and evaluated. 


Impacts to Water Quality


As has been mentioned above, the potential impacts to water quality are great, depending on the details of the withdrawal of the water from the Green River and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  There can be no doubt that lower flow levels of water in the Green River will affect sediment transport, which will in turn affect the quality of the remaining water in the system.  Turbidity is likely to be affected.  This will seriously affect the quality of the water available for the cities of Rock Springs and Green River, who use Green River water for their municipal water supply.


Cumulative Impacts


We encourage the ACE to always consider cumulative impacts whenever a project of this size is being contemplated.  Other projects throughout the basin need to be considered along with the RWSP, in order to truly evaluate the cumulative impact of this project on the entire Colorado River watershed.  Please consider the cumulative impact such projects that are also being proposed may have, such as the Windy Gap Firming Project, the Moffat Tunnel Expansion project, the Northern Integrated Supply Project and Shell Energy’s filing for water rights on the Yampa in December of 2008.  These projects are likely to reduce flows within the Colorado River system, and extend low flows, and are currently not factored into MRCG’s assessment of availability. 


Conclusion


Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and for extending the comment deadline to July 27, 2009.  Wyoming Outdoor Council understands that this is a long process, and we hope that the Army Corps of Engineers will continue to solicit input from the public during this interim period when the draft EIS is being prepared.  We also encourage the ACE to carefully consider whether there is sufficient information to proceed with the drafting of an EIS at this time. 


Sincerely, 


Steve Jones


Watershed Protection Program Attorney


Wyoming Outdoor Council


262 Lincoln St.


Lander, WY 82520


307-332-7031 ext 12


307-332-6899 (FAX)


steve@wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org



Wyoming's precious watershed resources should be made wherever possible. 
 
We are concerned about the level of information available in the commenting 
process.  That is a problem in assessing the project at this point. 
Nevertheless, there are several issues that deserve the Army Corps of 
Engineers' (ACE) attention with regard to determining the scope of the 
analysis for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 
We urge the ACE to consider the following issues as it prepares the EIS 
Issues to be addressed: 
 
Purpose and Need For the Project 
 
The Purpose and Need Statement for the RWSP reads ".... To provide 
approximately 250,000 Acre Feet of Water from the Green River basin to 
Colorado and Wyoming. Water deliveries from the project are needed to meet a 
portion of the projected future demand of Colorado Front Range and Wyoming 
users. The potential water users for the proposed project are expected to 
include agriculture, municipalities, and industries in southeastern Wyoming 
and the Front Range of Colorado..." 
 
This is a proposal by a group of private investors whose financial capacity 
is unknown.  No customers (buyers for the water) have been identified.  Thus, 
the ultimate use for this water is not known.  The group proposing this 
pipeline would appear to be speculating that there will be a demand for the 
water by unnamed and unknown users in the Colorado Front Range area by the 
time the pipeline is completed. 
 
How can ACE be expected to evaluate the purpose and need for the project 
under these circumstances?  The ACE should demand considerably more from the 
Million Resource Conservation Group (MRCG) before it assumes that there is a 
legitimate need for this project and before it assumes that the MRCG has the 
financial resources to carry it forward. 
 
As it is currently phrased, the purpose and need for this project is vague 
and lacks a clear vision of a need for the project. Without knowing who will 
use the water, no real assessment of their need for the water can be made. 
Until the Million Resource Conservation Group 
(MRCG) can clearly define who will be the users of this water, and justify 
the needs for this water, the EIS for the RWSP should not move forward. 
 
These are not small considerations.  This proposed project is unusual in that 
it is proposed by a private group of investors.  It is not proposed by a 
public governmental entity.  A city, or group of cities, that might want to 



construct such a pipeline would have publicly available information that 
would to demonstrate their financial ability to complete the project. 
Furthermore, they would not be interested in such a project unless it was a 
cost-effective way to deliver water needs to a group of municipalities or 
other water users.  At this point, ACE has no such assurances.  The costs for 
this project at any time in the foreseeable future could far exceed 
reasonable costs for the delivery of water to the Colorado Front Range.  If 
that proves to be the case, there will be no viable purpose and need for this 
pipeline project. 
 
The Cost of the Project 
 
The cost of the RWSP is largely unknown.  Ultimately this gets back to  
the issue of the ability of the MRCG to find buyers who will be able  
to afford the water.  Should ACE proceed with an EIS of this RWSP if  
the potential use of the water is, at best, speculative?  If the MRCG  
does not want to provide this information, what is the public to do?   
ACE must decide at some point if performing this analysis is worth its  
time and effort.  The MRCG has entered to enter into a public process  
in order to gain access to a valuable public resource.  Under the  
circumstances, the ACE should demand that the public, as well as ACE,  
be able to have good information regarding how this resource will be  
used, and at what cost. 
 
MRCG has not provided official cost estimates in writing.  Informal  
estimates range from $8,000 to $28,000 per acre-foot in construction  
costs alone.  This does not even count operation and maintenance  
costs.  Will there really be any buyers for the RWSP water at these  
rates? 
 
The Range of Alternatives 
 
A greater range of alternatives should be identified by ACE in the EIS  
than has been identified at this point.  Currently only certain  
structural variations of the proposed pipeline are included as  
alternatives.  All alternatives, including non-structural options  
should be analyzed and included. Currently MRCG has proposed moving  
the diversion point to various sides of Flaming Gorge Reservoir as  
"alternatives", this does not provide for a sufficient range of  
alternatives as required under the National Environmental Policy Act.   
NEPA requires that the proponents must "rigorously explore and  
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives."  Other alternatives  
that remove water from other sources should be evaluated.  This should  
include evaluating the possibilities for withdrawing water from the  
Green River in Colorado and Utah, as well as Wyoming.  It should  



include evaluating the potential for withdrawing water from the  
Colorado River and its other tributaries as well.  A full set of  
alternatives would provide similar amounts of water from many other  
points of withdrawal, besides Flaming Gorge Reservoir or the Green  
River above Flaming Gorge Reservoir. 
 
Conservation and demand reduction alternatives should also be  
evaluated.  Even modest steps taken toward efficiency have been found  
to reduce water demand in many cases.  Such alternatives should be  
explored thoroughly by the ACE.  All non-structural alternatives  
should be carefully analyzed. 
 
Availability of Water 
 
There is quite a bit of doubt that has been raised during the scoping  
process about both the physical availability of the water needed for  
this project.  A careful analysis of the amount of water available for  
this pipeline should be examined.  Some studies indicate that there is  
much less than the 250,00 acre-feet projected to be diverted by the  
proposed RWSP.   This is particularly true given new projections about  
the impact of climate change and global warming on water availability  
in the Colorado River basin.  The ACE should thoroughly analyze the  
impacts of climate change the viability of this RWSP project.  All  
sources and potential sources of water for this project should be  
analyzed, and examined to ensure that there are adequate resources to  
supply this project. 
 
The volume of water identified as "available" for this project, has  
been based on limited information.  In a March 2007 memo the Bureau of  
Reclamation identified 165,000 AFY as available for diversion from  
Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The figure was based upon the historic flows  
on Green River between 1922-2005.  But that was a relatively wet  
period, paleontological records seem to show, and thus such data may  
be far from accurate if we are now looking at a much drier period  
brought on by climate change in the region. 
 
While MRCG cites the 2004 Colorado Statewide Water Supply  
Investigation (SWSI) as a source, its accuracy is questionable.  It  
did not address the trend toward a drier climate nor the impacts from  
climate change, which could make the operation of this project very  
difficult.  The Colorado Water Conservation Board is undergoing Phase  
One an availability study on the Colorado River Basin, which should be  
completed in late 2009.  In any event any study done or undertaken by  
the ACE should consider the impacts of climate change on our water  
availability.  Looking at the low end of the range of possibilities  



will be crucial, since this appears to be the direction the water  
availability in the basin is headed.   How much water is really  
available in the Colorado River system over the next 50 to 100 years  
would appear to be a great unknown at this point 
 
Legal Considerations 
 
The ACE should carefully examine the legal viability of this project.   
There are significant legal issues that must be addressed.  These  
include: 
 
1.  Will the MRCG be required to get a permit to divert water to  
Colorado from the Wyoming state legislature?  See Wyo. Stat. Ann.  
41-3-115.  That statutes provides: 
 
None of the water of the state either surface or underground may be  
appropriated, stored or diverted for use outside of the state or for  
use as a medium of transportation of mineral, chemical or other  
products to another state without the specific prior approval of the  
legislature. 
Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115(b) 
 
Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115 goes on to specify a procedure by which the  
Wyoming state engineer must evaluate the out of state water transfer  
and report to the legislature prior to the legislature awarding the  
transfer of water permit. 
 
2.  Even assuming that the Wyoming legislature would grant the MCRG a  
permit to withdraw water from Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the Green  
River, what ability does it have to place restrictions on such  
withdrawal?  If it can place restrictions on the withdrawal of water,  
the ACE should make its best efforts to determine what restrictions  
are likely to be placed on the RWSP project, as part of ACE's efforts  
to determine the costs of the project. 
 
3.  Can Wyoming and Colorado meet their Colorado River Compact  
obligations for the downstream states if the RWSP project goes forward? 
 
4.  How does the Upper Colorado River Compact affect the legal  
obligations of both Colorado and Wyoming? 
 
5.  What financial assurances should the ACE require before granting a  
permit for a large pipeline project that, if not completed, could be a  
waste of government resources, as well as result in severe  
environmental consequences, without any beneficial use of the water. 



 
6.  What sort of coordination of the states of Wyoming and Colorado  
will be required in order to properly administer the RWSP in  
compliance with the laws of both states?  How will the RWSP project be  
administered between the states, and how will that administration  
affect the cost of the project? 
 
7.  What rights do the lower compact states of Utah, Arizona and  
California have, and can they require a cessation of the withdrawal of  
water, in any given year (due to drought, etc.) from the RWSP?  How  
would such a cessation affect the project, where the use of the water  
would become uncertain at best?  Would it be impossible to consider  
such a water supply appropriate for municipal use? 
 
8.  Under the Colorado River Compact, are there any restrictions on  
the signatory states that would constrain their ability to transfer  
water outside the basin entirely? 
 
9.  What legal ability does MRCG have to stand in the shoes of the  
state of Colorado, when they seek to withdraw water from the Green  
River to the Front Range of Colorado? 
 
10.  Since MRCG is intending to use Wyoming water in Colorado, does  
the MRCG have an obligation to comply with Colorado water law, as well  
as the various Colorado River Interstate Compacts? 
 
Fisheries Impacts 
 
Various impacts upon the fisheries of the Green River as well as the  
Platte River basins must be considered by the ACE.  These include the  
following: 
 
1.  How will the pipeline be kept free of non-native species? 
 
There is potential to transport the Quagga mussel, the zebra mussel  
and the New Zealand mud snail through this pipeline.  Furthermore,  
burbot is non-native to the Platte River system, and they are a  
predatory fish that could negatively affect the recovery of endangered  
species.   The eggs of burbot are quite small and have been found to  
pass through screens between the Green River and the Jim Bridger Power  
Plant.  Transport of the seeds of non-native plants and noxious weeds  
should be evaluated, as well as the transport of aquatic algae. 
 
2.  How will the fishery of the Green River be affected? 
 
There are 77 miles from the proposed point of withdrawal for the RWSP  



to the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  How will the withdrawal affect this  
stretch of river?  The kokanee salmon spawn in this stretch.  They  
need the shallow sands in the area to lay their eggs.  Will the flow  
regime be changed so that the spawning beds will no longer be  
available for kokanee salmon spawning?   ACE should evaluate how this  
potential impact might be avoided?  Could scheduling withdrawals only  
during certain times of the year mitigate this problem? 
 
Will a change in flow regime in the Green River affect trout and  
salmon fry?  Will their source of food be changed by the change in  
river levels?  If so, how can this best be mitigated?  Will there be  
an agreed upon procedure to institutionalize releases from Fontenelle  
Reservoir in order to help with fishery concerns? 
 
How will the flow regime changes in the Green River affect sediment  
levels, and sediment transport?  What affect will sediment and  
nutrient transport have on the overall ecology of the river,  
particularly the fishery and the waterfowl and birds of prey that  
depend upon them for survival?  Will the temperature of this stretch  
of the Green River be affected, and how will that, in turn, affect the  
fishery and ecology of this reach of the Green River? 
 
3.  How will the fishery of the Flaming Gorge Reservoir be affected? 
 
It is anticipated that there will be a drawdown of Flaming Gorge  
Reservoir.  How will this affect kokanee salmon that spawn in the  
reservoir itself?  Generally they do this in shallow sands near the  
shore of the lake.  Will these spawning grounds be eliminated by the  
lowering of the lake level?  What about the impact on other fish  
species such as lake trout and rainbow trout? 
 
Impacts on Wildlife 
 
There will undoubtedly be significant impacts to terrestrial wildlife  
considering the size of this pipeline and its length.  Impacts to sage  
grouse, a potential sensitive species that may become threatened could  
be considerable.  Impacts to big game herds (antelope, elk, and deer)  
will also be considerable.   We are also very concerned about the  
impacts to Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge and its wildlife.  The  
cottonwood community located downstream of the refuge could be greatly  
affected by the reduction in flows.  Mitigation of these impacts needs  
to be addressed. 
 
 
Energy Demands of the RWSP 



 
The energy needs and sources for this project are largely unknown and  
unquantified at this time.  The ACE should carefully identify these  
needs as part of any evaluation of this project.  Whether the power  
for this project will be natural gas, wind, solar, or diesel  
generators is not known.   The impacts from these various sources will  
affect the environmental impacts of the entire project.  It is hard to  
comment in the abstract on such impacts.  The energy needs for this  
project should be fully and specifically identified before this  
project can be effectively evaluated and analyzed. 
 
There is also the loss of power generation at Flaming Gorge  
Reservoir.  Will this be supplanted by the MRCG?  If so, where, how  
and to what extent? 
 
Impacts on Boating Recreation 
 
 
The ACE should evaluate how the RWSP project will impact boating  
recreational opportunities at Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  If the level  
of Flaming Gorge Reservoir drops, will marinas, boat ramps and docks  
be affected?  If so, how will MRCG mitigate this impact?  Will boaters  
be forced into the southern end of the reservoir for lack of access?   
Will docks and marinas incur greater costs due to the changing water  
level and if so who will pay those costs? 
 
What will be the impact of boating and kayaking on the Green River  
from Fontenelle Reservoir to Flaming Gorge Reservoir?  Will the change  
in flow regime affect whitewater recreation?   Will there be reduced  
usage of the Green River as a result of the withdrawals?  Will the  
reduced flows affect the sport fishing opportunities?  It is very  
likely that reduced flows will lead to reduced health of these  
fisheries thereby limiting the opportunities for angling on the Green  
River.  How will these impacts be mitigated? 
 
Impacts on Air Quality 
 
Impacts to air quality are largely unknown at this point.  Much will  
depend upon what source of energy is chosen to meet the needs of the  
pipeline.  The upper Green River valley, north of the project site,  
has already been recommended by the Wyoming Department of  
Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division as a non-attainment site  
ozone.  Undoubtedly it will be so designated by the time this project  
is commenced.  Care should be taken by the MCRG, as project developer,  
that the RWSP does not add to the pollution of the area.  The impacts  



on air quality especially from the emissions produced in pumping the  
water, as well as from the construction of the project should be  
analyzed and evaluated. 
 
 
Impacts to Water Quality 
 
As has been mentioned above, the potential impacts to water quality  
are great, depending on the details of the withdrawal of the water  
from the Green River and the Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  There can be no  
doubt that lower flow levels of water in the Green River will affect  
sediment transport, which will in turn affect the quality of the  
remaining water in the system.  Turbidity is likely to be affected.   
This will seriously affect the quality of the water available for the  
cities of Rock Springs and Green River, who use Green River water for  
their municipal water supply. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
We encourage the ACE to always consider cumulative impacts whenever a  
project of this size is being contemplated.  Other projects throughout  
the basin need to be considered along with the RWSP, in order to truly  
evaluate the cumulative impact of this project on the entire Colorado  
River watershed.  Please consider the cumulative impact such projects  
that are also being proposed may have, such as the Windy Gap Firming  
Project, the Moffat Tunnel Expansion project, the Northern Integrated  
Supply Project and Shell Energy's filing for water rights on the Yampa  
in December of 2008.  These projects are likely to reduce flows within  
the Colorado River system, and extend low flows, and are currently not  
factored into MRCG's assessment of availability. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and for extending the  
comment deadline to July 27, 2009.  Wyoming Outdoor Council  
understands that this is a long process, and we hope that the Army  
Corps of Engineers will continue to solicit input from the public  
during this interim period when the draft EIS is being prepared.  We  
also encourage the ACE to carefully consider whether there is  
sufficient information to proceed with the drafting of an EIS at this  
time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
 
 
 
 
Steve Jones 
Watershed Protection Program Attorney 
Wyoming Outdoor Council 
262 Lincoln St. 
Lander, WY 82520 
307-332-7031 ext 12 
307-332-6899 (FAX) 
steve@wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org 
 
 
Since 1967 the Wyoming Outdoor Council has worked to protect Wyoming's  
environment and quality of life for future generations. We envision a  
Wyoming thriving with abundant wildlife, healthy landscapes, clean air  
and water, strong communities, and sustained by renewable energy. We  
need your help. Join us today at 
http://www.wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org/join/index.php 
 

http://www.wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org/join/index.php


July 27, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rena Brand, Project Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District 
Denver Regulatory Office 
9307 S. Wadsworth Blvd. 
Littleton, CO  80128-6901 
 
Sent via email to: Rena.J.Brand@usace.army.mil 
 

Re: Scoping Comments on Regional Watershed Supply Project Draft EIS 
 
 
Dear Ms. Brand, 
 
Please accept the following comments on the scope of the Environmental Impact 
Statement to be prepared for the Regional Watershed Supply Project (RWSP).  These 
comments are submitted by Wyoming Outdoor Council. 
 
The Wyoming Outdoor Council is Wyoming’s oldest independent conservation 
organization.  The Wyoming Outdoor Council has worked for more than four decades to 
protect Wyoming’s iconic western landscapes, its world-renowned wildlife, and its clean 
air and water.  Wyoming is a headwaters state and the Wyoming Outdoor Council is 
concerned about the protection of its important watershed resources such as the Green 
River and the uses of those resources.  The use of our watershed resources should be both 
economically and ecologically sustainable and we believe that efforts to protect and 
conserve Wyoming's precious watershed resources should be made wherever possible. 
 
We are concerned about the level of information available in the commenting process.  
That is a problem in assessing the project at this point.  Nevertheless, there are several 
issues that deserve the Army Corps of Engineers’ (ACE) attention with regard to 
determining the scope of the analysis for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
process pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
 
We urge the ACE to consider the following issues as it prepares the EIS  
Issues to be addressed: 
 
Purpose and Need For the Project 
 

mailto:Rena.J.Brand@usace.army.mil


The Purpose and Need Statement for the RWSP reads “…. To provide approximately 
250,000 Acre Feet of Water from the Green River basin to Colorado and Wyoming. 
Water deliveries from the project are needed to meet a portion of the projected future 
demand of Colorado Front Range and Wyoming users. The potential water users for the 
proposed project are expected to include agriculture, municipalities, and industries in 
southeastern Wyoming and the Front Range of Colorado…”  
 
This is a proposal by a group of private investors whose financial capacity is unknown.  
No customers (buyers for the water) have been identified.  Thus, the ultimate use for this 
water is not known.  The group proposing this pipeline would appear to be speculating 
that there will be a demand for the water by unnamed and unknown users in the Colorado 
Front Range area by the time the pipeline is completed.  
 
How can ACE be expected to evaluate the purpose and need for the project under these 
circumstances?  The ACE should demand considerably more from the Million Resource 
Conservation Group (MRCG) before it assumes that there is a legitimate need for this 
project and before it assumes that the MRCG has the financial resources to carry it 
forward.  
 
As it is currently phrased, the purpose and need for this project is vague and lacks a clear 
vision of a need for the project. Without knowing who will use the water, no real 
assessment of their need for the water can be made.  Until the Million Resource 
Conservation Group (MRCG) can clearly define who will be the users of this water, and 
justify the needs for this water, the EIS for the RWSP should not move forward.  
 
These are not small considerations.  This proposed project is unusual in that it is proposed 
by a private group of investors.  It is not proposed by a public governmental entity.  A 
city, or group of cities, that might want to construct such a pipeline would have publicly 
available information that would to demonstrate their financial ability to complete the 
project.  Furthermore, they would not be interested in such a project unless it was a cost-
effective way to deliver water needs to a group of municipalities or other water users.  At 
this point, ACE has no such assurances.  The costs for this project at any time in the 
foreseeable future could far exceed reasonable costs for the delivery of water to the 
Colorado Front Range.  If that proves to be the case, there will be no viable purpose and 
need for this pipeline project.  
 
The Cost of the Project  
 
The cost of the RWSP is largely unknown.  Ultimately this gets back to the issue of the 
ability of the MRCG to find buyers who will be able to afford the water.  Should ACE 
proceed with an EIS of this RWSP if the potential use of the water is, at best, 
speculative?  If the MRCG does not want to provide this information, what is the public 
to do?  ACE must decide at some point if performing this analysis is worth its time and 
effort.  The MRCG has entered to enter into a public process in order to gain access to a 
valuable public resource.  Under the circumstances, the ACE should demand that the 



public, as well as ACE, be able to have good information regarding how this resource 
will be used, and at what cost. 
 
MRCG has not provided official cost estimates in writing.  Informal estimates range from 
$8,000 to $28,000 per acre-foot in construction costs alone.  This does not even count 
operation and maintenance costs.  Will there really be any buyers for the RWSP water at 
these rates?  
 
The Range of Alternatives  
 
A greater range of alternatives should be identified by ACE in the EIS than has been 
identified at this point.  Currently only certain structural variations of the proposed 
pipeline are included as alternatives.  All alternatives, including non-structural options 
should be analyzed and included. Currently MRCG has proposed moving the diversion 
point to various sides of Flaming Gorge Reservoir as “alternatives”, this does not provide 
for a sufficient range of alternatives as required under the National Environmental Policy 
Act.  NEPA requires that the proponents must “rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives.”  Other alternatives that remove water from other 
sources should be evaluated.  This should include evaluating the possibilities for 
withdrawing water from the Green River in Colorado and Utah, as well as Wyoming.  It 
should include evaluating the potential for withdrawing water from the Colorado River 
and its other tributaries as well.  A full set of alternatives would provide similar amounts 
of water from many other points of withdrawal, besides Flaming Gorge Reservoir or the 
Green River above Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  
 
Conservation and demand reduction alternatives should also be evaluated.  Even modest 
steps taken toward efficiency have been found to reduce water demand in many cases.  
Such alternatives should be explored thoroughly by the ACE.  All non-structural 
alternatives should be carefully analyzed.  
 
Availability of Water 
 
There is quite a bit of doubt that has been raised during the scoping process about both 
the physical availability of the water needed for this project.  A careful analysis of the 
amount of water available for this pipeline should be examined.  Some studies indicate 
that there is much less than the 250,00 acre-feet projected to be diverted by the proposed 
RWSP.   This is particularly true given new projections about the impact of climate 
change and global warming on water availability in the Colorado River basin.  The ACE 
should thoroughly analyze the impacts of climate change the viability of this RWSP 
project.  All sources and potential sources of water for this project should be analyzed, 
and examined to ensure that there are adequate resources to supply this project.  
 
The volume of water identified as “available” for this project, has been based on limited 
information.  In a March 2007 memo the Bureau of Reclamation identified 165,000 AFY 
as available for diversion from Flaming Gorge Reservoir. The figure was based upon the 
historic flows on Green River between 1922-2005.  But that was a relatively wet period, 



paleontological records seem to show, and thus such data may be far from accurate if we 
are now looking at a much drier period brought on by climate change in the region. 
 
While MRCG cites the 2004 Colorado Statewide Water Supply Investigation (SWSI) as a 
source, its accuracy is questionable.  It did not address the trend toward a drier climate 
nor the impacts from climate change, which could make the operation of this project very 
difficult.  The Colorado Water Conservation Board is undergoing Phase One an 
availability study on the Colorado River Basin, which should be completed in late 2009.  
In any event any study done or undertaken by the ACE should consider the impacts of 
climate change on our water availability.  Looking at the low end of the range of 
possibilities will be crucial, since this appears to be the direction the water availability in 
the basin is headed.   How much water is really available in the Colorado River system 
over the next 50 to 100 years would appear to be a great unknown at this point 
 
Legal Considerations 
 
The ACE should carefully examine the legal viability of this project.  There are 
significant legal issues that must be addressed.  These include: 
 
1.  Will the MRCG be required to get a permit to divert water to Colorado from the 
Wyoming state legislature?  See Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115.  That statutes provides: 
 

None of the water of the state either surface or underground may be appropriated, 
stored or diverted for use outside of the state or for use as a medium of 
transportation of mineral, chemical or other products to another state without the 
specific prior approval of the legislature.   
Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115(b) 

 
Wyo. Stat. Ann. 41-3-115 goes on to specify a procedure by which the Wyoming state 
engineer must evaluate the out of state water transfer and report to the legislature prior to 
the legislature awarding the transfer of water permit. 
 
2.  Even assuming that the Wyoming legislature would grant the MCRG a permit to 
withdraw water from Flaming Gorge Reservoir and the Green River, what ability does it 
have to place restrictions on such withdrawal?  If it can place restrictions on the 
withdrawal of water, the ACE should make its best efforts to determine what restrictions 
are likely to be placed on the RWSP project, as part of ACE's efforts to determine the 
costs of the project. 
 
3.  Can Wyoming and Colorado meet their Colorado River Compact obligations for the 
downstream states if the RWSP project goes forward? 
 
4.  How does the Upper Colorado River Compact affect the legal obligations of both 
Colorado and Wyoming? 
 



5.  What financial assurances should the ACE require before granting a permit for a large 
pipeline project that, if not completed, could be a waste of government resources, as well 
as result in severe environmental consequences, without any beneficial use of the water. 
 
6.  What sort of coordination of the states of Wyoming and Colorado will be required in 
order to properly administer the RWSP in compliance with the laws of both states?  How 
will the RWSP project be administered between the states, and how will that 
administration affect the cost of the project? 
 
7.  What rights do the lower compact states of Utah, Arizona and California have, and 
can they require a cessation of the withdrawal of water, in any given year (due to drought, 
etc.) from the RWSP?  How would such a cessation affect the project, where the use of 
the water would become uncertain at best?  Would it be impossible to consider such a 
water supply appropriate for municipal use?  
 
8.  Under the Colorado River Compact, are there any restrictions on the signatory states 
that would constrain their ability to transfer water outside the basin entirely? 
 
9.  What legal ability does MRCG have to stand in the shoes of the state of Colorado, 
when they seek to withdraw water from the Green River to the Front Range of Colorado? 
 
10.  Since MRCG is intending to use Wyoming water in Colorado, does the MRCG have 
an obligation to comply with Colorado water law, as well as the various Colorado River 
Interstate Compacts? 
 
Fisheries Impacts 
 
Various impacts upon the fisheries of the Green River as well as the Platte River basins 
must be considered by the ACE.  These include the following: 
 
1.  How will the pipeline be kept free of non-native species? 
 
There is potential to transport the Quagga mussel, the zebra mussel and the New Zealand 
mud snail through this pipeline.  Furthermore, burbot is non-native to the Platte River 
system, and they are a predatory fish that could negatively affect the recovery of 
endangered species.   The eggs of burbot are quite small and have been found to pass 
through screens between the Green River and the Jim Bridger Power Plant.  Transport of 
the seeds of non-native plants and noxious weeds should be evaluated, as well as the 
transport of aquatic algae. 
 
2.  How will the fishery of the Green River be affected? 
 
There are 77 miles from the proposed point of withdrawal for the RWSP to the Flaming 
Gorge Reservoir.  How will the withdrawal affect this stretch of river?  The kokanee 
salmon spawn in this stretch.  They need the shallow sands in the area to lay their eggs.  
Will the flow regime be changed so that the spawning beds will no longer be available for 



kokanee salmon spawning?   ACE should evaluate how this potential impact might be 
avoided?  Could scheduling withdrawals only during certain times of the year mitigate 
this problem? 
 
Will a change in flow regime in the Green River affect trout and salmon fry?  Will their 
source of food be changed by the change in river levels?  If so, how can this best be 
mitigated?  Will there be an agreed upon procedure to institutionalize releases from 
Fontenelle Reservoir in order to help with fishery concerns? 
 
How will the flow regime changes in the Green River affect sediment levels, and 
sediment transport?  What affect will sediment and nutrient transport have on the overall 
ecology of the river, particularly the fishery and the waterfowl and birds of prey that 
depend upon them for survival?  Will the temperature of this stretch of the Green River 
be affected, and how will that, in turn, affect the fishery and ecology of this reach of the 
Green River? 
 
3.  How will the fishery of the Flaming Gorge Reservoir be affected? 
 
It is anticipated that there will be a drawdown of Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  How will 
this affect kokanee salmon that spawn in the reservoir itself?  Generally they do this in 
shallow sands near the shore of the lake.  Will these spawning grounds be eliminated by 
the lowering of the lake level?  What about the impact on other fish species such as lake 
trout and rainbow trout?   
 
Impacts on Wildlife 
 
There will undoubtedly be significant impacts to terrestrial wildlife considering the size 
of this pipeline and its length.  Impacts to sage grouse, a potential sensitive species that 
may become threatened could be considerable.  Impacts to big game herds (antelope, elk, 
and deer) will also be considerable.   We are also very concerned about the impacts to 
Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge and its wildlife.  The cottonwood community 
located downstream of the refuge could be greatly affected by the reduction in flows.  
Mitigation of these impacts needs to be addressed.  
 
 
Energy Demands of the RWSP  
 
The energy needs and sources for this project are largely unknown and unquantified at 
this time.  The ACE should carefully identify these needs as part of any evaluation of this 
project.  Whether the power for this project will be natural gas, wind, solar, or diesel 
generators is not known.   The impacts from these various sources will affect the 
environmental impacts of the entire project.  It is hard to comment in the abstract on such 
impacts.  The energy needs for this project should be fully and specifically identified 
before this project can be effectively evaluated and analyzed.  
 



There is also the loss of power generation at Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  Will this be 
supplanted by the MRCG?  If so, where, how and to what extent?   
 
Impacts on Boating Recreation 
 
  
The ACE should evaluate how the RWSP project will impact boating recreational 
opportunities at Flaming Gorge Reservoir.  If the level of Flaming Gorge Reservoir 
drops, will marinas, boat ramps and docks be affected?  If so, how will MRCG mitigate 
this impact?  Will boaters be forced into the southern end of the reservoir for lack of 
access?  Will docks and marinas incur greater costs due to the changing water level and if 
so who will pay those costs?  
 
What will be the impact of boating and kayaking on the Green River from Fontenelle 
Reservoir to Flaming Gorge Reservoir?  Will the change in flow regime affect 
whitewater recreation?   Will there be reduced usage of the Green River as a result of the 
withdrawals?  Will the reduced flows affect the sport fishing opportunities?  It is very 
likely that reduced flows will lead to reduced health of these fisheries thereby limiting the 
opportunities for angling on the Green River.  How will these impacts be mitigated?  
 
Impacts on Air Quality 
 
Impacts to air quality are largely unknown at this point.  Much will depend upon what 
source of energy is chosen to meet the needs of the pipeline.  The upper Green River 
valley, north of the project site, has already been recommended by the Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division as a non-attainment site 
ozone.  Undoubtedly it will be so designated by the time this project is commenced.  Care 
should be taken by the MCRG, as project developer, that the RWSP does not add to the 
pollution of the area.  The impacts on air quality especially from the emissions produced 
in pumping the water, as well as from the construction of the project should be analyzed 
and evaluated.  
 
 
Impacts to Water Quality 
 
As has been mentioned above, the potential impacts to water quality are great, depending 
on the details of the withdrawal of the water from the Green River and the Flaming Gorge 
Reservoir.  There can be no doubt that lower flow levels of water in the Green River will 
affect sediment transport, which will in turn affect the quality of the remaining water in 
the system.  Turbidity is likely to be affected.  This will seriously affect the quality of the 
water available for the cities of Rock Springs and Green River, who use Green River 
water for their municipal water supply. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 



We encourage the ACE to always consider cumulative impacts whenever a project of this 
size is being contemplated.  Other projects throughout the basin need to be considered 
along with the RWSP, in order to truly evaluate the cumulative impact of this project on 
the entire Colorado River watershed.  Please consider the cumulative impact such 
projects that are also being proposed may have, such as the Windy Gap Firming Project, 
the Moffat Tunnel Expansion project, the Northern Integrated Supply Project and Shell 
Energy’s filing for water rights on the Yampa in December of 2008.  These projects are 
likely to reduce flows within the Colorado River system, and extend low flows, and are 
currently not factored into MRCG’s assessment of availability.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment, and for extending the comment deadline to 
July 27, 2009.  Wyoming Outdoor Council understands that this is a long process, and we 
hope that the Army Corps of Engineers will continue to solicit input from the public 
during this interim period when the draft EIS is being prepared.  We also encourage the 
ACE to carefully consider whether there is sufficient information to proceed with the 
drafting of an EIS at this time.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Steve Jones 
Watershed Protection Program Attorney 
Wyoming Outdoor Council 
262 Lincoln St. 
Lander, WY 82520 
307-332-7031 ext 12 
307-332-6899 (FAX) 
steve@wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org 



From: MCRGEIS
To: Meighen, Bruce; Sehi, Debby; Smith, Kelly A.; 

Daggett, Rollin; 
Subject: Neubecker to list, comment
Date: Sunday, April 05, 2009 5:10:30 PM

 
 

From: Ken Neubecker [mailto:KenN@sgm-inc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2009 3:45 PM 
To: MCRGEIS 
Subject: Regional Watershed Supply Project 
 
Please keep me on the mailing list for this project.  My email address is eagleriver@sopris.net and 
mailing address is PO Box 1029, Carbondale, CO 81623.  As Mr. Million has stated for some time that 
this project will benefit the West Slope of Colorado, particularly the heavily diverted headwater 
counties, I think you need to schedule a public meeting somewhere over here, between Glenwood 
Springs and Granby.
 
Thanks,
 
Ken Neubecker, President
Colorado Trout Unlimited
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