UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

)
Utah Board of Water Resourges

Lake Powell Pipeline Project ) P-12966001
)

LAKE POWELL PIPELINECOA LI T1 ON6 S COMMENTS ON MODI F
DRAFT STUDY REPORTS

Pursuant to 18 C.F.R.8 5.15.The Lake Powell Pipeline Coalition (Coalition) hereby comments on

t he Stat ModfiedDUVadahd6Stmdy Reports of @WBWR) Board
for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, eLibrary 801201365041 (January 3®011 and

elLibrary no. 20120208052 (February 2, 2012)

The Coalition consists of: Citizens for Dixie's Future, American Rivers, Glen Canyon Institute,
Grand Canyon Wildlands Coaih Living Rivers- Colorado Riverkeeper, Sierra Club, and the
Town of Springdale, Utah. The descriptions and interests of member groups are stated in our
Scoping Document (SD1) Comments (July 7, 200&)beary no.200807075206and said
description ishereby incorporated by reference.

l.
COMMENTS ON MODIFIED DRAFT STUDY REPORTS

The Coalition has appreciated thederal Regulatory Energyo mmi s §Ciononmissian)
review of the Lake Powell Pipeline project though the Integrated Licensing Process (IL.d?). Bas
on our review otheDraft Study Repod, it does not appear thatetfUBWR has taken into
accounthe Great Recessi@nd the associate dramatic slowingpopulationgrowth The
financing of the project has also been called into question by the WitEht&asurer due to the
economiadownturnas the state has reached its bonding limiaddition, mne of thewvater
district participansdhave shown the dlty to pay for the Lake Powell Pipelin&et, these
studies continue ttecommend the Lake Powell Pipelioea false premisthat he Lake Powell
Pipeline wouldbe neededy the year202Q With Washington County havingpme of highest
per capitavater usethe cheapegiricewaterin the wesand a decrease in growitiere is room
for improvement befa importing water from thalreadyover-allocated Colorado River.
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Il.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON MODIFIED DRAFT STUDY REPORTS

We comment on Waisshas ang altermativ€salesaribeghédModified Draft

Study Reports For ease of reference, our comments track the title and outline number in these
documents for each section where we have a comment. Quetite he study reportare in
italics.

M odified Draft Study Report 10 Socioeconomics and Water Resource
Economics

1.3.1 WCWCD No Lake Powell Water Alternative

Page 123 reads:
The WCWCD would develop a reverse osmosis (RO) advamtedtreatmentacility to
treat upto 40,000 acrdeet per year o¥irgin River water with high total dissolved solids
(TDS) concentratiomnd other contaminants. The R@vanced water treatment facility
would produce up to 36,279 aefed per year of water suitable fdvi&l use.

The remaining needed water supply of 32,721 -&eee per yeard meet WCWCD 2037
demands woulBle obtained by reducing and restricting outdoor residential wateiruse
the WCWCD service area.. Therefore, beginmng020, the existing ratef cesidential
outdoor water use would be gnaally reduced and restricted 4.9 gpcd, or an 85.4
percent reduction in residential outdoor water use.

The combined would equal 69,000 ateet per yeaof M&I water to help meet
WCWCDdemands through 2037.

Comment:

UBWRO6s proposed alternative for the Lake Powe
not meet NEPA standards. Specifically, NEPA procedures must insure that environmental
information is available to public officials and citizens before decisiansnade and

action is taken. The information must be of high quality.40 C.F.R. 81501.1. Further, NEPA

requires the EIS to examine e#lasonable alternativeto the proposal. In determining the scope

of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is entwhrdasonalé r at her t han on
the applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular or feasible from the technical

and economic standpoint and useggnmon senseather than simply desirable form the

standpoint of the applicadD C.F.R.§1502.14
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NEPA requirements state that alternatives considered must be both reasonable and feasible. Th
proposed alternativef reverse osmosis and restrictionafy 14 gallons per person per day for
residential outdoor waterindpes not meet these requiremeki¢sthin the draft study reports

this alternative is declared unfeasitdad unreasonable. Draft study report 22 describes the
alternative d&$BWRDbrsadartiean dNeeaerdd-28AMascke 2068lment pag
states:

Aadvanced water treatment processes (e.g. reverse osmosis) are assumed to be
financially and environmentally prohibitive with regard to providing culinary water from
| ocal surface waters.o

Despite acknowledgemewithin the study reportthat this alternative is unreasonable and
unfeasible, UBWR has reasserted this as their only alternative to Lake Powell Pipeline Water.
Consideratiorof reverse osmosis #se alternative creates an illusory rationalization lfake

Powell Pipeline wateBy presenting the most expensive alternatih83VR neglects to examine
true reasonable and feasible alternatives in favaraaficulated unfeasible option. Despite the
Water Needs Assessment claims that reverse osmosis is financially and environmentally
prohibitive, study report 22and study report 18hows it iseconomicallyfeasible to implement
reverse osmosis by the year 2020. This obvious contradiction must be addrésedhal

study report

In addition,UBWR did not look at increasedatercorservation across all sectors aibwater
supplies Rather, they target only residential outdoor use and suggest extreme reduction levels.
Thestudy reporalsodoesnot explain howUBWR would implementrequirements othe six
largestcities that have their owwaterrightsto reduce existing home ownecsonly 14 gallons

per person per daggcd for residental outsice watering starting in 2020 he final study report
need to include implementation procedures and corresponding legal righesatde to
successfullymplementthose procedureSince there is only one water meper homevould

the city only allow72 (gpcdj for inside and 14 gpcd for outside water use to eonigi86

gallons a day? This alteativeis unrealistic and not enforceable.

Further, thgproposedNo Lake Powell PipelingVaterAlternatve arbitrarily fails to consider
alternatives that could better comport WRIE P Aetivsonmental regulations such,asnong
other things, other local supplies, privigadownemwater rightsjncreasedvater conservation
in all sectors, bettezfficiency,increasedvater reusencreasedagricultural conversions
increased pricingland use planning strategies, and otimechanisms for providing water (or
reducingdemand) that might equaliyeet future water demantyg the year 2022037in a
more economic and sustainablammer

! Water Needs Assessment, March 2011, residential indoor water use Tldbfmge 314
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Further, NEPA requires that the Alternative be redesigned to take all of these factors into
consideration. Finallythis Alternativewould bemoreconsistentwith h e Co mnbEquals i on 6 s
Considerationr Section 4(epf the Federal Power Athatrequires FERC to give "equal

consideration to the purposes of energy conservation, the protectigatioit of damage to,

and enhancement ofsfi and wildlife the protection of recreational opportunities, and the
preservation of other aspects of environmental quality.”

The Coalitionds concerns on this exanpeRBLMare wi
alsowrote of their concernabout the alternativan their study reportomments

BLM 6 £omments 79:

General Comments

AAlternatives- The development of viable alternatives is lacking, a major concern for the
legal sufficiency of th&lS, as outlined in the CEQ Regulations (43 CFR 1500). In
particular, the No Lake Powell Water alternative appears to lack any realistic analysis. It
reads more like a justification for constructing the pipeline instead of being a viable
alternative to thepipelineo

UBWR Response:

AThe Alternatives Development draft study report was performed as specified by FERC
to identify and define an action alternative to the LPP Project that would not involve
conveying water from Lake Powell to the three southitgi sponsorig water
conservancy districtdfhe UDWR disagrees that the No Lake Powell Water Alternative is
a justification for constructing the pipeline instead of being a viable alternative to the
pipelineo

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service stateeithconcerns about the alternative.
USF&WS0s ERCton teestudy Repokt

€ OWe are concerned that the Alternatives Development report #22 extends beyond

technical informationand makes improper assumptions about Federal action agencies

policy decision, andrniappropriate assumptions abotietparameters of NEPA

Alternatives and analysis. Our ability to comment on the adequacy of the study reports

for the project alternatives is constrained by the fact that no purpose and need statement
hasyetben articulated from FERC. Without a pu
how the range of project alternatives (which necessarily depend on the purpose and

“Utah Board of Water Resources (UBWR3pense to comments on the deifidy reports (ISRFER@nd initial
study report meetingduly 28, 2011 page 9

Lake Powel | Pipeline CoalDrdftiStody Report€ o mment s on the Modi f |
UBWR, Lake Powell Pipeline Project-(R2966)
March 2012



need) will be determined, and in turn, whether the full range of studies necessary to
evaluatea | t ernati ves is fully identified. o

The Grand Staircadescalante National Monument also had concerns about the alternative.

Letter to FERC from Grand StaircaBscalante National Monument, May 6, 2011, re:
Draft study plan reports, pagefl.T h e d ent cf Viablg alternatives is lacking, a
major cacern for the legal sufficienaf the EISO

Despite the concerns from multiple federal ageneied,the above cited NER&gulations
UBRW did not change the proposed alternative.

Alternative developmens integral to theEnvironmentalmpactStatemen{(EIS). UBWR has
declared they wouldot the change theroposed actioalternativedespite substantive failures to
meet NEPA requirement$hereforeas the lead agenche Commissioris responsible for
ensuring compliance with NEPA in thieensing contextThe proposedlternativeshould be
grounded i n a anilrRakd aggood fhith Bffeta ensure @ viable alternative is
evaluatedWe ask the Commissido recommend chreges be made to theeinativeby UBWR

so that the proposed analysis compligh the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)he
Coalition is concernethat public funds continue to be spantfinalizing these studies despite
the apparent and obvious flamsalternative developmernthe Coalition strongly believes the
proposed alternative is not feasibde reasonableor executable and therefore does not meet the
minimum NEPA requirements for ugethe EIS.

Chapter 3 Alternatives Development DraftStudy Report 22

Conceptual Project Alternatives

3.1.1. Equivalent Population Water Needs
Page 31

AiThe equivalent population of each district is the population level at win@dditional
water suppliesare available to meet water needs. This assuati€®nservation goals
are metall water rights have been fully developeall secondarywater conversions
have been made.

Comment

The guidelines for egvalent population level at which no water supplies are availadte not
met.UBWR used the wrong datsy not includingall the watessupply informatiorfor the study
In addition, conservation goals for Washington County are artificiallydoavhave not changed
since the 2008 Water Needs AssessmiBmthave meaning and substartbese goals must be

Lake Powel | Pipeline CoalDrdftiStody Report€ o mment s on the Modi f |
UBWR, Lake Powell Pipeline Project-(R2966)
March 2012



reassessed and should equal the achiecabligervation goals other areas with similar climates
have put in place. Without meeting these guidelineshaises fo the alternatives conclusion is
flawed

TheWashington CountWater District predicts thahe county willrun out of additionalwater

in just 8years by 2020 Dataused in these predictions is outdated iargdevant given the
current economic pictur& BWR assumptions thatvashingtonCounty populatiowill reach
279,864 in 2020anddoubleagain b reach 518120 by 2035 is not based on current conditions
andshould not beised as the badier the studies.

The Coalitionunderstands the UBRWill revise the studies basethupdatedGov er nor 0 s
Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) population estimatdsiiys UBWR assumed
approximatelyan annual growth rate d% to concludeadditionalwater wouldbe needety
2020.Revised predictedrowth rates will surgireflect a rate much lower th&%o. Based on
inflated current population numbers and future gromates, annual water demand in 2020 is
suggested to be 96,526 acre fieeta population 0R79,864people >

In July, we expect populationestimateswill be much lower than previously predicted and

therefore corresponding water demand will also be dramatically reducedThe entire need
for the Lake Powell Pipeline will need to reassessed and there is a strong argument the
Lake Powell Pipeline water willnot be needed by 2020.

The Commission shouldap the studiesnless it can clearly establish the need forLitlee
Powell Pipeline by 2026upported by th2012GOPB population estimaeThis approach will
conserverecious tax paper moneys and elimirsggendingon aflawed study.

UBRWOG s p alterpative @oés not count all the large amount prikaatéownemwater rights

in the county that could convert to culinary use in the fuirguality EIS must rely on

transparency in da@ndincludeall the water supplies ithe county including th&Vvashington
CountyWaterDistrictés currentl47 water right certificateg\lso, thetotal amounts of water in

storage must be reported to give a complete picture of water that will be av&itaidgample,

whenful,t here are 160,000 acre feet of water in s
Reservoirs and Speojeas OHlya sinal andosnt cd watel id seld out of Sand

Hollow Reservoir. The No Lake Powell PipelivéaterAlternative doesiot considerll the

water in storage and is a narrowkoof future water availabilityn the county

Relying on this narrow view is the basis for the prediction that Washington Gwilintyn out

of water for growth in just 8ears This misleadingrepresentation ttederal agencies and the
publicis not accurateThe UBWR hasomprehensivenformation oncurrentwater rights andin
due diligenceshouldincludea comprehensivest of these irthe final study reportAll relevant

3 Alternatives Development Study report 22, March 2018 pge
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and important information must be included as a basis for therBiSsubstantial evidence
should be requisite to the Commissi®necords leading to the final decision.

UBWR claims there is only about 96,588¢ fed of water to be usefr culinary and secondary
use by 2022037, butthat does not represent the actual amount of water that is available in our
area. I n t he Co alfoubhdsignificardlymorevgaterdhanctie UBY¢R h a v e
disclosesn the studies

The Coalition proposes arAction Alternative

Citizens Alternative

The Coalition requesthat the Commission includefi@itizens Aternatived to bestudied in the
EIS. This is a reasonable and cost effective alternaiies have included the concept in all of
our previous comment3his alternative idessdamagingo the environment and a more
practicablealternativeto meet current owture water supply demar2®202037. It includes:

1 Water conservation reductions across all seatatadingresidential indoor and outdoor
use; commercial; industriadecondarynd institutional water use.

1 A more aggressive water conservation goal than what is proposed by UBSYR.
states have set anaet more aggressive conservation goals. We outlinedapisg
Document2 (SD2)that Utah water ageres are meeting the target of 128ch faster
than the Washington Count gcasitd dnly 12%&mg s er v an
by 2050 Before proceedm the study report should look at a more aggressive
conservation approach and consider the possible water savings.

o0 The State of Utah has adopted a conservation goal to reduce per capita water use
25% by the year 2050This is a fairly modest goal at 0.5% per year, considering
that many utilities in Colorado are planning to reduce water use by 1% pér year.
In addition, statevide water use already dropped 12% from 2000 to 2005 and
further reductions will be achievedtto ugh fApassi ved conserva
More substantial improvements in water use efficiency are both realistic and
achievable within the next 25 years.

o Many utilities throughout the West expect to reduce per capita water use by 1%
per year. This represena good estimate of what is achievable for Washington
County, especially considering watgse has been reducg&8% within 6 years

* The baseline year is 1995 in some cases, 2000 in others.
*Western Resource Advocat€907. Front Range Water Meter: Water Conservation Ratings and Recommendations
for 13 Colorado Communities. November.
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from 20052011 Future conservation savings estimated herein use a 1% per year
reduction for the first 25 years and a 0.586 pear reduction for the following 30
years. This results in a 40% total reduction of year 2005 water use by 2060. The
Utah Board of Water Resources in their 1993 Water Plan also had a similar
recommendation for water conservation that 1% per year wiesvabhe®

o The Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District in Utah provides water to the
cities of West Jordan, South Jordan, Sandy, Midvale, Riverton and South Salt
Lake as well as numerous irrigation districts, committed to reduce use by 25%
from 2000 leve$ by 2025. As of 2004, the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy
District already had seen a%@eduction, lowering their per capieater use
from 250 to 207 gpcd in only four yedrs.

1 Implementation of &igherblock ratepricing strategyo reducewvater usédrom the
current low ratesCurrentwaterpricingin St. Georges the lowest in the western states.
(see chart below)

1 Accurate accounting of water supplies.
o Counting more agricultural water as a transfer to culinad®91UBWR
estimated agridtural water aB7,800 Acre Feet Year (AFYDf this, only4,000
AFY of agricultural waters being considered f@monvesionto culinary use and
12,400 AFY fa secondary use by the year 2037

o Accurate accounting of water supplies within reseraatt aquifesstorageln
2008, the artificial recharge to the Sand Hollow aquifer was estimated to be
70,000 AF. The water district has stated this aquifer could hold up to 200,000 AF
of water. But, the district only counts a small amount of 8,000 acrariee@lly
that could be used for culinary use by 2060. Additionally, the water district
predicts it can only sell,300 AFY by 2060f the 50,000 acre foot Sand Hollow
Reservoir.

0 Hundreds of thousands of acre feet of private landowner water rights are within
theWashington Countyvat er Di stri ct 6s area. UBWR |
conversiorto culinary use to the ye@060. If UBWRrefusego acknowledge
these rightsprivateland ownersnust be notified of this over allocation.

1 Waterrecyclingpossibilities are not explordry UBWR and should be included.

® Utah State Water Plan, Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin 1993;4.11f The proj ected water use
based on the assumption conservation is applied and the per capita use is reduced one percent per Bar from 19
until 2010, one half percent per year until 2020.20

" Jordan Valley Water Conservancy Distr26042005 Summary of Operatigns. 49.
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1 Water reuse is low and could be increased filoei4,000 ace fed that is being
proposed possible to 2037.

1 Accurate accounting afiater usgper personseveral different figures are cited. The
Washington County Water District must show an accurate accounting and use that figure
consistently despite the purpose of the refddre state needs to set a standard for
accurately accountgnfor water us¢hat would be used for all entities

1 An accouning of water diverted from the Virgin Rivemd he amount of water delivered
backtotherive t hr ough t h eydrgpaweeptantdshosid be indudés h
the studiesThe Water strict may divertmore water thathey reportaspossiblefuture
water supply.

The Citizens Aternative would be in the best interest of the communities invdhoed both a
cost pegpective and an environmental perspective.

Water Conservation

We recommenthe study reporfiully considerincreased water conservatiorecyclingand
includean accurate accounting of all future potential sources of Wateonsiderefiefore the
Commission approves this study repastcomplet@and ready foanalysis irnthe EIS

In Scoping Document 2 (SD2) the Commission stated that scoping was intended to serve as a
guide to issues and alternatives to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
The public expressed concerns in the scopingga®that should be addressed in the EIS, the
Commi ssionds comments read:

The Commi ssionds Scoping Document 2 (SD2) com
conservation was a concern in scoping. It reads:

AAs shown in both t heetihgsandis AppengxtAsmayf t he s
individuals have provided either oral or written scoping comments, or both, concerning

the Lake Powell Pipeline proposal. Many of the public comments express similar

concerns or issues:

Increased water conservation can agthe need for the pipeline or other water supply

proj&cts. o

8 FERC elibrary 20080823005, Scoping of Environmental Issues for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project,
August21, 2008, p.7
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Comment:

UBWR continues to ignore the possible scenarimofeasedvater conservation in all sectars
the proposed alternatiand only targetseducingresidential outdoor waterin@ue to the
publ i c 6 s,inceasedveatertcanservation as a solution to importing water should be
analyzed in the EIS.

1.5.1 Water Resource Economics
Page 126

1 Provide a clear picture of Project econonhienefits and costs, including: 1) a
comparison tdProject alternatives; and 2) reviewing the economics of conservation
measures and availabigater right changes/transfers from irrigated agriculture or other
water supply sources, agsignated by the watsupply study.

1 Determine Project (and alternatives) marginal costs and cost allocations to the Water
Conservancy Districts. In terms of new supply options and marginal costs, consider the
general economic impacts on the Districts and to the state; ctheflikely fiscal
impacts

Comment

The study report is not clear what the benkititstsarein dollar amountgor actions listed
above In addition, he study reportioesnot explain theeconomics of conservation measuves
other water sources thebuld be availablen the study report

UBWR varies from the specific requirement of the approved study plan by not including the
economics of water conservation measures that coutlitheasedrom the lowestimateof only
12% by the year 2050UBRW has a 25% conservation goal by 2090ey state that theteas
been a 13% reduction within 6 years from 2@08.1.But, predicts it can save another 13% by
the 205Qthirty nine years latetncreasedconservation goals must be considered, with actual
past savings being used as a basis for future goals.

The study reports do not cleadyplain indetail the fiscal impacts repayment will have on each
of thecounties served by th&ater Districtgpursuing this project~or examplethe study repa

still lacksdetail on the effect dhcreasd impactfees surcharges and taxes residents will have
to pay for the Lake Powell Pipelin€hese effects shoulae considered in the cost benefit
analysis.
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In Scoping Document 2 (SD2) the Commission stétatlscoping was intended to serve as a
guide to issues and alternatives to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
The public expressed concerns in the scoping process that should be addressed in the EIS, the
Commi ssionds comments read:

fAs shown in both the transcripts of the scoping meetings and in Appendix A, many
individuals have provided either oral or written scoping comments, or both, concerning the
Lake Powell Pipeline proposal. Many of the public comments express similar m®ncer
issues:

3. the estimated cost of the pipeline is increasing and little is known about how the final
cost of the pipeline will affect fees and the taxes and rates paid by water users;

Yet, UBWR still does not addresie actual cost and the effect to the water users and taxpayers
in thisstudyreport

Water Pricing
Washington County has some of cheapest water in thecovgigked with the highest water use in

the west. It is widely known that water pricing is one of the most effective conservation
measuredJBRW does not consideadjusting prices to parallel those of comparable markets,
which will likely result in increass

% FERC elibrary 20080823005, Scoping of Environmental Issues for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project,
August 21, 2008, p.7
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Chart courtesy of Utah Riverdés Counci l
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2.2.1.1 NED Analyses Assumptions

1 NED account Project benefits are:
Water values: Alternative project costs are based on reverse osmosis (RO) reuse values,
whichare the most likely alternative supply to fPject, where the LPP Project defers
the need talevelop an RO plant and annual operations (affects the bulk of future water
supply needs). THeroject also would avoid transferring existing residential outdoor use
of culinary water, withresidence retréts required to implement xeriscape conditions
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Comment

This sectiorshould bechanged to beasily understood by the publiDetailed explanation of
whatthe benefits are, their value and how their value was deterrsiteedd be included in the
study For examplethederivation of thébenefit/cost ohot transferring existing landscapihy
taking out the grass, trees and shrubs and turning thényarceriscapeshould be detailed.
Would the city pay to have this don&¥e recommend the benefits eantifiedin dollar
amountsand described in detan the assumptions.

L ake Powell Pipeline Coalition Comment 45.8%raft study reports
NED 2.2.3 to the study plan report:
(1) Existing water supplies. Existing water supplies are included in the with or without
project condition. Make adjustmeritsaccount for anticipated changes in water supply
availability because of the age of facilities or changed environmental requirements.
(3) Additional water supplies. The withguitoject condition includes water supplies
that are under construction or audrized and likely to be constructed during the forecast
period.
(6) Nonstructural measures and conservation. The witpaaject condition includes
the effects of implementing all reasonably expected nonstructural and conservation
measures. These measuieclude:
(1) Reducing the level and/or altering the time pattern of demand by
metering, leak detection and repair, rate structure changes, regulations on
use (ie, plumbing codes), education programs, drought contingency planning;
and
(2) Modifying managment of existing water development and supplies by
recycling, reuse, and pressure reduction; and
(3) Increasing upstream watershed management and conjunctive use of
ground and surface waters.

UDWR Response:
Items (1) through (6) have been taken iobmsideration in the development of
alternatives in draft Study Report 22.

%tah Board of Water Resources (UBWR$pense to comments on the dsifidy reports (ISR) FERC and initia
study report meetings July 28, 20hge 94
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Comment:

The Coalition finds that these items were not sufficiently addressed dnafiestudy reports.
Measures that deserve further consideration inclndesasingconservation, agricultural
conversion, pricing, recycling and reuse.

4.1.1 Population Forecasts
Page 41

However, the longerm population growth rate trend for the future was expected to
remain largely the same.

This sentencaboveshould be deletedAt the 2012 Southern Utah Economic Sumingcia

Langston of Utah Work Forcgervicesstated i Do not expect to see the
growth to be as Populgtibn geowth preictionspostitecessiendill be much

less tharwhat they were in preecession. The report needs to address how the recession has hurt

the housing industrgnd subsequently altered growth pattennd/ashington County.

Chapter 5

Water Resource Economic Benefits and Costs NERnalyses
Page 51

The B/C ratio is about 1.49.

Comment

Thecost /benefitB/C ratioshould be explained in better detsol the public can understand

what theconceptmeansThis study report fails to educate the public on the benefit and costs of
Lake Powell Pipeline in a manner so the public can understand it. Thihaladi@fines benefit

and how the alternatives were compamagstbe includednore clearlyin the final stidy report.

There is still no clear explanatiamthe economic study repast the risk and uncertainty that
the Colorado River will not be able to supply watetite lake Powell Pipelindhis is a riskhat
shouldbe reflected in theconomicanalyss. Thiswas a major issue in scopiagdneeds to be
included in thdinal study report. 0 analysis for the EIS.

The Coalition has included the concern in all our previous commPButsicconcerns from
scoping are still not included in the study reports and should be. In Scoping Document 2 (SD2)
the Commission stated that scoping was intended to serve as aogisglees and alternatives to
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be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement (Bt Co mmi ssi oom6S € 0O mmi
thisread:

fiAs shown in both the transcripts of theing meetings and in Appendix A, many
individuals have provided either oral or written scoping comments, or both, concerning the
Lake Powell Pipeline proposal. Many of the public comments express similar concerns or
issues:

1. continued droughts and climaeffects from human activity could put the supply of
water from Lake Pdwell Reservoir at risk.

Chapter 8
Socioeconomics Baseline (Action and No Action Alternatives)

8.1 Population Trends for Washington, Iron, and Kane Counties, Utah
Pages 8.18.44

Comment
For the information to be of high qualiydiscussion of the Gre&ecessiorand its impact on
the housing markethould be included in this sectiohthe study report

In recent years, the number of new building permits issued in Washington County has

plummeted. In 2006, when the Impact Fee study was completed, there were 2,054 residential
building permits issued. This rapid expansion was expected to continue withlatjoopgrowth

rateof about 5% until 2020Unfortunately, in 2011 there were only 886 residential permits

issued. Further, building permit growth is not expected to increase until the excess supply in

housing is reduced. The current housing market is flowdldforeclosures; in 2011 there were

1165 foreclosures and 1476 Notices of Defaults. This supply of existing homes will further slow
the Water Districtdéds i mpact fee collection. G
the concept that impactds will pay for the majority of the Pipeline is no longer valid. In

February, Notices of Foreclosures have spiked up again.

" FERC elibrary 20080823005, Scoping of Environmental Issues for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project,
August 21, 2008, p.7
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Public Comments

The Coalition has commented throogihthe licensingprocess andorkedto educateand
engagehe publicin this processThe Coalition has fountthatthe FERC web site is not user
friendly for the public to make commenis.fact, the current structudeters the public from
commentingFERC should consider revamping its web site to make it easier for the public to
make comments. The complprocedure taubmit longer comments needs to be simplifiad
besimilar toother federal agemesand provide an email address.

[l.
CONCLUSION

The Washington County Water Conservancy Distr
demand is artificially high because it incorporates unrealistic population forecasts, outdated
water use data, and unreasonably low estimates of future water congervatio

The Coalition has tried to demonstrate to the Commiseiprevious commentat this project

is indeed avater project, and that the State of Uispursuing a FERCyldropower license to
solely fAbankd wat e Theréismo statibohding amapadtete may forgthene nt .
Lake Powell Pipeline or the pump storage portion of the projeéetpump storage is just a
conceptandshows no real possibility of funding. In fact, at the recent public meeting, Ron
Thompson, WCWCD manager stated tiet pump storage project would not likely be pursued

at this time Without pump storagehé pipeline willconsume morenergy that it produces.

We ask the Commission to determthe modified study report10incomplete and natad, for

the EIS becaus¢he UBRW proposedilternatives notfeasible $24 million of pudic moneyhas

already beespent on thislawed studyAs lead agengyhe Commissiorshould require the

studies tacomply withNEPA guidelinesThe Coalition believes it&CitizensAlternatived which

places aigher priorityon boosting local water suppliescreaseaonservationefficiency,

increasedeuse and accurate watericing is far more feasible than the current proposed
alternative. Fur t her |reshltansighticant cost effccientiss anill t er na't
result in reduced environmental impacts and energy consenraaibwill meetfuture water

demand by 2022037.

TheC o a | i requestadéadjustmentsttee study reportareimportant because the study

reportswill influencec o mmuni t i esd® deci si avatey prépct Werequeéstd a bi |
that Commisionmodify the study repoxtonsistent with our commerniis assurall alternatives

and their respective costs and &fiis are properly assessed as required by law sthinat

decision makers and the public can make an informed decision.

We thank the Commission for considering these comments. We look forward to working with
UBWR and the Commission on the Lakewll Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement
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At t a c h méiformatiGnfodwaterconservation
At t a c h mlefermatiam Bnfiscalresponsibility
At t a c h mRublitSurie@ and list opublished editorial®n the Lake Powell Pipeline

Dated: March 232012

John Seebach

AMERICAN RIVERS

1101 14 Street NW

Site 1400

Washington D. C20005
jseebach@americanrivers.org

Marion Klaus

SIERRA CLUB UTAH CHAPTER
2120 So. 1300 E

Salt Lake City

Utah, 84106
marionklaus@comcast.net

TOWN OFSPRINGDALE,

Respectfully submitted,

%M,@Mw

Jane Whalen

CITIZENS FOR DIXIE'S FUTURE
P.O. Box 161
Hurricane, Utah 84737

janewhalen@earthlink.net

Michael Kellett

GLEN CANYON INSTITUTE
1520 Sunnydale Lane

Salt Lake City, Utah 84108
Michael@glencanyon.org

Kelly Burke

Dr. Larry Stevens

GRAND CANYON WILDLANDS COUNCIL
316 East Birch Ave

Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Kelly@grandcanyonwildlands.org

John Weisheit
Conservation Director

Duane L. Ostler, Snow, Jensen and Reesd.IVING RIVERS T COLORADO

Tonaquint Business Park, Bldg. B.

912 West 1600 South, Suite 200
springdale@infowest.com
mayor@infowest.com
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nNAttachment

The Lake Powell Pipeline: Bankrupting Our Legacy

The citizens of Washington County have a right to discuss the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. This discussion must center on cost and actual need rather than scare
tactics produced by the Washington County Water conservancy District. Local citizens and future generations will bear the cost of this $2 Billion government project.
Initial project costs were estimated at $250 Million and have now skyrocketed to over $2 Billion. Can the citizens of Washington County afford this? Do we even need it?

Need for the Lake Powell Pipeline is based on a set of outdated assumptions of future population growth. These assumptions were formulated in 2008. The economic
and growth picture has changed dramatically since that time.

Justification for the Pipeline also ignores the possibility of real water conservation. Washington County residents have some of the highest water use in the nation. If we
reduced our water use to levels attained in similar climates, the need to bring in water from 140 miles away would disappear.

We live in a desert - a beautiful desert, but a dry place nonetheless. We can conserve our limited water resources and continue our tradition of stewardship in the desert
by using our water and money wisely. As a citizen of Washington County you have a right to determine your future. Call state legislators to let them know you oppose
the Lake Powell Pipeline. (See page 4 for phone numbers)

A Water Wise Washington County

Washington County is one of the

driest places in the West, yet it has

one of the highest rates of water use.

As Washington County’s population
continues to grow over the next several
decades, water demands may exceed
local water supplies. The Washington
County Water Conservancy District has
proposed one solution - to pump water
from Lake Powell, 140 miles away, at

a cost over one billion dollars which
would be paid for by you, your children,
and your children’s children. Another
solution - one that is cheaper, faster, and
entirely local - is water conservation.
Residents and businesses in Washington
County can conserve water in cost-
effective ways that won't sacrifice quality
of life. Water conservation measures are
reliable and well understood because
hundreds of communities throughout

Lake Powel |

Pipeline

the West have already paved the way.
Here we answer basic questions about
water use and conservation, so that

the residents of Washington County

can create a future in which water is
managed as much by them as it is by the
water district.

How much water is Washington County
using?

When you take all the water used in

a community on an average day - in
homes, businesses, and in public

spaces — and divide it by the number

of residents, you get the system-wide
number of gallons of water used

per capita per day (gpcd). Currently
Washington County uses 294 gpcd.
Compare that with the water used in by
other arid cities, in the graph to the right:

continued on page 2
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What does a Water Conservation Lifestyle Look Like?

Inside the home you can save water, and money, in places where you use the most water - the
bathroom, kitchen, and laundry room. Water-efficient devices such as dishwashers, showerheads,
faucet aerators, and clothes washers can replace your older models, and will perform the same
or better. In the long run you'll save money by using these devices because the energy and water
savings are so large they'll more than make up for the up-front costs. Your water utility may help
you to identify the best water-efficient devices and offer rebates on those models. Several utilities
in the West even give out efficient showerheads and faucet aerators for free.

Outside the home, in the yard and in other landscaped areas, drip irrigation systems and rain
sensors can help prevent overwatering of the landscape. And, your plants will look their best
when receiving the right amount of water. The most water-efficient landscaping option is also a
beautiful one - xeriscaping. This means planting native, drought-resistant plants and colorful
flowers that require very little water and thrive naturally in the arid southwestern climate - it's
definitely not rocks and concrete! Xeriscaping can also reduce the amount of time and money
spent on landscape maintenance.

( )

A Water Wise Washington County (Continued)

While gped is not a perfect measurement
for comparison, it still provides useful
information. As can be seen from the
graph, the cities outside Washington

County have significantly lower water use

rates. They have implemented common

water conservation practices and achieved
water savings of about 1% per year over the
past decade or more. According to pipeline
proponents, Washington County will only
decrease its usage to 242 gped by 2060.
This is more than many communities in the

Southwest use today and reflects a modest

reduction of only 0.5% per year. Greater

water conservation is easily achievable for
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WESTERN RESOURCE
ADVOCATES

Written by Amelia Nuding Western Resource Advocates
www.westernresourceadvocates.org
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~Jneeded if water use were brought down to 70
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Washington County and will go a long way
toward ensuring a sustainable future.

Can water conservation prevent the
need for the pipeline?

The Lake Powell Pipeline proposes to deliver
69,000 acre-feet of water to Washington

County by 2060. Based on the number of
people projected to live in Washington Coun
in 2060, this amount of water wouldn't be

gped. This level of water use represents about
a 44% decrease from today’s levels, over 49
years, which is a similar level of reduction to
other western communities. In addition to
conservation, Washington County has other
local water supplies that can be developed,
such as increased underground water storage
during times of surplus, and increased
sharing of water with agriculture.
Increased conservation and development of
local supplies would provide flexibility for
Washington County to meet water needs as
they arise, in step with population growth.
In contrast, the Lake Powell Pipeline plans
for a fixed volume that would burden today’s
residents with a high price, for residents who
have not yet arrived. Regardless of whether
the pipeline proponents’ growth predictions
are right or wrong, everyone will have to pay
the price if it gets built.

on t

March 2012

19

he

Mo d i

f



Lake Powel | Pipeline CoalDrdftiStody Report€ o mment s on the Modi f |
UBWR, Lake Powell Pipeline Project-(R2966)
March 2012

20



