Attachment 4

PLP Lake Powell Pipeline Project
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports

General Comments:

FERC Comment 1:

The Integrated Licensing Process regulations at section 5.16(b)(3) require that the preliminary
licensing proposal (PLP) include an environmental analysis, by resource area, of the continuing
and incremental effects of the proposed project, if any, and the results of studies conducted under
the approved study plan. In general, your PLP describes the proposed project facilities and
operations and provides an analysis of the anticipated effects of construction and operation of the
proposed project with your proposed environmental measures. However, in some instances, the
description and analysis of the proposed measures lack sufficient detail for our staff to conduct
an environmental analysis. In this appendix, we provide comments on your study reports and
note the areas of the PLP where inconsistencies should be resolved and where specific
information must be added to the environmental analysis before you submit your license
application.

UDWRe Response:

Exhibit E in the Utah Board of Water Resources (UBWR) License Application has been
revised and updated from the PLP filed with FERC in December 2015. The descriptions
and analyses of proposed measures have been provided in more detail in the final study
reports, and specific information requested by FERC has been added to the environmental
analysis in the License Application.

Reclamation Comment 2:
(Page 5 — Comment Letter — DOI to FERC dated 12-28-07)(updated)

The proposed project would use the Utah Board of Water Resources’ water rights stored in
Flaming Gorge Reservoir by Reclamation that has been historically released down the Green
River to Lake Powell under the guidelines of the 2006 Flaming Gorge ROD. Under the proposed
project this water would be diverted at Lake Powell and carried through a 139-mile pipeline,
with power generating facilities located in Washington County, Utah. The proposed action does
not modify the releases of Flaming Gorge water under the 2006 ROD.

The entity that is issued a preliminary permit would be required to enter into an agreement with
Reclamation to allow for access to Reclamation lands and/or facilities to conduct site
investigations in connection with Project permit and licensing activities. Such agreement would
include, but not be limited to, provision for (1) approval by the responsible Reclamation
manager; (2) restoration of the premises; (3) Reclamation approval and supervision of any onsite
work; (4) agreement to perform all activities without cost to the United States; (5) agreement to
indemnify and hold harmless the United States from any liability arising out of their activities;
and (6) advance funding to Reclamation for its costs incurred in performing studies, reviews and
oversight, including an amount for administrative overhead.
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In order to generate power under a FERC license with Flaming Gorge water diverted from Lake
Powell (under the UBWR water right), it would be necessary for the licensee to enter into a water
service contract with Reclamation. If a license and contract is issued, that entity would also need
to obtain a separate license agreement with Reclamation for the use of Reclamation lands for the
proposed intake and pumping plant. As a condition of such license agreement, Reclamation
would need to approve designs, specifications, construction, operation procedures, and any
modifications to existing structures to the extent necessary to ensure the structural and
operational integrity of Reclamation facilities. Studies associated with preparing the license
application should consider potential impacts to Reclamation facilities starting at Lake Powell.

The proposed project will not change the releases of Flaming Gorge stored water to the Green
River, which will continue to occur as specified in the 2006 ROD. Therefore, effects of Flaming
Gorge releases to the Green River will remain the same as those previously analyzed in existing
Reclamation models and covered by the 2005 Flaming Gorge EIS.

UDWRe Response:

UBWR intends to comply with the requirements for conducting investigations on
Reclamation lands and facilities or for contracting with Reclamation for those services.
UBWR also intends to enter into a water service contract with Reclamation as well as a
separate license agreement for use of Reclamation lands for the proposed intake and
pumping plant. UBWR does not intend to alter releases from Flaming Gorge Reservoir in
order to provide the water to be delivered through the Lake Powell Pipeline consistent
with discussions with Reclamation staff over the years. Therefore UBWR believes there
will be no potential impact from Flaming Gorge Reservoir to Lake Powell resulting from
the Lake Powell Pipeline Project.

NPS Comment 1:

The National Park Service has completed its review of the Environmental Analysis accompanying
the Preliminary Licensing Proposal for the Lake Powell Pipeline, FERC Project No. P-12966.
We appreciate having the opportunity to provide you with our thoughts and comments about how
this project may affect units of the National Park System. Please see our attached comments
located in Appendix A.

Primary issues of concern include:

* Adequacy of water modeling regarding Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, Lake

Powell levels and associated resource effects

« Insufficient information provided regarding Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS) due to

missing appendix

» Efficacy of the AlS treatment protocols and the possibility of AlS introduction into other

water bodies

» Adequacy of noise and night sky analysis

* Potential effects to Zion from Lake Powell Pipeline-related growth

* Adequacy of information regarding effects to cultural resources, and impacts to the Old

Spanish Trail

UDWRe Response:

The National Park Service (NPS) specific comments on the PLP are responded to for each
specific comment.
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National parks will not be directly impacted from construction or operation noise from the
project. GSENM and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area will be impacted by short
term noise.

Refer to the response to USFWS Comment 1 in the General Comments section regarding
growth.

NPS Comment 2:

Aquatic Invasive Species:

The National Park Service (NPS) requests the completed Appendix C "Preliminary Draft Aquatic
Invasive Species Control and Monitoring Plan" for our review when it becomes available. Until
that document is made available for our review, it is difficult for us to make any substantive
review and comments regarding aquatic invasive species control and monitoring, as part of this
project.

The NPS has concerns about the transfer of water from a known quagga mussel (Dreissena spp.)
infested water body to another water body unless sufficient mitigation measures are in place to
prevent the transfer of quagga or zebra mussel veligers or adults with the water. In addition to
the potential transfer of quagga mussels, other Aquatic Invasive Species (AlS) could be
transported through the pipeline with environmental consequences, including other nonnative
invertebrates, and nonnative fish and plant species. Further review of the proposed project and
prevention measures are necessary to fully evaluate the risks to natural resources and
infrastructure at the terminus of the pipeline and downstream.

Based on the information that has been provided at this time, with respect to the use of an
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved biologically-active moluscicide (e.g.
Zequanox CS, EPA Reg. No. 84059-15, active ingredient: 50% killed Pseudomonas fluorescens
strain CI145A cells and spent fermentation media).

* NPS will request the submittal of a pesticide use proposal (PUP) to the GLCA Park
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Coordinator, and authorization by the NPS, prior to
application of that or any other pesticides applied on all NPS managed or regulated
lands or waters by any contractors,permittees,or licensees (NPS Management Policies
(2006) Section 4.4.5).

* This NPS approval will be required on an annual (calendar year) basis,and end-of-year
reporting of the amount of pesticide applied and area or volume of water to which it was
applied will also be required. As part of the requirements for NPS approval of any
pesticides used in water, when that water may be discharged into another water body,
Clean Water Act National Pollution discharge elimination system regulations for
pesticides will need to be followed, and in Utah these regulations are imposed by the
Utah Department of Environmental Quality.

» The NPS will require documentation that the entity applying pesticides is in compliance
with Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination (UPDES) Permits.

« In addition, documentation, results, and any mitigation measures required, based on
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to any potential impacts
to threatened or endangered species as a result of any pesticide use, will also be required
for NPS approval of any proposed pesticide use.The GLCA Park IPM Coordinator may
be contacted for additional information on these requirements.

UDWRe Response:
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The Draft Aquatic Invasive Species Control and Monitoring Plan recommends a
combination of molluscicide application at the entrance to the intake tunnels from Lake
Powell and self-cleaning microscreen filtration at 25 microns immediately following the
intake pumps to remove all life stages of Dreissena spp. (Qquagga mussel), non-native
invertebrates, non-native fish species, and non-native plant species from the Lake Powell
water before it leaves the Water Intake Pump Station. These recommended measures
combine a selective, biological control molluscicide (Zequanox) with a physical microscreen
filtration system to remove all potential aquatic invasive species from the Lake Powell water
diverted into the LPP project. If more effective and reliable aquatic invasive species control
measures are available when the LPP Project is designed prior to construction, then the best
available technology will be designed and implemented, as long as such best available
technology does not have adverse effects on environmental resources. If the aquatic invasive
species control involves the use of a molluscicide, then UDWRe will prepare and submit a
pesticide use proposal (PUP) to the GLCA Park IPM Coordinator for authorization by NPS.
UDWRe will prepare an annual report on molluscicide use and water volume treated, along
with complying with AZPDES and UPDES permit regulations for any discharges of
molluscicide treated water. UDWRe will document the results of molluscicide use and
consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on potential impacts on listed species
resulting from molluscicide use, providing such documentation and consultation to NPS for
approval.

NPS Comment 3:

Aquatic Invasive Species:

The UDWR should be consulted on the current status of invasive mussels in Sand Hollow
Reservoir, and information in this section should be updated/corrected to indicate that the
reservoir is not known to be currently infested with invasive dreissena mussels. In section
5.3.6.1.6.4 Sand Hollow Reservoir, the statement that quagga mussels were detected there in
2010 is correct, however subsequent testing did not find any dreissena mussels there and the
status of the reservoir is no longer considered positive for invasive mussels. After 2010, Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) sampling did not detect dreissena mussels in the
reservoir through 2014, and 2015 sampling results are pending. Additionally, the information in
Section 5.3.7.2.2.5 Interbasin Transfer of Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Water should also be
corrected with respect to Sand Hollow Reservoir and infestations of invasive mussels or other
species transported by recreational boats, as the UDWR requires inspections and
decontamination of watercraft used on that waterbody in order to prevent such infestations. The
UDWR should be consulted and the information should be corrected/updated to indicate that
prevention of the spread of aquatic invasive species is being conducted throughout Utah by the
UDWR.

UDWRe Response:

Section 5.3.6.1.6.4 has been updated to explain that quagga mussels have not been found in
Sand Hollow Reservoir during Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) sampling in
2014 and 2015. Section 5.3.7.2.2.5 has been corrected with respect to Sand Hollow
Reservoir and infestations of aquatic invasive species transported by recreational boats,
which UDWR requires inspections and decontamination of watercraft used on Sand
Hollow Reservoir to prevent infestations.

NPS Comment 4:
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Water Resources:
The report provides substantial background material on each resource, however, substantive
discussion as to the basis for the conclusions cumulative and effects are limited. For example:

* Section 5.2 Cumulative Effects is confusing. Lists resources that could be affected by each
action without reference to subsequent discussion(s) in the report that address the issues raised
here. The NPS requests additional information on the cumulative effects of the proposed
project(s). For each resource identified in this section, please reference where in the document
the cumulative effects are discussed.

» Geology and Soil Resources: Page 5-81: The proposed action alternative (as well as all the
other alternatives) "would hove no measurable cumulative effects from construction (short-term)
or operation and maintenance {long-term).” The NPS request further analysis on the
development and import 1.13 million cubic yards of material,the excavation of 2.23 million cubic
yards of bedrock, the production of 2.8 million cubic yards of spoil material,the potential to
utilize 30+ borrow sites and its determination of effect.

UDWRe Response:

Section 5.2 of the text has been revised to include a discussion of where in Chapter 5
cumulative effects are discussed. Potential cumulative effects are discussed in a separate
section for each resource.

The disposal analysis of the soil, earth and rock excavated for the pipeline construction
has been revised in the text. It is important to understand that cumulative effects under
NEPA regulations would occur only from the combination of the effects of the proposed
project with the effects of other projects on the resources being evaluated.

The use of the identified borrow and spoil sites has been under discussion and the
decision has been made to avoid using them if possible. Materials from the pipeline and
penstock trench excavation and tunneling will be used for bedding and backfill, and the
spoils will be spread and compacted within the Right-of-Way. The substance of the
comment is no longer applicable.

NPS Comment 5:

Water Resources:

Based on NPS calculations, diversions to the LPP may account for 1-2 ft drop in head at Lake
Powell, which could dramatically affect hydropower production. This in turn, may trigger basin-
wide drought contingency plans that release water from other upstream reservoirs to maintain
minimum pool elevations in Lake Powell. Thus, the effects of diversions through the LPP could
potentially affect reservoir elevations at, and releases from, Flaming Gorge, Navajo, and
Aspinall. Please ensure analyses models extended drought conditions and reports the effects to
Lake Powell elevations and the frequency and duration that Lake Powell is at or below minimum
power pool. Per NPS comments dated July 5, 2012; we encourage additional analyses that
include possible severe future hydrologic conditions within the Colorado River watershed
(extremely low inflow and low lake level conditions).

UDWRe Response:
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Bureau of Reclamation updated the Colorado River System Simulation (CRSS) model for
the LPP Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative, using historical hydrology and
projected climate change hydrology as input data for separate model runs. The climate
change inflow hydrology produces a wider variety and range of inflows compared to the
historical hydrology. The 90™" percentile (i.e., 90 percent probability) model results using
projected climate change hydrology input data demonstrate a 2.5-foot increase to 2.1-foot
decrease in Lake Powell elevation from 2024 to 2060, with an average 0.4-foot decrease
under the Proposed Action. The climate change hydrology represents Reclamation’s
projections of extended drought conditions applied to the CRSS model. The climate change
hydrology model results demonstrate the Proposed Action would increase the probability of
Lake Powell elevations being below minimum power pool relative to the No Action
Alternative by 0.9 to 3.6 percent during 16 of 46 years simulated. The CRSS modeling
results are presented in Final Study Report 18, Surface Water Resources.

It is important to understand that the full diversion of 86,249 acre-feet per year in 2052
from Lake Powell is a portion of the Flaming Gorge Dam operation releases which include
the State of Utah water right for the LPP Project, ranging from 4.3 to 12.2 percent of the
actual releases made by Reclamation from 2006 through 2013. The LPP Project diversion
effects on Glen Canyon Dam power generation have been accounted for using the CRSS
model results to estimate foregone power generation, which is presented in Final Study
Report 10, Socioeconomics and Water Resource Economics. The LPP Project diversion
would not result in additional releases to Lake Powell from upstream reservoirs.

NPS Comment 6:

Water Resources:

On page 5-286 it states that "Most of the Lake Powell elevation differences round to 0 percent
elevation change between the Proposed Action and No Action under the DNF and CC inflow
hydrology. The DNF inflow hydrology for No Action would have an average 3.7-foot higher
annual elevation difference than the Proposed Action at the 10" percentile, a -0.1percent
difference. The CC inflow hydrology for No Action would have an average 2-foot higher annual
elevation difference than the Proposed Action at the SOth percentile, a -0.1percent difference.” It
may be misleading to state that the difference in elevation rounds to 0 percent between the
proposed action and no action. These levels of vertical elevation change could result in a change
horizontally of hundreds of feet of shoreline in some areas with a level of effects to recreation at
GLCA, shoreline habitats, and cultural resources that should be considered in the analysis. For
instance at Lake Mead National Recreation Area, they estimate that a 2 foot drop in elevation
could result in 60 ft of new shoreline. A change of this magnitude (2'-3.7") could affect GLCA's
ability to extend boat ramps. Furthermore, low lake elevations have rendered some boat ramps
inaccessible so there could potentially be recreational economic effects from even small elevation
changes. A curve showing horizontal/vertical distances and more analysis of the relationship
between how the pipeline impacts elevation change and its relationship to shoreline would be
helpful to elucidate potential impacts.

Operational effects of LPP on Recreation Resources at GLCA (Sec 5.3.13.2.1.1pg 5-578) should
consider the potential effects of elevation changes (along with the non-linear relationship to
reservoir elevation and water withdrawal) on recreation at GLCA as well as recreation-related
infrastructure.
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Appendix C is "in preparation.” In order to provide meaningful comments we would need to see
this appendix in full.

The text mentions modeling that was conducted by Reclamation in 2010 and 2015; however, it
would be useful for the reader to be able to see more information about what was included in the
Reclamation modeling and also the assumptions of that modeling. BOR provided us with more
information verbally, but it would be helpful to others if those details were included with the
reports.

On page 5-243 it states that "Lake Powell itself was not considered as part of the LPP Project
study area for aquatic resources, except that the intake screens could potentially entrain native
fish from the lake and facilitate the transfer of invasive aquatic species to other drainages" and
on page 5-245 it states that "The impact of water withdrawal by the LPP Project has not been
considered a major concern because of the relatively minor scope of the diversion in comparison
to the normal daily, monthly, seasonal and annual variations.” Again, given the relationship
between elevation and shoreline, this would seem to warrant consideration of Lake Powell itself
as part of the study area for the analysis with regard to aquatic resources, and potentially other
resources and economic issues.

UDWRe Response:

Reclamation’s CRSS model results have been updated in the Surface Water Resources
section of Exhibit E. Reclamation’s CRSS model results for DNF inflow hydrology at the
90™ percentile (i.e., 90 percent probability that the value is at or below the 90" percentile
value in a specified year) show that Lake Powell would have an average 0.2-foot decrease in
elevation under the LPP Proposed Action. Please see the response to NPS Comment 5
regarding the climate change inflow hydrology producing a wider variety and range of
inflows compared to the historical hydrology. For this reason, the climate change inflow
hydrology is most appropriate for analyzing the potential effects of the LPP Project. The
CRSS model results for climate change inflow hydrology at the 90" percentile demonstrate
that Lake Powell would have an average 0.4-foot decrease in elevation under the LPP
Proposed Action. The CRSS model results for climate change inflow hydrology at the 50"
percentile demonstrate that Lake Powell would have an average 2.5-foot decrease in
elevation under the LPP Proposed Action. The CRSS model results for climate change
inflow hydrology at the 10" percentile demonstrate that Lake Powell would have an average
1.1-foot decrease in elevation under the LPP Proposed Action. The range of projected
average decreases in Lake Powell elevations under the LPP Proposed Action from 0.4-foot
to 2.5-foot at the 90", 50" and 10t percentiles from 2024 through 2060 are less than the
elevation decreases that occur from normal Lake Powell operations on a monthly, seasonal
and annual basis, and are within the range of annual baseline conditions that occur under
normal Lake Powell operations. For example, Reclamation reported the Lake Powell
elevation on March 2, 2016 was 3,594.33 feet and the elevation on April 2, 2016 was 3,591.98
feet, a decrease of 2.35 feet. Therefore, the monthly, seasonal and annual changes in Lake
Powell elevations occurring under baseline conditions that decrease or increase shoreline
length and potentially regularly change the referenced recreation infrastructure and
recreational opportunities, aquatic habitat and shoreline habitats, and cultural resources
are greater than and encompass the smaller average changes in Lake Powell elevations that
would occur under the LPP Proposed Action from 2024 through 2060.

The Aquatic Invasive Species Control and Monitoring Plan is filed with the License
Application (Refer to the response to NPS Comment 2 in the General Comments section).
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The 2015 CRSS model results and report by Reclamation is incorporated into Final Study
Report 18 — Surface Water Resources and Appendix 2 to that report.

The description of the study area in Lake Powell has been revised in Exhibit E to clarify the
extent of the aquatic resources study area.

NPS Comment 7:

Water Quality:

Based on results of modeling runs conducted by the State of Utah water quality in the Virgin
River would not be directly or indirectly affected by the LPP construction or operation by the
projected average daily return flow of seven cubic feet per second projected to occur with the
pipeline. A key piece of infrastructure to meet this return flow objective will be Warner Valley
Reservoir. If not implemented as envisioned, return flows would most likely impact existing water
quality in the Virgin River.

The Environmental analysis for the project should identify water quality effects in the event the
planned infrastructure does not materialize, and identify adaptive management provisions,
including tracking and reporting on re-use and Virgin River flows. The adaptive management
should include water quality monitoring and water re-use targets, which ensure no significant
increases in downstream Virgin River flows, are not met.

Long-term minimal cumulative effects on surface water quality are mentioned; these water
quality impacts should be described in the context of conditions of extended drought, minimal
inflow, low lake elevations/

Comparing the effects of Action alternatives and the No Action alternative on Virgin River mean
monthly flows (especially in the context of USGS gage accuracy) or annual flow duration curves
is misleading. The NPS requests impact analysis on biotic resources (e.g., fisheries, aquatic
macroinvertebrates, food web dynamics, riparian/wetland vegetation, available/usable habitat)
or abiotic resources (e.g., thermal loading, channel and sediment dynamics, number or duration
of zero-flow or low-flow days.)

It is noted that water quality in the Virgin River would not be directly or indirectly affected by the
LPP construction or operation. This conclusion is based upon modeling of the Virgin River using
the Virgin River Daily Simulation Model (VRDSM) for scenarios involving no LPP Project water
and with LPP Project water to determine the potential for return flows to the Virgin River. The
VRDSM results indicate that LPP return flows to the Virgin River would be within the
measurement accuracy of the USGS gages on the Virgin River and changes in river flows would
not be measurable (UDWR 2011b). The project planning and model assumptions, indicate that
all new water transported by the project would be recycled or otherwise reclaimed with no
significant new return flows to the Virgin River. Based upon modeling including these
assumptions, the revised draft study report views that water quality impacts to the Virgin River
will not occur and can be eliminated from further analysis.

UDWRe Response:

The comment mis-interprets the LPP return flows as modeled by the Virgin River Daily
Simulation Model (VRDSM) and the Warner Valley Reservoir. The potential future
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Warner Valley Reservoir would be a Washington County Water Conservancy District
(WCWCD) project independent of the UDWRe LPP Project, and the VRDSM results do
not include the Warner Valley Reservoir to store LPP Proposed Action return flows. An
off-stream reservoir, named Graveyard Wash Reservoir, previously analyzed in a BLM EA
on the St. George Water Reuse Project, would store up to 3,000 acre-feet of reuse water
pumped from the St. George Regional Water Reclamation Plant. The Graveyard Wash
Reservoir would function as the system storage reservoir modeled in the VRDSM under the
LPP Proposed Action. The simulated flow differences between the LPP Proposed Action
and No Action alternative are within the measurement accuracy of the USGS gages on the
Virgin River, and measureable changes in water quality are not expected to occur with the
simulated flows in the river at the identified model nodes. The VRDSM results incorporate
Reclamation’s projections of climate change conditions in the Virgin River basin and
resulting streamflows, which include long-term drought and decreased inflows. The
updated VRDSM results have been used to revise the cumulative effects analysis for water
guality and surface water resources in Exhibit E.

The flow duration curves prepared using the VRDSM results represent a continuous record
of discharge (flow) at the modeling node and percent of the time the flows occur, over the 72
years of average daily stream flow data. The flow duration curves for the LPP Proposed
Action and No Action alternative demonstrate nearly identical flows at every percent
exceedance, indicating the Virgin River would have approximately the same flows with and
without the LPP Project. The water quality indirect effects of the LPP Project water are not
expected to be measurable in the Virgin River and would be well within the range of
baseline conditions that occur in the Virgin River.

The St. George Regional Water Reclamation Facility (SGRWRF) effluent currently reused
by golf courses, schools, parks, and for agricultural irrigation would increase in flow from 8
acre-feet per day (4 cfs) to 52 acre-feet per day (26.3 cfs) as the population grows and the
M&I water demand increases. The SGRWRF effluent averages turbidity of 0.4 NTU, E. coli

of 0 coliform/100 ml, pH of 7.5, and temperatures ranging from 21.4 °C during spring to
26.8 °C during summer. Application of the reuse effluent to the thermic soils of the St.
George metropolitan area would decrease the water temperature to between 15 °C and 21

°C. The UDWRe estimates that 50 percent of the water applied for outdoor watering

returns to the Virgin River as non-sewered flow, gradually reducing to 30 percent by 2050.
The non-sewered return flow of the reuse water to the Virgin River is projected to range
from 13.1 cfs to 7.9 cfs with the LPP Project Proposed Action. The Virgin River flows at the
UT/AZ state line would range from averages of approximately 142 cfs during winter to 62
cfs during summer, and water quality conditions include turbidity ranging from 12 FNU to

1,210 FNU, E. coli >2400/100 ml, pH of 8.0, and temperatures ranging from 18.1 °C during

spring to 25.5 °C during summer. Therefore, the projected water quality conditions in the

Virgin River at the UT/AZ state line under the influence of LPP Project return flows from
reuse water would not measurably change the turbidity, E. coli, pH and temperature values.
More detailed analyses of water quality conditions and the factors influencing return flow
water quality are included in Final Study Report 17, Surface Water Quality.

NPS Comment 8:

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area
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The NPS requests additional analysis in Ch. 5 in the areas of wildlife and special status animal
species. Although the GLCA species list was supplied to the contractors, the sections on wildlife
were not incorporated, nor were the botany and special status plant species section incorporated.
The NPS requests that wildlife section be incorporated into the document, to ensure wildlife
concerns are adequately addressed.

UDWRe Response:

The Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (GCNRA) species list has been incorporated
into the Final Study Reports on Wildlife Resources (21), Vegetation Communities (15),
and Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Assessment (12). Applicable
revisions have been incorporated into Exhibit E.

NPS Comment 9:

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

The NPS requests additional analysis on two plants listed on the Endangered Species list
(Endangered Species Act (Section 7)), one of which occurs in GLCA. It is our understanding that
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has to consult on all listed/candidate species
under Endangered Species Act Section 7.

UDWRe Response:

Additional analyses have been performed on two plant species listed on the Endangered
Species list, one of which occurs in GCNRA. FERC will consult on all listed and candidate
species within the area of probable effect under Endangered Species Act Section 7.

NPS Comment 10:

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

The NPS request additional information regarding climate change, forecasts for potentially very
low lake levels, and increased variability in storm events. Some studies have suggested that Lake
Powell could reach "dead pool" in the next 20-30 years with climate change and related
hydrology impacts. Also, the monitored storm events in the document may have been small or
typical events, but there have been several major flooding events in recent years in the washes
where the pipeline would cross - some of these events are likely to down cut more than the
suggested depth of five or so for the pipe and casement. For example, a 2015 event down cut one
of the washes at least five to six feet near Greenhaven along Highway 89.

UDWRe Response:

Please see the response to NPS Comment 6. Reclamation is the Federal government’s
designated agency for leading climate change studies on the Colorado River. Reclamation’s
CRSS modeling for the LPP Project includes climate change inflow hydrology and
simulates the probability of Lake Powell decreasing to below the minimum power pool
under the LPP Project Proposed Action. Based on the climate change inflow hydrology,
Reclamation’s CRSS simulation indicates the maximum probability of Lake Powell
decreasing to below the minimum power pool under the No Action alternative is 35 percent
in 2045, and the maximum probability of Lake Powell decreasing to below the minimum
power pool under the LPP Project Proposed Action is 35 percent in 2045. The LPP Project
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Proposed Action results in slightly higher probabilities (0.9 percent to 3.6 percent higher
than the No Action alternative) of Lake Powell being below minimum power pool in 16 of
the 46 years simulated. During the remaining 30 years simulated, there is no difference.
Final Study Report 18, Surface Water Resources, presents the results of Reclamation’s
CRSS modeling and includes the Reclamation CRSS modeling report as Appendix 2.

The proposed pipeline alignment along Highway 89 is on the uphill side of the highway,
taking advantage of the highway embankment and established drainage crossings to control
the drainage grade and prevent head-cutting during flooding events. Even with the highway
and established drainage crossings functioning as grade controls in drainages, the pipeline
would be protected to prevent undermining of the bedding and the constructed pipeline by
flood flows.

NPS Comment 11:

Right-Of-Way

As stated on page 5-633: UDOT indicates that acquisition of an LPP Project Right-of-Way
(ROW) within the Highway 89 ROW is possible. But where possible, it is the preference of Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT) that the LPP Project ROW lie outside the Utah highway
ROWs. All UDOT highway and interstate crossings would be needed to be bored to avoid any
conflict with current transportation planning.

UDWRe Response:

The comment has been noted. Both open cut and boring technologies are available, and
would be used based on permitting requirements, best practices, cost, and construction
efficiency. In many cases, the method used would be permitted by the responsible agency
in coordination with UDWRe.

NPS Comment 12:

Zion National Park Comments:

The Lake Powell Pipeline Project as described in the Preliminary Licensing Proposal and
revised Draft Study Reports does not pass in close proximity to Zion National Park nor does it
discharge upstream of the park. For this reason, the potential impacts to the park are limited to
ancillary impacts that result from population growth in Washington County and the potential for
introduction of invasive aquatic species to the Virgin River system.

We concur with the Revised Draft Aquatic Resources Study Report in its identification of the
accidental release of water and the resultant potential transfer of invasive or exotic species as a
source of potential impact. While there are other avenues for transfer of these organisms
through the Colorado River system and transport of boats, the LPP could provide a means of
direct and rapid exchange from Lake Powell to the Virgin River system. This risk is minimized by
the general absence of a direct discharge to the waters of the Virgin River. However, the
scenario described in section 4.4 Summary, of a circuitous, but nonetheless real potential for
transfer of aquatic organisms through a pathway from Sand Hollow Reservoir to Quail Creek
Reservoir and then through infrequent releases from that latter reservoir to the Virgin River. For
this reason we suggest that this impact cannot be entirely mitigated. Also, Section 4.3.5 of the
Special Status Aquatic Resources Species Study Report eliminates the interbasin transfer of LPP
water from further analysis based on the assertion that there is no direct connection between
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Lake Powell Water and the Virgin River system. This appears to be inconsistent, and we suggest
that this analysis topic be retained and carried through to a full analysis.

UDWRe Response:

Please see the response to NPS Comment 2 in the General Comments section regarding the
Agquatic Invasive Species Control and Monitoring Plan. Should Sand Hollow Reservoir
become infested with Quagga mussels, despite all the prevention and control measures
outlined in the project’s aquatic invasive control plan, there are measures which would be
implemented to manage the infestation and control any transfer to the Virgin River. If Sand
Hollow Reservoir becomes infested, it would be necessary to implement treatment at the
reservoir’s outlet structure to prevent colonization in the water system and its
appurtenances. This would prevent any transfer to Quail Creek Reservoir. Should Quail
Creek Reservoir become infested, treatment would be applied at its two outlet structures,
the main dam and the south dam. At the same time, any discharges from the reservoir
would be shut off. There are many levels of protection to protect the Virgin River from any
aquatic invasive species infestation resulting from the LPP Project. Closing the outlet valve
at Quail Creek Reservoir, combined with additional treatment, would completely address
this issue.

NPS Comment 13:

Zion National Park Comments:

The Wild and Scenic River discussion (Section 5.3.14.1.2.6) on page 5-634 is out of date because
it does not describe the Wild and Scenic River Segments in the basin that were designated under
the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009. This act designated 39 river and tributary
segments in Zion National Park and on adjacent Bureau of Land Management lands. Refer to the
Zion National Park Foundation Document (page 59 and found at http: //www.
nps.gov/zion/learn/management/i ndex .htm) for a description and full listing of these segments.
We concur with the conclusion that the LPP will not impact these designated river segments.

UDWRe Response:

The Wild and Scenic River discussion has been updated in Exhibit E and Final Study
Report 6, Land Use Plans and Conflicts.

NPS Comment 14:

Climate Change Comments:

The NPS appreciates the use of published research pertinent to climate change and Lake Powell,
the tree ring analysis {Woodhouse et al. 2006} seems sound, and the chapter's conclusions follow
from the scientific information.

Additionally we appreciate the studies and models identified in the climate change section of the
Environmental Analysis identifying the likelihood of distinct future water shortages with most
identifying highly significant deficits in water availability.

Hydrological analyses of impacts to the Virgin River, especially during peak runoff months,
should include additional monitoring and modeling to reduce the high variability in the presented
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study results. The identified reductions in flows during peak water demand months {up to 50% in
June) could have significant ecological consequences.

The document minimally addresses the issues of needed water conservation strategies in both the
Upper and Lower Colorado River Basins and even identifies that currently there are no plans to
curtail Upper Basin water uses.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project Proposed Action would not measurably change Virgin River flows from
No Action (Base Case) conditions during peak runoff months or other months of the year.
Virgin River flows at most of the VRDSM nodes would increase by several cubic feet per
second. The flow increases are within the measuring accuracy of the flow measuring
devices at the VRDSM nodes.

Water conservation strategies are in place in both the upper and lower basins of the
Colorado River. Even greater strategies are being implemented.

The upper basin has always been able to deliver lower basin allocations despite over a
decade of drought in recent years. In numerous recent years the upper basin has
delivered more than the required quantity. The river system is managed by the compact
and all subsequent agreements, etc. including the current equalization strategy.

The upper basin has agreements in place for many years to deal with shortages. Bureau
of Reclamation modeling of the river and especially Lake Powell conditions includes
results of full utilization of Utah’s allocation and projected climate change and drought
conditions.

NPS Comment 15:

Trails Comments:
The revised cultural resources report sent via CD contains only Appendices A-D (E-M missing),
the NPS is unable to adequately comment on missing appendices.

Although the Old Spanish National Historic Trail was discussed in the historic context section it
was not addressed in the summary section. It is acknowledged that the cultural resources
inventory did not find physical evidence of the trail, but this section could discuss what efforts
were made to locate it, offer some hypotheses regarding why they could not locate it, and discuss
what impacts the project may have (if any} on the qualities that made the Old Spanish Trail a
National Historic Trail.

UDWRe Response:

The historic resources section of the Class 111 Report has been revised to discuss efforts
made to locate the Armijo Route of the Old Spanish Trail, provide hypotheses regarding
why the trail could not be located during field surveys, and address potential impacts the
LPP Project would have on the qualities that made the trail a National Historic Trail.

USFWS Comment 1:
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Overall, more evaluation of indirect effects of the Project is needed to allow for sufficient federal
review of environmental impacts. The Project proponent’s evaluation methods of induced growth
and development should be re-assessed to address the indirect effects of the proposed action. For
example, the Project proponent's current evaluation methods include three growth scenarios for
the action alternatives, utilizing the same assumptions for population growth within developable
lands (see pages 5-674 and 5-675 of the PLP). We do not consider this to be a complete or
adequate analysis because there is no evaluation using the same models of induced growth and
development for the No Action Alternative. As such, there were no comparisons made between the
pipeline alternatives and the no action alternative, and no attempt to identify the incremental
effect on growth that would result from the Project.

We recommend the Project proponent evaluate the indirect effects of the Project in a manner
consistent with other similar water development projects. For example, studies of the Coconino
Water Pipeline Project, which is similar to this Project, found that the proposed pipeline would
alter rates of growth and growth patterns, and these changes would adversely impact sensitive
resources. Increased rates of growth were also documented after water development projects
throughout the western United States, including at Quail Creek Reservoir in Washington County,
Utah (Heffernen and Muro, 2001).

We believe a detailed analysis of induced growth and development is warranted because there is
developable land available in the areas served by the Project and the Project area exhibits
evidence of growth pressure and future water scarcity (Dixie Conservation District 2012).
Comparative analyses should be done to evaluate the scale of potential growth induced effects in
the region and the rate of potential growth development patterns and densities between the
pipeline and no action alternatives.

In our comment letter dated May 9, 2011, we expressed concern regarding the DSR #6 exclusion
of threatened and endangered species habitat from future development scenarios. The
preliminary license plan should include an evaluation of the indirect effects of the Project to
threatened and endangered species, other wildlife resources, and their habitats, including effects
associated with induced growth. As currently written, the preliminary license plan specifically
excludes threatened and endangered species critical habitat areas from the future growth and
development area evaluation (see pages 5-665 and 5-666 of the PLP). We believe this exclusion
is inconsistent with ESA Section 7 consultation regulations and policy guiding the analysis of
effects of the proposed action. For purposes of Section 7 consultation, you should also identify
and name as your action area, all areas affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action, and
not merely the immediate area involved in the action.

Under Section 7 consultation of the ESA, we must consider the direct and indirect effects of the
proposed action, together with the effects of other interrelated and interdependent actions (50
CFR §402.02). Indirect effects "are those that are caused by the proposed action and are later
in time, but still reasonably certain to occur." Multiple court cases support our interpretation
that if a project will facilitate population growth or development, then that growth must be
considered an indirect effect under ESA consultation (see Florida Key Deer v. Stickney, 864 F.
Supp. 1222; City of Davis v. T. Coleman, 521 F. 2d 661). We will evaluate all indirect effects of
the Project, including induced growth, during ESA Section 7 consultation. Therefore, it is
important that the preliminary licensing plan contain adequate information to assist in this
process.

In particular, it is essential to include the endangered Holmgren milkvetch (Astragalus
holmgreniorum) designated critical habitat in the future growth and development area
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evaluation. Holmgren milkvetch occurs as six populations in Washington County, Utah and
Mohave County, Arizona. Urban development is the primary threat to Holmgren milkvetch on
non-federal lands in Utah and Arizona, which comprise 55 percent of the species' designated
critical habitat.

The St. George Master Plan shows that large portions of Holmgren milkvetch designated critical
habitat are within the South Block residential, commercial, and industrial zones where future
development is planned. This area is known as the Holmgren milkvetch Central Valley
population. The Central Valley population is one of the largest populations of Holmgren
milkvetch, and comprises 31 percent of the total population and 18 percent of the species'
designated critical habitat. The species may not be able to sustain the loss of the Central Valley
population if development proceeds without consideration for habitat protection. To date we
have been able to purchase and protect only 17 acres of Holmgren milkvetch habitat in the
Central Valley population area. Land costs are high and thus it is difficult to acquire sufficient
acreages for long-term protection of this species.

Induced growth of the South Block area should be included in the Project's effects analysis. All
areas within the South Block Master Plan area are potentially developable land (see Figures 5-
186, 5-187, 5-188, and 5-189 in the PLP) and it is reasonable to assume that the entire Holmgren
milkvetch critical habitat unit may be lost to development. It is likely that the Lake Powell
Pipeline will provide sufficient water supplies to at least allow the South Block area to develop
more rapidly than without the added water resource. Rapid development will reduce our ability
to find sufficient funding in a timely manner to protect additional milkvetch habitats. Induced
growth and development from the Project is likely to adversely affect the endangered Holmgren
milkvetch and its designated critical habitat in the species' Central Valley population.

The five remaining Holmgren milkvetch populations on federal lands have declined to perilously
low numbers and population augmentation efforts are underway to reverse the declining trends.
The species also has an inherently high risk of extinction because it exhibits large variations in
population structure on an annual basis (Meyer 2015). The current estimated total population
size is less than 6,000 adult plants.

Given our concerns about the significant impacts to Holmgren milkvetch that may result from the
Project's indirect effects, it is important that either FERC or the Project proponent perform the
proper analysis of direct and indirect effects of the action, including a thorough evaluation of the
potential effects of induced growth. We also recommend the Project proponent consider
protecting occupied or designated critical habitat for Holmgren milkvetch in perpetuity, through
land purchases, land exchanges, conservation easements, or local ordinances. These types of
mitigation efforts could offset impacts and assist with recovery of Holmgren milkvetch, as well as
support the smart growth principles outlined in the preliminary licensing plan.

In summary, we disagree with the Project proponent's conclusions that induced growth and
development associated with this Project is not significant. The conclusion is based on an
incomplete growth and development evaluation that did not consider impacts to threatened and
endangered species and their designated critical habitat. We recommend additional analysis and
the incorporation of mitigation strategies where impacts cannot be avoided.

UDWRe Response:
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e The reasonably foreseeable growth-inducing effects of the proposed project have been
addressed in the project studies, taking into account population growth projections by
the Utah Governor’s Office of Management and Budget (GOMB), municipal and county
land use planning, current and projected land uses, and areas available for development.

e To the extent that a hypothesized effect has not been considered in the project studies, it
is because it is not a reasonably foreseeable effect caused by the project. Addressing a
highly speculative scenario of which the project is not the proximate cause is not required
by the law, nor could it be addressed with any cogency. While the reasonably foreseeable
growth-inducing effects of a project must be addressed, the U.S. Supreme Court has
rejected the notion that a “but for” causal relationship is all that is needed to make an
effect reasonably foreseeable. Rather, there must be a “reasonably close causal
relationship between the environmental effect and the alleged cause.” (Metropolitan
Edison Co. v. People Against Nuclear Energy, 460 U.S. 766 (1983); U.S. Department of
Transportation v. Public Citizen, 541 U.S. 752 (2004)).

o Regardless of whether the No Action Alternative, the Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative,
or the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative is chosen, any private and State School Trust
Lands can be developed under current land use plans. It is not reasonable to speculate
which areas will be developed under which alternative, since any property may or may
not be developed under any alternative.

e Neither the project proponent nor the agencies responsible for determining whether to
permit the proposed project have the authority to limit growth or dictate which private
or state lands will be developed and which will not. Washington County Water
Conservancy District (WCWCD) has no control over land use planning, development or
decisions and cannot insert itself into these decisions for the purpose of curbing growth.
It is a single-purpose agency with one sole function: to develop and supply the water
required to meet anticipated demand. Anticipated demand is derived from the actions of
governmental entities that have general governing authority, that is, planning and zoning
and other requirements that influence growth. Reasonably anticipated water demand has
been calculated using projections for population growth by the GOMB, municipal and
county land use planning, current and projected land uses, and areas available for
development. This information is supplemented by the fact that the Mountain States area
is the fastest-growing region in the United States, and within that region, the project area
is one of the fastest growing communities
(https://www.commerce.gov/news/blog/2016/03/us-census-bureau-releases-population-
estimates-nations-cities-and-counties, posted 3/24/2016, 10:34 a.m.), continuing a
population boom that began in the 1970s.

o Despite the growth that is inevitable under each alternative, the major municipalities in
Washington County where most of the significant growth is projected to occur, as well as
the County, have committed to Vision Dixie principles that would not lead to urban
sprawl.
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The cases (Elorida Key Deer v. Stickney, 864 F. Supp. 1222 (1994); City of Davis v. T.
Coleman, 521 F. 2d 661 (1975)) the US Fish and Wildlife Service cited in its comment as
requiring more analysis than what has already been done are inapposite:

o In FElorida Key Deer, a U.S. District Court in Florida held that FEMA had a duty
to consult with FWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act where the
National Flood Insurance Program directly affected development on private lands
within listed Florida Key Deer habitat because without flood insurance coverage
in this area, development virtually would not occur. Unlike the private lands in
Florida Key Deer, nothing prevents any of the private and State School Trust
Lands from being developed in this project area, regardless of whether the
project is built or not. Section 9 of the ESA expressly does not prohibit the taking
of listed plants on areas not under Federal jurisdiction.

o In Dauvis, responsible agencies refused to conduct an Environmental Impact
Statement, concluding instead that an interstate freeway interchange in the
middle of an agricultural area adjacent to the City of Davis would have no
significant impact. The Ninth Circuit directed the agencies to issue an EIS. In
contrast, an EIS will be prepared for this project, analyzing all reasonably
foreseeable direct and indirect effects of the proposed action.

Cases more commensurate with the proposed project include the Ninth Circuit case
Laguna Greenbelt v. US Department of Transportation, 42 F.3d 517 (1994), where the
proposed toll road was designed to relieve the needs of an already-planned-for and
growing population; the U.S. District Court case Georgia River Network v. US Army
Corps of Engineers, 334 F. Supp. 2d 1329 (2003), where the purpose of the proposed
reservoir was “to keep up with the water demands of [the county’s] increasing
population, not that the projected population growth rate [was] attributable to the
construction of the Reservoir;” and the case Utahns v. US Department of Transportation,
305 F.3d 1152 (2002), where the Tenth Circuit found it reasonable for the agencies to rely
on information from planners to conclude that “ultimate growth patterns and planned
land uses would not change as a result of building the Legacy Parkway.”

USFWS Comment 2:

(No Action Alternative) The PLP and DSRs do not fully describe and analyze effects to resources
under the No Action Alternative. In addition, many of the documents do not compare effects
between the No Action Alternative and each action alternative, including the Proposed Action.
This makes evaluation and comparison of Project action alternatives and their effects to
resources difficult, as there is no baseline evaluation on which to compare effects. We
recommend the Project proponent revise the PLP and DSRs to properly incorporate the No
Action Alternative, its effects on the natural and human environment, and provide comparison
between the No Action Alternative and all action alternatives.

UDWRe Response:

The Final Study Reports and Exhibit E have been revised to include analysis of effects on
resources of the natural and human environment under the No Action Alternative.
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USFWS Comment 3:

(No Action Alternative and the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative)

The text in Chapter 3 of the PLP does not adequately differentiate between the No-Action
Alternative and the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative. Our understanding of the No Action
Alternative is that the Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) would fully
utilize existing water in Washington County by 2028 using a combination of actions that could
include existing supplies, planned water supply projects, wastewater reuse, water conservation
measures, and conversion of water use from agriculture uses to culinary uses. Alternately, our
understanding of the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative is that it describes actions that would
occur to provide water to Washington County in the absence of the Lake Powell Pipeline.

For example, discussion of the No Action Alternative describes the following:

The 2028 potable water supply of about 72,362 acre-feet per year and secondary water supply of

8,505 acre-feet per year would include existing supplies, planned WCWCD water supply projects,
wastewater reuse, and future agricultural water conversion resulting from urban development of

currently irrigated land.

The No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative provides additional details on specific actions, but also
includes all of the same measures as described in the No Action Alternative:

The WCWCD would implement other future water development projects currently planned by the
District, develop additional water reuse/reclamation programs, continue to implement new water
conservation measures, and convert additional agricultural water use to municipal and industrial
(M&I) use as a result of urban development in agricultural areas through 2025.

As currently written, the text in Chapter 3 confuses the reader as to what actions do or do not
occur under the No Action as compared to the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative. This also
makes evaluation and comparison of the No Action and Project action alternatives and their
effects to resources difficult. Since the description of both alternatives are describing a future
condition, we recommend the Project proponent revise Chapter 3 to provide more information on
what actions would likely occur in the future under the No Action Alternative so it is
distinguishable from the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative. This information should include
details about which projects are reasonably certain to occur under the No Action Alternative.

UDWRe Response:

Revisions have been made to Chapter 3 clarifying No Action and No Lake Powell Water
alternatives.

USFWS Comment 4:

(Aquatic Invasive Species Control)

We appreciate inclusion of additional information in the PLP and DSRs on control of aquatic
invasive species. However, we recommend the Project proponent include a separate plan to
prevent the spread of established quagga mussels (Dreissena bugensis) and gizzard shad
(Dorosoma cepedianum), as well as a contingency plan to address the spread of zebra mussels
(Dreissena polymorpha) should they become established in Lake Powell. The plan should
include specific prevention measures to prevent transport of veliger larvae through the water
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delivery system and should also incorporate proactive measures to minimize distribution of
invasive aquatic species into the Virgin.River watershed.

In addition, we recommend the PLP and DSRs address any water quality issues associated with
Dreissena control measures for the Project. The methodology to determine how water quality is
affected by control measures would be specific to the nature of the control (e.g., chemical,
biological), and should be evaluated based on available studies. The primary methodology
needed to assess water quality issues from Dreissena control will require information derived
from Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS), an analysis of the amount of control applied to the
pipeline system, and the amount of water the system will be conveying. The analysis typically
requires only simple calculations and water quality computer modeling.

UDWRe Response:

Please see the response to NPS Comment 2. The Aquatic Invasive Species Control and
Mitigation plan includes screening to less than 25 microns, which would control transport
of gizzard shad through the LPP Project as well as veliger larvae, eggs and other
Dreissena species life forms.

The water quality analysis for proposed molluscicide application has been addressed in
Final Study Report 17 and Exhibit E, using the MSDS for the most effective currently
available molluscicide.

USFWS Comment 5:

(Water Quality and Quantity)

Water withdrawal will occur just upstream of Glen Canyon Dam. In recent years, low dissolved
oxygen from low lake levels adversely affected trout populations below the dam. We recommend
the PLP and Study Reports 2 and 11 discuss the water quality effects to fish in the Colorado
River below Glen Canyon Dam. We also recommend the PLP and Study Report 18 address
reservoir levels at Lake Powell concurrent with ongoing management activities at the Glen
Canyon National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park. We recommend your
documents include an assessment on how lake levels could influence decisions on water
management contained in the final Colorado River Interim Guidelines for Lower Basin State
Shortages and Coordinated Operations for Lake Powell and Lake Mead, as well as the ongoing
Long-Term Experimental Management Plan for operation of Glen Canyon Dam.

UDWRe Response:

The updated water quality modeling of Lake Powell performed by Reclamation compares
the dissolved oxygen concentrations between the LPP Project Proposed Action and the No
Action Alternative in the reservoir immediately upstream from Glen Canyon Dam. The
Proposed Action compared to the No Action Alternative would result in simulated
dissolved oxygen concentrations of 0.1 mg/L lower at 25 meters depth, 0.2 mg/L lower at
50 meters depth, and 0.1 mg/L higher at 100 meters depth. The simulated differences in
dissolved oxygen concentrations between the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative
are very small and are actually less than the instrument accuracy of typical dissolved
oxygen sensors used to measure dissolved oxygen. Current dissolved oxygen sensors have
accuracies ranging from +/- 0.1 mg/L to +/- 0.2 mg/L. Therefore, the Proposed Action
effects on dissolved oxygen concentrations in Lake Powell immediately upstream of Glen
Canyon Dam would not be measurable.
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The simulated dissolved oxygen concentrations in Glen Canyon Dam releases differ by
0.03 mg/L between the LPP Project Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
These differences in dissolved oxygen concentration resulting from the Proposed Action
would be too small to be measured by field instruments. Therefore, the Proposed Action
would not have measurable effects on dissolved oxygen concentrations in Glen Canyon
Dam releases, based on the updated water quality modeling by Reclamation.

The LPP Project diversions under Reclamation’s CRSS modeling with climate change
inflow hydrology would result in reservoir levels during the period from 2024 through
2060 that are well within the monthly, seasonal and annual changes of the normal
operation of Lake Powell. The LPP Project changes in reservoir levels would have no
effect on ongoing management activities in Grand Canyon National Park and an
unmeasurable effect on ongoing management activities at GCNRA. The ongoing
Reclamation management actions involving Lake Powell referenced in the comment,
which comprise interrelated actions with the LPP Project, are evaluated in Exhibit E in
terms of reservoir level changes that could influence decisions on water management
through Glen Canyon Dam operations.

USFWS Comment 6:
(Virgin River Surface Flow Modeling)
The discussion of the "Base Case" of surface water flow in the Virgin River using the Virgin River
Daily Simulation Model (VRDSM) identifies the case as full utilization of existing water rights, no
additional storage capacity, and no Lake Powell Pipeline deliveries. Previous correspondence
from UBWR to us state the "Base Case" intends to represent the No Action Alternative. However,
the No Action Alternative as written in Chapter 3 describes the use of additional storage
capacity.

Therefore, it is not clear that the analysis of the "Base Case™ of future conditions actually
represents the No Action Alternative as evaluated under the PLP. So that we can properly
evaluate effects to listed species in the Virgin River under the ESA, we need a revised analysis
using a "Base Case" that encompasses a clearly defined No Action Alternative (see No Action
Alternative comments above). We recommend the Project proponent revise the "Base Case"
VRDSM model using a clearly defined No Action Alternative and revise any impact analysis in
the PLP and DSRs for surface water, aquatic resources (including special status aquatic
resources), and wildlife resources (including special status wildlife resources) based on any
changes from the revised analysis.

UDWRe Response:

The No Action Alternative as described in Chapter 3 does not involve additional storage
capacity; however, the No Lake Powell Water Alternative would involve the construction
and operation of Warner Valley Reservoir to store reuse effluent and Virgin River flows
diverted at the Washington Fields Diversion. Revisions have been made to Chapter 3 in
Exhibit E clarifying No Action and No Lake Powell Water alternatives.

The VRDSM prepared by UDWRe simulates a Base Case (future without the LPP Project,
also indicated as Scenario 1, which is equal to the No Action Alternative) and the LPP
Project (future with the LPP Project, also indicated as Scenario 2, which is equal to the
Proposed Action). The impacts of each alternative would begin when the LPP Project
would begin delivering water to Sand Hollow Reservoir to meet M&I water demands by
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the growing population. The full impacts of each alternative would occur in 2052 when the
LPP Project delivers 69,000 acre-feet per year to Sand Hollow Reservoir and 13,249 acre-
feet into Apple Valley to meet M&I water demands by the growing population.

The No Action Alternative (Base Case) as simulated using the VRDSM would not include
any additional storage, and represents the Virgin River system as it is currently developed
with existing facilities under full utilization of water rights, if it were to exist in its present
state since the period of record began in 1941. Water demand in the St. George
metropolitan area and Washington Fields Secondary area are iteratively adjusted in the
VRDSM such that the maximum shortage for either area never exceeds 10 percent.
Reclamation’s analysis of projected climate change on Virgin River flow is incorporated
into the VRDSM.

The LPP Project Proposed Action (future with LPP) as simulated using the VRDSM
would annually import 69,000 acre-feet of water from Lake Powell into Sand Hollow
Reservoir. The Proposed Action would include storing reuse water in a re-regulating
water storage reservoir with 3,000 acre-feet capacity (Graveyard Wash Reservoir). Virgin
River water is not used in the VRDSM Proposed Action to satisfy demand in the
Washington Fields Secondary area. Reclamation’s analysis of projected climate change on
Virgin River flow is incorporated into the VRDSM.

The VRDSM model results of Virgin River flows under the No Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action are presented in Final Study Report 18 and Exhibit E. These results,
shown in flow duration curves, demonstrate there would be no measurable difference in
Virgin River flows between the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action at the five
model nodes downstream from Quail Creek Reservoir when the full delivery of LPP water
would occur in approximately 2052. The flow duration curves represent 72 years of daily
stream flows in the Virgin River, and show the percent of time river flows would occur
under the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action. These flow duration curves are
superimposed on each other, indicating the Virgin River flows would not be measurably
different between the two alternatives throughout the range of flows. Therefore, the
surface water resources and aquatic, riparian and terrestrial resources and habitats as
influenced by Virgin River flows would not be measurably changed between the No Action
Alternative and the Proposed Action. The LPP Project return flows would have no
measurable indirect effects on the Virgin River as simulated by the VRDSM and
demonstrated by the flow duration curves representing model nodes between Quail Creek
Reservoir and the Utah/Arizona state line.

USFWS Comment 7:

(Virgin River Flows)

The Project could potentially affect stream flows, and in turn native and ESA listed fish and
migratory birds in the Virgin River system. Project water management should be integrated with
and analyzed for effects to the flows needed for survival and recovery of the endangered
woundfin (Plagopterus argentissimus), the endangered Virgin River chub ( Gila seminuda), the
endangered Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trail/ii extimus), and the threatened
Western yellow-billed cuckoo ( Coccyzus americanus). We recommend the Project identify
opportunities for flow augmentation, and the Project's operational flexibility to benefit Virgin
River resources. It should also identify water rights that may influence management flexibility.

UDWRe Response:
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The LPP Project water would flow into Sand Hollow Reservoir. From there, it would be
used in the same manner as Virgin River water is used today. It would be treated to
culinary standards and delivered to municipal customers. The impacts of that use have
been modeled extensively, as set forth in the VRDSM and the Indicators of Hydrologic
Alteration (IHA) and Dundee Hydrologic Regime Assessment Method (DHRAM)
guantitative modeling results presented to the Virgin River Resource Management and
Recovery Program technical committee and administrative committee, which includes
representatives from The Nature Conservancy and Federal resource management and
regulatory agencies including: USFWS, NPS, BLM, and USFS. Flow duration curves
developed from historical data were used to predict future daily stream flows without the
LPP and with the LPP. A flow duration curve is a cumulative frequency distribution
showing the percent of time specified discharges are equaled or exceeded during a given
period. It combines in one curve the flow characteristics of a stream throughout the range
of discharge, regardless of the sequence of occurrence. If the streamflow during the period
on which the flow duration curve is based represents the long-term flow of the stream, the
curve may be considered a probability curve and used to estimate the percent of time that
a specified discharge will be equaled or exceeded in the future (United States Geological
Survey. 1959. Manual of Hydrology: Part 2. Low Flow Techniques, Flow-Duration Curves.
Geological Survey-Water Supply Paper 1542-A. 33 pp.). The Virgin River flows used in
the flow duration curve analysis represent historical flow data from the period October
1940 through September 2013. The daily stream flow data for the future without the LPP
and the future with the LPP generated from the VRDSM flow duration curves were
analyzed using IHA-DHRAM for the Virgin River through the St. George metropolitan
area. A method of quantitatively estimating stream health using daily stream flow data has
been developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and Texas A&M Blackland Extension and Research Center. 2011. An
Approach for Estimating Stream Health Using Flow Duration Curves and Indices of
Hydrologic Alteration. U.S. EPA Region XI Water Quality Protection Division, Dallas
Texas). The EPA documented method uses IHA software developed by The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) to quantify mean percent changes of mean daily flows and mean
percent changes in the coefficients of variation of statistical parameters calculated from
the daily stream flow data (The Nature Conservancy. 2007. User’s Manual for the
Indicators of Hydrologic Alteration (IHA) Software. The Nature Conservancy,
Charlottesville, Virginia). DHRAM provides a method to classify the results of the IHA
analysis as having no risk to severe risk of impacts to the stream (Black, et al. (Aquatic
Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems) 2005. DHRAM: a method for
classifying river flow regime alterations for the EC Water Framework Directive 15: 427-
446).

There would be no measurable impacts on stream flows and thus no measurable effects on
native and ESA listed fish and migratory birds in the “Virgin River system.” The
management of district water has been integrated and analyzed in the development of the
Virgin River Resource Management and Recovery Program (2002). USFWS has
concluded that this approach is not likely to adversely affect the woundfin, Virgin River
chub, or southwestern willow flycatcher. See, Intra-Service Section 7 Consultation on
Federal Participation in the Proposed Virgin River Resource Management and Recovery
Program dated March 23, 2001. The district plans to continue to work through the Virgin
River Program. Given the success of the Virgin River Program, species benefits would
likely be reduced by implementing the suggestions in this comment instead of continuing
to work with the program.
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USFWS Comment 8:

(Threatened and Endangered Species)

Plants

The proposed and alternative routes cross through habitat for several sensitive plant species,
including three listed species in Arizona and Utah; the threatened Siler pincushion cactus
(Pediocactus sileri), the threatened Welsh's milkweed (Asclepias welshii), and the threatened
Jones' cycladenia (Cycladenia humilis var.jonesii ). Of these three species, critical habitat
has been designated for Welsh's milkweed in Utah.

Additionally, the alternative route following Highway 389 across the Kaibab Band of Paiute
Reservation will affect the only known population of Morton's wild buckwheat (Eriogonum
mortonianum) in the Project area. Extensive surveys in the area found large populations of
Siler's pincushion cactus and Morton's wild buckwheat along Highway 389. We are
conducting a 12-month review on Morton's wild buckwheat in 2017 to determine if threats to
the species warrant listing under the ESA.

We recommend the Project proponents work with our field offices (Arizona Ecological
Services and Utah Ecological Services) to develop and implement measures to avoid direct
and indirect impacts to listed and sensitive plants and critical habitat.

UDWRe Response:

The UDWRe will work with the Utah Ecological Services and Arizona Ecological Services
field offices to develop and implement measures to avoid direct and indirect effects on listed
and sensitive plants and designated critical habitat, where applicable.

USFWS Comment 9:

(Threatened and Endangered Species)

California condor (Gymnogyps californianus)

California condors in the Project area are an ESA Section 10G) non-essential experimental
population. For future reference, your Project documents should indicated that Section 100)
non-essential experimental populations on national wildlife refuges and lands administered
by the National Park Service are considered a threatened species for purposes of compliance
with ESA Section 7 and thus require a determination of effects to the species and any
designated critical habitat. For California condor populations on other lands within the
Project area, ESA Section 7 only requires a separate determination of jeopardy or non-
jeopardy.

UDWRe Response:

The statement has been included in 3.3.1 California condor 3.3.1.1 Listing History and
Status.

USFWS Comment 10:

(Threatened and Endangered Species)
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax trailii extimus)
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We have very little information regarding southwestern willow flycatcher in the parts of
Kanab Creek and the Paria River affected by project actions, but they are known to occur in
other drainages in the area, including upper portions of Kanab Creek. We recommend the
Proponents complete protocol level surveys by qualified biologists to determine the presence
or absence of suitable habitat and potential nesting birds.

Construction and maintenance operations associated with the Project could result in temporary
and permanent impacts to habitat, the loss of riparian vegetation, and noise disturbance to
flycatchers. Pipeline placement methods would result in different degrees of impacts. For
example, if the pipeline is being placed under the drainages using boring techniques, our main
concern will be noise associated with boring during the species’ breeding season. Ifthe pipeline
is being placed using trenching techniques, there is likely to be a greater direct loss of riparian
habitat. In this case, we recommend that a complete habitat assessment be completed to provide
a baseline for effects analyses and development of conservation measures.

Unavoidable permanent impacts to riparian habitats should be fully mitigated through the
restoration of other similar habitats in nearby areas, at a minimum 3:1 ratio. In order to avoid
disturbance with nesting birds, we recommend all construction activities in the vicinity of Kanab
Creek and the Paria River be conducted outside of the breeding season for southwestern willow
flycatcher (April 15 to September 15). The Project proponent should work with our office to
identify other applicable conservation measures (i.e. minimal ground disturbance within suitable
habitat, reduction in noise and light within suitable habitat, transmission lines built
incorporating specific APLIC guidelines, etc.). All conservation and mitigation measures should
be incorporated into the final document as applicant committed conservation measures. Even if
flycatchers are not found during surveys, these same measures should be considered to offset
Project effects to all other migratory bird species.

UDWRe Response:

Southwestern willow flycatcher surveys were performed by qualified biologists, as
required, in the LPP Project study area. Prior to construction, UDWRe will perform all
follow-up surveys, monitoring and evaluation protocols using qualified biologists to
determine the presence or absence of suitable habitat and potential nesting birds.

The nine riparian areas encountered along the Proposed Action alignment were assessed
for Proper Functioning Condition, of which three riparian areas (Paria River, Kanab
Creek and Bitter Seeps Wash) were determined to be Functional — At Risk and consist
primarily of tamarisk shrubs. The Paria River pipeline crossing would be parallel to and
immediately upstream of the Highway 89 bridge, which carries a nearly continuous
traffic load consisting of semi-trucks, large recreational vehicles, and passenger vehicles
during the southwestern willow flycatcher breeding and nesting season. These baseline
conditions consisting of nearly continuous human activity and noise likely contributed to
the results of the field surveys performed at the Paria River, which found no nesting
birds, transient migrants, or any evidence of southwestern willow flycatcher. Field
surveys performed at Kanab Creek and Bitter Seeps Wash also resulted in no detection of
nesting birds, transient migrants, or any evidence of southwestern willow flycatcher. The
potential riparian habitat at these three crossing sites consists of tamarisk shrubs, and
historical surveys have not recorded southwestern willow flycatcher at the three sites.
Potential effects on transient and nesting birds have been analyzed and documented at
the three Functional — At Risk riparian crossing sites. Appropriate conservation and
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mitigation measures have been determined and incorporated into Exhibit E and the
preliminary draft biological assessment.

Section 4.4.1.3.2 Operation and Maintenance Effects is revised to read:

Occasional maintenance at the Paria River crossing should be scheduled outside of the
willow flycatcher breeding season. With this mitigation measure, operation and
maintenance would not affect the southwestern willow flycatcher. Protocol surveys for the
southwest willow flycatcher should be repeated at the Paria River crossing to determine if
suitable develops and sustains habitat and becomes occupied by southwest willow
flycatchers.

Chapter 5.4.1 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher is revised to read:

. Habitat areas determined to be unsuitable in 2009 would be evaluated for
suitability based on presence of primary constituent elements. Protocol surveys would be
conducted within suitable habitat prior to construction to document presence/absence of
southern willow flycatcher

Chapter 5.4.2 Operation and Maintenance is revised to read:

. Occasional maintenance of the pipeline at the Paria River and riparian areas
determined to be suitable should be scheduled outside of the willow flycatcher breeding
and nesting season, generally May through July.

USFWS Comment 11:

(Threatened and Endangered Species)

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus)

Construction and maintenance operations associated with the Project could result in temporary
and permanent impacts to habitat, the loss of riparian vegetation, and noise disturbance to
western yellow-billed cuckoos. As discussed above for flycatchers, pipeline placement methods in
riparian areas also have different impacts based on the method used for pipeline placement
across drainages. Aside from the areas that may be affected by human and earth disturbance due
to construction, operation, and maintenance activities, the Project proponents should also
identify riparian and adjacent upland areas that may be affected by changes in flow regime.

We recommend that you conduct protocol level surveys and habitat assessments for the western
yellow-billed cuckoo in the Project action area. Suitable habitat should be identified using our
Guidelinesfor the Identification of Suitable Habitat for Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoos in Utah
(Service, 2015). Where suitable habitat exists, we recommend that you analyze how the proposed
action, including modifications to flow regimes, may affect cuckoo and its habitat.

Surveys for the species should be conducted in accordance with A Natural History Summary and
Survey Protocol for the Western Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo Final
Draft (Halterman et al., 2015).

Critical habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo is proposed on the Virgin River (Critical
Habitat Unit 68) upstream and downstream of Saint George in Washington County (79 FR
48548, August 15, 2014). You can find maps of proposed critical habitat here:
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/outreach/Public-Advisories/Western _ Yellow-Billed
Cuckoo/outreach PA Western-Yellow-Billed-Cuckoo.htm. A final determination is expected
in 2016. In the event that proposed critical habitat is finalized on the Virgin River, we
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recommend that you evaluate the effect of the proposed action on the physical and biological
features, or primary constituent elements, of this critical habitat unit. Primary constituent
elements for western yellow-billed cuckoo critical habitat include riparian woodlands, an
adequate prey base, and dynamic riverine processes (79 FR 48550).

UDWRe Response:

Surveys performed for western yellow-billed cuckoo presence or absence and suitable
habitat in the LPP Project study area were conducted by qualified biologists. The surveys
met the protocols as of 2009, and no western yellow-billed cuckoo were detected. Suitable
habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo was not observed within the three Functional —
At Risk riparian areas and adjacent uplands along the pipeline alignment. The buried
pipeline crossings of riparian areas and adjacent uplands would not permanently or
temporarily affect flow regimes. Prior to construction, protocol level surveys for western
yellow-billed cuckoo and suitable habitat would be performed by qualified biologists
using the current Natural History Summary and Survey Protocol for the Western
Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo and Guidelines for the
Identification of Suitable Habitat for Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoos in Utah. No direct
construction disturbance would occur within or near proposed critical habitat for
western yellow-billed cuckoo along the Virgin River in the St. George metropolitan area.
The LPP Project water would flow into Sand Hollow Reservoir. From there, it would be
used in the same manner as Virgin River water is used today. It would be treated to
culinary standards and delivered to municipal customers. The LPP Project Proposed
Action would have no direct and no measurable indirect effects on Virgin River flows,
and there would be no effect on western yellow-billed cuckoo. Chapter 3.3.4.4 Proposed
Critical Habitat includes the description of primary constituent elements of constituting
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat and the location for the yellow-billed cuckoo and the
proposed location for the yellow-billed cuckoo.

Chapter 4.4.1.4.1 Construction Effects. Is revised to read :

“Construction of the South Alternative would not materially change the potential
foraging habitat or prey base for the yellow-billed cuckoo. Indirect effects of the
South Alternative on the yellow-billed cuckoo would not be significant. South
Alternative construction would not approach or cross proposed yellow-billed
cuckoo critical habitat; there would be no effect on proposed yellow-billed cuckoo
critical habitat.”

USFWS Comment 12:

(Threatened and Endangered Species)

Mojave Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)

The PLP and DSRs identify that Mojave Desert Tortoise surveys for the Project were last
completed in 2010. According to our protocol, desert tortoise surveys are only valid for one
year. Thus, we recommend new active season surveys within a year before construction begins.

The Project is subject to Section 7 consultation, and is independent from the Washington County
Desert Tortoise Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Though HCP staff may work with the Project
proponents to provide biological information or assist with any necessary desert tortoise
translocations, formal Section 7 consultation with us will be necessary. Depending on the results
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of pre-construction surveys, compensatory mitigation may be appropriate if there is a loss of
occupied desert tortoise habitat.

For example, the afterbay of the proposed hydroelectric pumped storage project at the base of the
Hurricane Cliffs may constitute the permanent loss of occupied desert tortoise habitat (100+
acres) on land managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Further surveys will need
to be conducted to adequately determine the impacts to the desert tortoise population in that
area. Impacts from construction of the afterbay can be offset by compensatory mitigation
developed in coordination with our office, or the afterbay may need to be moved to minimize
impacts.

UDWRe Response:

In 1996, USFWS issued a Section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental Take Permit for the Habitat
Conservation Plan for Washington County, Utah (HCP). The HCP identified reserve
lands, incidental take areas, potential habitat areas and exclusion areas. No incidental take
of desert tortoises is allowed on reserve lands. All non-reserve State and private lands are
included in the Section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental Take Permit for the HCP(with the exception
of Beaver Dam Slope which is outside of the APE) as incidental take areas, potential
habitat areas or exclusion areas.

Incidental take areas are non-reserve State and private lands designated as desert tortoise
habitat under the HCP. The incidental take process set forth in the HCP applies to these
areas.

Potential habitat areas are non-reserve State and private lands where desert tortoise
surveys and removals are required. Actions in these areas do not have to comply with the
other requirements of the incidental take process.

Exclusion areas are all remaining non-reserve State and private lands, for which no
surveys are required.

The incidental take permit provides for incidental take of Mojave desert tortoise on an
estimated 350,000 acres of private and state school trust lands including all private and
state school trust lands in Washington County outside of the reserve (and the Beaver Dam
Slope area).

Of the 350,000 acres where take is permitted, 12,264 acres are managed in accordance
with the incidental take process set forth below. The remaining acreage (approximately
338,000) has been released as incidental take, although any tortoise taken from that
acreage applies against the established incidental take allowance.

The incidental take permit is a county-wide take permit for desert tortoises, so take may
occur anywhere in the county outside the reserve (excluding the Beaver Dam Slope).

Any actions that federal agencies undertake on federal or Indian tribal lands that may
affect the Mojave Desert Tortoise are subject to the Section 7 consultation process.

To the extent that Mojave Desert Tortoise and signs of MDT are found within incidental
take area 10 or any private property in the area, take is covered by the incidental take
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permit of the HCP. The sole impacts of the project on MDT would arise from impacts
outside of this area, on federal lands.

USFWS Comment 13:

(Migratory Birds)

The PLP and DSRs state that Project proponents have not conducted migratory bird surveys for
the Project. We recommend the Project proponent conduct surveys for migratory birds prior to
ground-disturbing activities. We also recommend Project proponents implement seasonal buffers
to reduce the project impacts to migratory birds (USFWS 2014).

While the PLP and DSRs note that Project proponents will follow the Avian Protection Plan
jointly produced by the Edison Electrical Institute and USFWS, we recommend the Project
proponents identify the specific measures they would incorporate into transmission line design to
prevent electrocutions and collisions. We recommend travelers (equipment used to hold electric
transmission lines to poles) not be placed until necessary to reduce the potential for migratory
birds to nest in the equipment. We also recommend the Project proponents minimize the use of
flat pads and vegetation clearing to reduce ground disturbance.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe would perform migratory bird surveys prior to ground-disturbing activities along
the LPP Project alignment. Seasonal buffers would be implemented as appropriate in the
event active nests and roost sites are recorded during the migratory bird surveys. An Avian
Protection Plan would be developed following the Avian Protection Plan (APP) Guidelines
(APLIC and USFWS 2005) prior to construction.

Chapter 5.1 general Mitigtaion measures include:

An Avian Protection Plan should be developed following the Avian Protection Plan
(APP) Guidelines (APLIC and USFWS 2005) prior to construction.

Chapter 4.4.2.2 Birds section 4.4.2.2.1 Construction Impacts. Is revised to read:

“Adult birds would not be at risk of direct mortality from construction of South
Alternative features. Nests with eggs or nestlings could be destroyed by
construction; construction corridors, including riparian zones, should be cleared of
vegetation outside of the nesting season (typically March through July) thus
preventing nesting prior to or during subsequent active construction. Raptor nests
and roost sites should be surveyed and monitored and no construction activity
should be performed within spatial and seasonal buffers contained in the Utah
Raptor Guidelines (Romin and Muck 2002) one-quarter mile of occupied nests or
roosts which includes a 0.5 mile buffer around the nests of most raptors species and
one-mile buffer around bald eagle nests. A one-mile buffer is recommended for
golden eagle nest. , including those of bald and golden eagles. Ground-nesting
species, such as burrowing owl, long-billed curlew, western grasshopper sparrow,
northern harrier, sagebrush sparrow and short-eared owl would be at risk from
vehicles and construction equipment and construction should be scheduled outside
of these species’ nesting periods and effects on sensitive birds and wildlife species of
concern. These measures would ensure compliance conformance with the Migratory
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Bird Treaty Act and Bald Eagle Protection Act and impacts on bird wildlife species
of concern would be minimal and would not exceed the significance criteria.

Appropriate protection and mitigation of jurisdictional waters and wetlands and
their associated habitats would be required under the applicable permitting
procedures.”

BIA Comment 1:

The U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has been working in conjunction with tribes potentially
affected by the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline Project (Project) since the proceeding was
established in 2007. The Project's potential effects on cultural resources important to the Kaibab
Band of Paiute Indians (Tribe) have been of particular concern to us. We have supported the
Tribe and participated in numerous meetings with the Utah Department of Water Resources
(UDWRe) and its partner water conservation districts over the years, attempting to negotiate a
specific alignment for the Project and related terms and conditions that could potentially address
effects on cultural resources.

UDWRe Response:

Negotiating a specific alignment independently of the NEPA process would be contrary to
that process.

BIA Comment 2:

It should be clear that each alternative poses substantial impacts to cultural resources important
to the Tribe, the proposed action disproportionately so. We note here Tribal resolution K-30-12
stating the Tribe's preference for an alignment following State Highway 389 across the
reservation. Although this alignment will have effects on cultural resources important to the
Tribe, those effects are less severe and can likely be mitigated as described in the Lake Powell
Pipeline EIS Avoidance vs. Mitigation Report prepared by the Southern Paiute Advisory
Committee provided to UDWR and filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in
2012. Also included in that report are reasonable proposals to reduce impacts of the Proposed
Alternative in areas south of the reservation. It is unfortunate that UDWR has neglected to
include any of this information in its voluminous PLP.

UDWRe Response:

UBWR received and reviewed the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians’ Lake Powell Pipeline
Avoidance and Mitigation Report. Information contained therein does not address many
items being considered in the NEPA process. Negotiating a specific alignment and
creating mitigation strategies independent of the NEPA process would be contrary to that
process.

BIA Comment 3:

Throughout this process we have availed ourselves of the Tribe's special expertise in this area,
including numerous annual contracts with the Tribe through Public Law 93-638. As such, we
incorporate the Tribes February 29, 2016, comments here by reference.
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UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

BIA Comment 4:

Although the Preliminary Licensing Proposal (PLP) is overly verbose and outdated in many
sections, these concerns can likely be addressed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERG) through development of an Environmental Impact Statement. However, the PLP neither
addresses measures recommended by the Tribe nor identifies any potential protection or
mitigation measures that could be used to alleviate its concerns. Section 5.3.19 simply states that
protection and mitigation measures will be identified in the Historic Properties Management
Plan. As we are not specifically involved in the development of that plan, we request that all
measures needed to mitigate Project effects on cultural resources important to the Tribe be
identified in FERC's EIS and included in specific license articles to the maximum extent possible.
The paucity of information in the PLP on this issue should be addressed by UDWR in its final
licensing proposal - as should comments filed by the Tribe on each of UDWR's study reports.

UDWRe Response:

The Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) that will be prepared for the DOI agencies
and meets FERC’s requirements for a draft Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP)
is a confidential document specifically addressing mitigation measures for cultural resource
sites determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
important to multiple Native American tribes. Confidential information about specific
cultural resource sites important to the tribes is purposely not made public in the PLP or
Exhibit E to protect the integrity and location of sites and any associated artifacts. When
the Class I11 Report (also a confidential document) is completed and sites determined
eligible by the FERC and BLM are concurred with by the Utah and Arizona State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOs), then the HPTP will be prepared to address specific
mitigation measures for each identified eligible site. The HPTP will be prepared in
consultation with the federal land management agencies, SHPOs, cooperating agencies,
Native American tribes, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and when
completed and concurred with by the Utah and Arizona SHPOs, will be incorporated into
the FERC EIS.

BIA Comment 5:

UDWR did not provide a concise articulation of the differences between its proposed alternatives.
As such, we were unable to determine why the southern alignment was selected over the
reservation route as its Preferred Alternative. The reservation route is not only shorter (and,
therefore, likely less expensive), it leaves unmolested those landscapes of considerable
importance to the Tribe. A rationale for this decision should be included in the PLP such that we
can more fully evaluate and better understand UDWR's conclusions. Based on the information
provided in the PLP, we see no justification for UDWR's Preferred Alternative over the
reservation alignment and are therefore not in a position to support this action.

UDWRe Response:

| UDWRe’s preference for the proposed route is discussed in Section 3.1 of Exhibit E. |
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BIA Comment 6:

In summary, we are currently not in a position to support construction of the pipeline given its
likely effects on significant cultural resources, the lack of information necessary to both justify its
potential effects on cultural resources and to assess potential protection and mitigation measures,
or a rationale over why a more expensive more impacting alternative would be selected when
other alternatives are viable. We also request that UDWR specifically address previous
comments made by the Tribe on its study reports and include construction, operation and
maintenance costs associated with each alternative in its final application. Additional specific
comments on cultural resources will be provided under a separate filing.

UDWRe Response:

Previous comments from the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians are being addressed in the
final study reports filed with this license application.

CO RIV-NEV Comment 1:

Since the LPPP will transfer additional water to St. George, Utah, it may result in increased
discharges to the Virgin River and Lake Mead if the transferred water is not fully consumed. If
there are discharges, there may be unintended impacts to water quality and other aquatic
resources. Potential impacts on stream water quality in the Virgin River were eliminated from
BLMRIiver Daily Simulation Model indicated that return flows ““wold be within the measurement
accuracy of the [U.S. Geological Survey] gages on the Virgin River and changes in river flows
would not be measurable” (Draft Study Report 17, p. 4-13 and 4-14). It is unclear how a USGS
gage that measures stream flow could capture changes to water quality. Moreoer, it is unclear
how this statement is reconciled with other statements such as in the PLP that indicate that a
substantial proportion of outdoor water use returns to the Virgin River (see Draft Study Report
18, p. 3-34 and PLP, p. 5-131, ““33 percent [sic of outdoor water use], returned to the Virgin
River as non-sewered return flow’). It stands to reason that a portion of the transferred water
that is applied outdoors could result in an increase in the non-sewered return flows to the Virgin
River. We suggest revisiting the assumptions and analyses for this topic to provide more certainty
of the conclusions presented.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project water, minus evaporation from Sand Hollow Reservoir and groundwater
recharge into the Navajo sandstone aquifer underlying Sand Hollow Reservoir, would be
fully consumed as M&I water. The VRDSM results comparing No Action (future without
the LPP Project) and the Proposed Action (future with the LPP Project) demonstrate the
Virgin River flows at each of the model nodes, including several coinciding with USGS
gages, would not be measurably different. These results are clearly demonstrated by the
flow duration curves based on 72 years of daily stream flow data for the No Action and
Proposed Action, which are superimposed on each other. Several of the USGS gages in the
St. George metropolitan area have water quality data reported in the available records.

The volume of reuse water produced by the St. George Regional Water Reclamation
Facility would increase and be used to water golf courses, schools, parks, and farms,
decreasing the wastewater effluent discharges to the Virgin River. The proportion of reuse
water being used for secondary watering would increase as the population grows, along
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with culinary water used for outdoor watering. The estimated non-sewered return flows to
the Virgin River from the reuse water application at golf courses, schools, parks and farms
at full utilization of the LPP Project water would comprise approximately 11 percent of
the total return flow to the Virgin River.

The residual BOD and nutrients in the reuse water applied for outdoor watering would be
consumed by plants and be adsorbed by soils. The TDS concentration in the estimated
non-sewered reuse return flow to the Virgin River would be similar to baseline conditions
in the river, which is downstream of the high TDS concentration and load contributed by
Pah Tempe Springs. The remaining portion of the non-sewered outdoor water use return
flow to the Virgin River (approximately 15 percent of the total return flow to the Virgin
River) would be comprised of culinary water with lower TDS concentrations and used for
outdoor watering, reflecting the lower TDS water conveyed to Sand Hollow Reservoir
from the LPP Project.

From Final Study Report 18 (Surface Water Resources):

Of the 27,709 acre-feet of outdoor water use in 2010, UDWR estimated that 50 percent
returned to the Virgin River as non-sewered return flow (UDWR 2014). UDWRe estimates
that the non-sewered return flow to the Virgin River would decrease to 30 percent of the
total outdoor water use by 2050 resulting from less culinary water use for outdoor
watering on a per capita basis as part of ongoing water conservation initiatives. Table 3-3
summarizes water use and return flow estimates for 2010 for communities that would
receive M&I water from the LPP Project.

Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports

Utah Board of Water Resources

Table 3-3
2010 Water Use and Return Flow Summary for Major LPP Water Users (AF)
Non-
Total | Outdoor | Sewered | Indoor | Wastewater | Sewered
Water Water Water Return | Water | Treatment | Return
Supplier Use Use Flow Use Inflow Flow
Ivins 1,521.3 914.2 457.1 | 607.1 523.5 513
SEMECER | com 980 490 | 599.2 548 537
Municipal
gti'tyGeorge 30,1406 | 16,725| 8,362 | 13,416 11,710 | 11,258
Washington | g 5007 | 4188 | 2093.9| 2403 2097 | 2,055
Municipal
Total St.
George 14,878 14,363
WWTP
Toquerville 489.5 385.4 192.7 | 104.1 96.1 94.2
Hurricane 5,181.3 3,440 1720 | 1,741 1,559 1,528
LaVerkin 775.0 446.1 223.1| 328.9 306.2 300.1
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Total Ash
Creek 1,961 1,922

WWTP
Kanab 1,440.6 871.2 435.6 | 569.4 533.9 263.2

Source: UDWR 2014

Additional analysis of the projected future water quality in the Virgin River at full
utilization of the LPP Project water has been included in Final Study Report 17,
Surface Water Quality.

CO RIV-NEV Comment 2:

Lake Mead infestations of quagga mussels have increased maintenance costs of waters users with
pumps in Lake Mead, at the dams on the Colorado River, and in the river below Lake Mead. The
LPPP proposes to prevent the introduction of quagga mussels to Sand Hollow Reservoir and
Quail Creek Reservior by using a molluscicide and filtering mechanisms (PLP, p. 5-252). Our
experience has been that the proposed molluscicide (i.e., Zequinox) does not have a 100% kill
rate and filtering is not 100% effective. According to the LPPP PLP, there is a pipe that connects
Quail Creek Reservoir, which is one of the final reservoirs to store water from the project, to the
Virgin River (Draft Study Report 18, November, 2015, Figure 3-12 and LPPP Develop and
Analyze Alternatives, MWH, page 5.13C-2). Logistically, if there was an unintended discharge,
guagga mussels could enter the Virgin River from Quail Creek Reservoir. The impact of a quagga
mussel infestation on water quality, aquatic resources and agriculture in the Virgin River should
be analyzed. It is not unreasonable to conclude that quagga mussels could colonize appurtenant
water delivery infrastructure and potentially the Virgin River. We suggest revisiting the
assumptions and analyses for this topic to provide more certainty of the conclusions presented.

UDWRe Response:

Please see the responses to NPS Comment 2 and NPS Comment 12 regarding the Aquatic
Invasive Species Control and Monitoring Plan. Control of Dreissena species at all life stages
in the Water Intake System would be accomplished through the use of the most up-to-date,
selective and environmentally compatible treatment available when the LPP Project is
designed.

CO RIV-NEV Comment 3:

Release(s) [sic] from Lake Powell to Lake Mead are determined by the Colorado River Interim
Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages and Coordinated Operations for Lake Powell and Lake
Mead. It would be beneficial to present Lake Mead water-level elevations in the same manner as
the Lake Powell results displayed in Section 5.3.3.2.3 since the CRSS model used for these results
already includes both reservoirs.

UDWRe Response:

| This request is outside of the FERC-approved study plan.

CO RIV-NEV Comment 4:
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Appropriate water accounting methodologies need to be determined by the Bureau of
Reclamation, in conjunction with the Seven Basin States prior to the development of the LPPP.

UDWRe Response:

| Bureau of Reclamation studies are referenced throughout the study reports.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 1:

The UBWR filed the PLP as required under the Integrated Licensing Process ("ILP"). See 18
C.F.R. §5.16. The Commission's regulations governing the ILP require the PLP to:

@ Clearly describe, as applicable, the existing and proposed project facilities,
including project lands and waters;

2 Clearly describe, as applicable, the existing and proposed project operation and
maintenance plan, to include measures for protection, mitigation, and
enhancement measures with respect to each resource affected by the project
proposal; and

3) Include the potential applicant's draft environmental analysis by resource area of
the continuing and incremental impacts, if any, of its preliminary licensing
proposal, including the results of its studies conducted under the approved study
plan.

Id. § 5.16(h).

The Kaibab Tribe begins with some general comments on the PLP and revised draft study reports
filed by the UBWR, and is compelled to repeat some of the general comments it previously
submitted regarding earlier draft study reports because the PLP does not address the earlier
comments or explain the failure to address them. See 2012 Comments at 1-2; 2011 Comments at
1-3.

First, the UBWR states that it intends to update most of the revised draft study reports with
pending modeling results and other data and information, PLP at P-1 to -2, including additional
information and data for many of the reports regarding impact analyses, protection, mitigation,
and enhancement measures, cumulative impacts, and unavoidable adverse impacts, id. at P-1, so
at this time the revised draft study reports, and the PLP that is based on and draws conclusions
from those reports, remain incomplete and inadequate in important areas. The Tribe requests
that the Commission remand the PLP and revised draft study reports to the UBWR for further
updates and completion, and the Kaibab Tribe must have an opportunity to provide comments on
all of the updated draft study reports before they are deemed final.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe has received the modeling results from the Bureau of Reclamation and has
incorporated those results into the final study reports as applicable. The license application
filed with FERC will be available on FERC’s eLibrary, and comments on the filed license
application, including the final study reports, may be filed with FERC. When FERC
determines that the project is ready for environmental analysis, it will issue a notice to that
effect.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 2:
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Second, the PLP and revised draft study reports generally ignore and inadequately address the
Kaibab Tribe's oft-repeated concerns regarding potential impacts to TCPs in the area of
potential effect. For the tribal consultation and public comment processes to be meaningful, the
UBWR must show that it actually considered the Kaibab Tribe's express concerns, and as
currently written, both the PLP and revised draft study reports are woefully lacking in this
regard. To address the Kaibab Tribe's concerns about impacts to TCPs and thereby comply with
federal law, the Kaibab Tribe requests that the Commission remand the PLP and revised draft
study reports to the UBWR for further revisions and analysis.

Similarly, the PLP and revised draft study reports do not reflect any meaningful
consideration of most of the Kaibab Tribe's other comments. See 2012 Comments at 2. The
lack of substantive changes to any of the draft study reports in response to the Kaibab
Tribe's previous comments demonstrates that the UBWR largely ignored tribal concerns.
While talking to and allowing public comments from Indian tribes is a necessary component
of tribal consultation, the failure to make a meaningful attempt (or any attempt at all) to
address the Kaibab Tribe's concerns renders any consultation activities meaningless and
noncompliant with federal law. The Kaibab Tribe incorporates its prior comments herein,
and again asks the Commission to remand the PLP and revised draft study reports to the
UBWR for further revision consistent with the Kaibab Tribe's significant concerns.

UDWRe Response:

The UDWRe acknowledges the Kaibab Tribe’s comments on TCPs. The proposed TCPs
will be discussed in the ethnographic resources study report, which is confidential and has
restricted distribution, and will continue to be updated as the Class 111 Report is completed
and reviewed for concurrence by the SHPOs. Additionally, UDWRe and its consultants will
be informally meeting with each involved Native American tribe to discuss proposed TCPs,
sacred sites and cultural landscapes and obtain each tribe’s views of NRHP eligible sites
and potential mitigation measures. This information will be considered in the draft Historic
Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) document prepared on the Class 111 Report and the
ethnographic resources study report (all considered confidential documents). Applicable
analyses about noise, air quality and visual resources impacts on proposed TCPs, sacred
sites and cultural landscapes within the ethnographic resources APE will be included in the
ethnographic resources report, and potential mitigation measures for each site will be
included in the HPTP document.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 3:

Third, the PLP and most of the revised draft study reports fail to document any effort by the
UBWR to engage in the type of meaningful consultation with the Kaibab Tribe that would enable
it to learn about, understand, and address the Kaibab Tribe's important concerns. See 2012
Comments at 2; 2011 Comments at 2. The Commission designated the UBWR as its non- federal
representative in this matter, Letter from Ann F. Miles, Director, Div. of Hydropower Licensing,
Fed. Energy Regulatory Comm'n, to Selma Sierra, Utah State Director, Bureau of Land Mgmt., at
4 (Mar. 22, 2010), so the UBWR must comply with the same federal requirements to consult with
the Kaibab Tribe that apply to the Commission. See 2011 Comments at 2; see also 18 C.F.R.8§8
2.lc (Commission's ..Policy Statement on consultation with Indian Tribes in Commission
proceedings"), 5.18(b)(3)(v) (requiring license applicant to document consultation with affected
Indian tribes). Consistent with federal law, the Study Plan approved by the Commission requires
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the UBWR to consult with Indian tribes. See 2011 Comments at 2. Since a majority of the revised
draft study reports remain silent or do not provide sufficient details about the efforts made to
consult with the Kaibab Tribe, the Commission should remand the PLP and revised draft study
reports to the UBWR for further revisions that demonstrate compliance with tribal consultation
requirements.

UDWRe Response:

The UDWRe and its consultants (agents for the UBWR) have informally consulted with the
Kaibab Tribe numerous times throughout the preparation of the study reports and period
leading up to filing the license application. The Kaibab Tribe environmental coordinator
was contacted by nearly every resource specialist to provide resource data and policy
information from the Tribe’s files, and to provide permission to perform studies on the
Kaibab-Pauite Indian Reservation. UDWRe and its consultants received permission from
the Kaibab Tribe environmental coordinator to perform field studies on the Kaibab-Paiute
Indian Reservation, and UDWRe paid tribal member monitors to accompany each field
team whenever they were performing studies on the Kaibab-Paiute Indian Reservation.
UDWRe and its consultants were requested to make presentations to the Tribal Chair,
Tribal Council, and Kaibab Tribe members on the data and information collected on the
Kaibab-Paiute Indian Reservation, and these presentations were made on the reservation
for all the requested studies. Additionally, UDWRe has met with the Kaibab Tribe on the
Kaibab-Paiute Indian Reservation, as well as off the reservation, numerous times to discuss
the LPP Project and the Kaibab Tribe’s important concerns. The information obtained by
UDWRe during each informal consultation with the Kaibab Tribe has been considered and
included as applicable in preparing the study reports and the license application. The
UDWRe cannot formally consult with the Kaibab Tribe about the LPP Project because
government-to-government consultations can only be performed by a line officer or
manager with a federal agency. For the BLM’s government-to-government consultation
with the Kaibab Tribe, the UDWRe understands that manager of the Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument has been designated the responsible manager/line officer for
performing formal consultations.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 4:

Fourth, the UBWR's analysis and consideration of the Existing Highway Alternative in the PLP
and the revised draft study reports is inadequate. For this alternative, the UBWR must consider
that the Kaibab Tribe has already granted permission for the pipeline to cross tribal lands,
RESOLUTION OF IBE GOVERNING BODY OFTHE KAIBAB BAND OF PAIUTE INDIANS,
No. K-30-12 (May 17, 2012), and also take into account the Existing Highway Alternative's
potential benefits to the Kaibab Tribe. See Letter from Cynthia Staszak, Grand Staircase-
Escalante Nat'l Monument Manager, Bureau of Land Mgmt., to Fed. Energy Regulatory Comm'n,
at 2 (Feb.25, 2016). The UBWR fails in this regard.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s preference for the proposed route is discussed in Chapter 3 of Exhibit E.

LPP Coalition Comment 1:
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Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. 85.16, the Lake Powell Pipeline Coalition (*the Coalition’’) hereby
comments on the Utah Board of Water Resources’ Division of Water Resources’ (“UBWR™)
Preliminary Licensing Proposal (““PLP*”) and revised draft study reports for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project (““Project™), eLibrary no. 20151202-0046 (Dec. 1, 2015).

The Coalition consists of: Citizens for Dixie's Future, Glen Canyon Institute, Grand Canyon
Wildlands Council, Living Rivers - Colorado Riverkeeper, Utah Chapter Sierra Club, Grand
Canyon Chapter Sierra Club, Save The Colorado and Utah Rivers Council. The descriptions and
interests of member groups are stated in our Scoping Document (SD1) Comments.!

These comments raise concerns related to the adequacy of the information included in the PLP,
including the Study Reports, to serve as the basis for the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (FERC or Commission’s) environmental review under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and ultimate licensing decision under the Federal Power Act (FPA).

Based on our review of the PLP, the Coalition is concerned that the Project as proposed is
legally and hydrologically infeasible. For example, the PLP does not adequately address the
following issues:

e Whether the Project is needed to meet existing or forecasted demand;

e Whether UBWR has sufficient water rights under the Law of the River to
effectively operate the Project over the term of license. Utah’s Colorado River
Compact rights are only a percentage of water left after senior water rights of
the Lower Basin Compact obligations have been met.

e Whether the proposal to divert water from Lake Powell is in accordance with the
Law of the River. According to the Colorado River Compact Utah’s Upper Basin
water rights cannot be used in the Lower Basin where the Project is located.

o Whether, and if so to what extent, reasonably foreseeable climate change
scenarios will limit the availability of water for Project uses. UBWR incorrectly
claims that it can divert water in dire conditions, and that, therefore, it does not
have a responsibility to address the risk of climate change.

o Whether UBWR has sufficient resources to construct, operate, and maintain a
project of this scale for the term of any new license.

Le-Library no. 20080707-5206 (July 7, 2008)

UDWRe Response:

The LPP is needed to meet the forecasted need for water beginning in 2025. Please see the
Water Needs Assessment for further information. The state of Utah holds a water right
under which water will be delivered through the project, and is in accordance with “The
Law of the River.”

The BOR included climate change projections in their modeling, and has concluded that
there is minimal risk.

LPP Coalition Comment 2:

According to the Commission’s regulations, a preliminary licensing proposal must:

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -37- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources



(1) Clearly describe, as applicable, the existing and proposed project facilities, including
project lands and waters;

(2) Clearly describe, as applicable, the existing and proposed project operation and
maintenance plan, to include measures for protection, mitigation, and enhancement
measures with respect to each resource affected by the project proposal; and

(3) Include the potential applicant's draft environmental analysis by resource area of the
continuing and incremental impacts, if any, of its preliminary licensing proposal,
including the results of its studies conducted under the approved study plan.?

We are concerned the PLP is incomplete, includes major errors, and includes many
unsubstantiated claims that do not comply with these requirements, as described below.

218 C.F.R. §5.16(h)

UDWRe Response:

Your comment is noted.

LPP Coalition Comment 3:

The PLP Does Not Provide Complete Information on Project Facilities and Operation

The PLP does not provide information on the impact of low reservoir levels on power production
and its implications if UBWR cannot operate the Project in drought or other low-inflow
conditions.

The PLP also lacks information on capacity and generation of power from the pump storage
project and the estimated power that would be needed for pumping from Lake Powell and what
this power production will cost.

The PLP does not include the timing for completion of transmission upgrades to provide power to
the pumps and for upgrades required to the Glen Canyon switchyard. Further, how much will
local utility rates have to be raised to pay for the required transmission improvements for the
Project? For example, Page Electric’s cost in 2009 was estimated to be seven million dollars and
Garkane Power’s cost was 40 million dollars.

UDWRe Response:

The FERC-approved study plan requires UBWR to assess the impacts of the project on
Lake Powell and power production but does not require UBWR to assess the inputs of low
lake levels on power production. The likelihood of Lake Powell declining to the power pool
level is minimal.

LPP Coalition Comment 4:

The PLP Does Not Address the Cumulative Effects of the Project and Climate Change on the
Affected Environment

The PLP does not accurately characterize the cumulative impacts of climate change on the
Project and on the affected environment over the term of the license. Contrary to the approved
Study Plan, all the models used by UBWR do not consider climate impacts on water availability
for the Project. UBWR used the Colorado River Simulation System (CRSS) flow model for the
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analysis of climate change on the Project, which is unaffected by climate change. UBWR used the
Direct Natural Flow, Index Sequential Model (DNF) that does not consider climate change. Also,
UBWR used the Climate Change Inflow Hydrology (CC) model that held Upper Basin depletions
to 2015 levels. Further, UBWR did not apply the results of the best available science information
from a Downscaled General Circulation Model (GCM), which is a climate model to analyze
water availability for the Project. In particular, the PLP does not describe the extent to which
predicted increases in temperature will lead to increased evaporation of water stored in Lake
Powell.

More importantly, UBWR must prove it can divert water in drought and other low-flow
conditions. As the flow of the Colorado River diminishes UBWR’s junior water rights will
subordinate to the rights of senior water rights holders. If a drier climate is considered the
cumulative effects of the Project will be different in the analysis of the affected environment. We
explain the reasons in greater detail in our comments in Study Report No. 19 Climate Change
below.

UDWRe Response:

The CRSS model used both the DNF datasets and the CC datasets to analyze storage
effects on Lake Powel and Colorado River streamflow effects. The CC datasets were
developed using downscaled GCM model output. Both action and no action model runs
have depeltions held at 2015 levels and each were run with CC datasets as well as DNF
datasets. The text in Study Report No. 19 Climate Change clearly states that “that these
model results do not represent what the actual reservoir elevations or releases will be in
any particular year. Model results should be interpreted based on the relative differences
between the action and no action alternatives.” Relative differences are also compared for
the action alternative between CC hydrology datasets and DNF hydrology datasets to
evaluate the variability of the effects with respect to climate change in Study Report 18
Surface Water Resources. Use of this model was never intended to predict future storage
but rather to compare with and without project impacts under possible future
hydrologies.

LPP Coalition Comment 5:

The PLP Does Not Provide Adequate Environmental Analysis of the Environmental Impacts of
the Project and Alternatives

UBWR’s claim that it can always divert water at the end of river system is unsubstantiated.
Therefore, UBWR cannot assure an adequate environmental analysis of the impacts of the
Project. The PLP must consider the probability of reduced flows of the Colorado River over the
term of the license, but it does not. We address this issue in more detail below in our comments
on Study Report No. 19 Climate Change below.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project diversions under Reclamation’s CRSS modeling with climate change
inflow hydrology would result in reservoir levels during the period from 2024 through 2060
that are well within the monthly, seasonal and annual changes of the normal operation of
Lake Powell. The LPP Project changes in reservoir levels would have no effect on ongoing
management activities in Grand Canyon National Park and an unmeasurable effect on
ongoing management activities at GCNRA. The ongoing Reclamation management actions
involving Lake Powell referenced in the comment, which comprise interrelated actions with
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the LPP Project, are evaluated in Exhibit E in terms of reservoir level changes that could
influence decisions on water management through Glen Canyon Dam operations.

LPP Coalition Comment 6:

Analysis of Dust Suppression Water Demand for Construction of the Project

In the Project’s geology and soils resources study, it describes the extent of the excavated
volumes from trenches and tunnels to build the Project. The excavated volumes would be enough
to build a 2 lane road from Seattle to Miami, or a 4 ft. wide sidewalk around the Earth at the
Equator with the excavated, blasted soil and rocks from one of the most scenic landscapes in the
west.

The Project will have extensive excavation of soils to lay the pipeline in the ground. It is more
that than cement used to build Hoover Dam. For example, the US Bureau of Reclamation
described that 4.5 million cubic yards of concrete was used to build Hoover Dam. The excavated
volumes from trenches and tunnels needed to build the Project of 6 million cubic yard is expected
to be more than the total volume of concrete used to build Hoover Dam or the Panama Canal
(500,000 cubic yards). **’

Figure 17. Study Report 4, Table 3-14

South Alignment | Highway Alignment | Southeast
Corner
Total Excavated Volume | 6,084,996 6,144,985 5,575,108
from trenches and
tunnels (cubic yards)

Consequently water for dust suppression and where it will come from is an issue that needs to be
in the Study Report. The Project calls for the deep excavation and installation of an underground
pipeline to convey the water over hundreds of miles to southwest Utah. The construction activities
related to excavation and pipeline installation will take place in a hot dry climate and is therefore
likely to generate significant amounts of dust that will (unless mitigated) adversely impact air
quality. The traditional method for dust suppression for large-scale projects such as this would
be watering. The PLP does not provide adequate information regarding the levels of dust
generated by the construction phase of the Project, the impacts of such dust on air quality, the
amount of water needed to properly mitigate/avoid these dust-related impacts, the source of such
water for dust suppression (e.g., identification of groundwater and surface water supplies), and
the impacts on such sources of pumping/diversion. Similarly, the Study Reports do not collect and
analyze information related to dust suppression water demands for the construction phase of the
Project. Without this information, the EIS will not be able to evaluate the environmental effects of
the dust suppression water demand or propose appropriate alternatives and/or mitigation to
reduce/avoid such effects.

137 See at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/hooverdam/educate/kidfacts.html

UDWRe Response:

Several sections within both the PLP and Study Report address fugitive dust calculations
during construction, likely impact areas from this dust generation and dust suppression
efforts needed for mititgation. Water is not the only method of dust suppression and
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alternative suppression methods can be used as approved. Sources of water for dust
suppression will be considered by the contractor(s) in comparison to other dust
suppression methods.

Construction of the pipeline and facilities will proceed in segments, with small sections of
trench excavated/blasted for construction, pipeline installed, and trench backfilled. Long
reaches of open trench with large piles of stockpiled soil will not be allowed, so
construction-generated dust would be limited to the vicinity of active construction.

Section 2.2 of the Revised Draft Groundwater Resources Study Report includes the
following assumption:

Temporary groundwater production wells would be constructed in five-mile
intervals if needed along all LPP Project alignments to provide water for
construction activities. Aquifer conditions would be suitable for production at
these intervals. These wells would be used for brief, temporary periods, generally
no more than 30 days in most instances, and would be pumped at rates that would
not result in substantial or long-term impacts on other groundwater users. The
wells would be abandoned in accordance with state law after they were no longer
needed, protecting against the possibility of subsequent contamination of
groundwater quality. The water will be used for dust control on roads and along
the pipeline to obtain proper moisture conditions for compaction.

Impacts on air quality from excavation and blasting are addressed in the Air Quality
Resource Study Report. No change to the text is needed.

LPP Coalition Comment 7:

Analysis of Resulting Development in Washington Co. and Kane Co.

As noted above, the primary purpose of the Project is to provide additional water supplies to
support future expansion of residential and commercial development in Washington County and
Kane County in the State of Utah. NEPA requires the environmental assessment of all foreseeable
direct and indirect effects resulting from a project. In this instance, the resulting residential and
commercial development in Washington and Kane Counties would be direct and/or indirect
effects of the construction and operation of the Project. As such, the NEPA evaluation would need
to include an assessment of the environmental effects of such development (such as
conversion/loss of agricultural/undeveloped lands, traffic and related air quality impacts, and
GHG emission increases). The scope of the Study Report does not include assessment of these
direct/indirect effects.

UDWRe Response:

| Refer to the response to USFWS Comment 1 in the General Comments section.

LPP Coalition Comment 8

Summary
We ask the Commission Staff to require UBWR to implement Study Plan No.19 goals and

objectives, and tasks listed in the approved plan detailed in our comments. We also ask the
Commission to require UBWR to implement other study plan requirements omitted from the Study
Reports listed in our comments. We seriously question the viability of this project and if it can be

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -41- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources



considered as a permanent water project residents can rely on. The requested information is of
high importance because it influences communities’ decisions to build a billion dollar project. We
request that Commission Staff modify the Study Reports consistent with our recommendations to
assure the accuracy of the information in the licensing record.

UDWRe Response:

FERC-approved a study plan based on input form all interested entities, including the
coalition. UDWRe has implemented the study plans approved by FERC.

LPP Coalition Comment 9:

Conclusion

Based on our review of PLP and Revised Study Reports, it does not appear that the UBWR has
complied with the regulatory requirements for a preliminary licensing proposal or the
requirements of the approved Study Plans. The Coalition found in several instances that UBWR
did not adequately report vital environmental information required under the approved Study
Plans. In some cases critical data was misinterpreted in the PLP, while in others it was
completely omitted. We request that the Commission staff require UBWR to correct studies that
have not been conducted in accordance with the approved Study Plans.

UDWRe Response:

The Final Study Reports and Exhibit E have been prepared to provide the information and
analyses in accordance with the approved study plans.

Western Resource Advocates Comment 1:

Western Resource Advocates is a nonprofit conservation organization dedicated to protecting the
Interior West's land, air, and water. We promote river restoration and water conservation,
advocate for a clean and sustainable energy future, and protect public lands for present and
future generations. Western Resource Advocates engages with utilities, state and federal
government agencies, and irrigators to find solutions to meet growing urban water demands
while protecting stream flows for fish, wildlife, and recreation.

FERC should require that the applicants revise the PLP to include a realistic No Action
Alternative that properly accounts for current and future water demands, reasonable water
conservation, aggressive reuse, and more agricultural water transfers. In addition, the PLP
should be revised to include Arizona’s Water Export Statute, A.R.S. § 45-292, as one of the
required permit approvals for the LPP. Finally, because FERC does not have jurisdiction over
the water supply pipeline itself, FERC and the other permitting agencies should appoint a more
appropriate agency as the lead agency for developing an environmental impact statement under
NEPA.

UDWRe Response:

The No Action Alternative is clarified in Exhibit E, Section 3.2. UDWRe will obtain all
necessary federal and state permits for the project. Also refer to the response to Western
Resource Advocates Comment 2 in the General Comments section. WRA’s comments
regarding the lead agency for NEPA compliance are an expression of opinion.
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Western Resource Advocates Comment 2:

The PLP Fails to List Arizona’s Water Export Statute, A.R.S. § 45-292, Among the Required
State Permits for the LPP

The Arizona Water Export Statute expressly prohibits transporting water from Arizona for
consumptive use in another state without approval by the Director of the Arizona Department
of Water Resources.*® In the proposed LPP, the Utah Division of Water Resources plans to
pump stored water from Lake Powell at a point in Arizona and transport that water via
pipeline for consumptive use in Utah. Therefore, the plain terms of the Arizona Water Export
Statute apply to the current plans for the Lake Powell Pipeline. However, there is no mention
of AR.S. § 45-292 in the relevant section of the PLP.* Under A.R.S. § 45-292, the Director
must hold a formal administrative hearing on the application and consider statutory factors
in determining whether to grant, condition, or deny the application to move water out of
Arizona.* The PLP should be revised to include this state statutory permit requirement.

*¥ AR.S. § 45-292, attached as Exhibit 4; see also id. at 45-101(3) (defining the
“director” as the Director of the Arizona Department of Water Resources).

0 See PLP at 2-5 to -6 (Table 2-1).

- Article IX(a) of the Upper Colorado River Basin Compact (UCRBC) does not preempt
Arizona’s ability to reject an application for the Lake Powell Pipeline. Both Arizona and
Utah are signatories to the UCRBC. Article 1X(a) only protects the consumptive
interstate water projects of a “lower,” i.e. downstream, signatory state against the
protectionist laws of an “upper”, i.e. upstream, signatory state. The Colorado River
never re-enters Utah below Lake Powell in Arizona. Therefore, the proposed Lake Powell
Pipeline is not protected by Article IX(a) of the UCRBC.

UDWRe Response:

Arizona has been made aware of the proposed project, and will be coordinated with
throughout this process; however, the Upper Colorado River Compact, of which Arizona
is a signatory, requires all participants to facilitate use of a state’s own allocation.

Western Resource Advocates Comment 3:

FERC’s Limited Jurisdiction Over Only the Hydropower Components Demonstrates That
FERC is Not the Proper Lead Agency for this Water Supply Project

As FERC recently acknowledged, it has jurisdiction over the discrete hydropower components of
the Lake Powell Pipeline, but not the Pipeline itself. In Wyco Power & Water, Inc., 139 FERC 1
61,124 at pp. 4-5 (May 17, 2012 Order), FERC cites the Lake Powell Pipeline in rejecting
Wyco’s arguments that FERC has jurisdiction over entire water supply pipeline projects. Yet
most of the concern and controversy surrounding the LPP concerns the pipeline’s potential
location, the applicants’ water supply and demand analyses, the potential impacts to the
Colorado River, and other issues related to water supply management.

The applicants concede that the LPP will be built primarily as a water supply pipeline and that
the hydropower components’ purpose is to “help offset™ the pipeline’s energy demands.42 It
follows that selection of a non-pipeline alternative would likely obviate the applicants’ claimed
need for the hydropower facilities considered in the PLP. Therefore, the hydropower components
are not the primary consideration of the LPP and alternatives.
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FERC and the other permitting federal agencies should appoint a different and more appropriate
lead agency to prepare an environmental impact statement for the LPP under NEPA. The federal
agencies with jurisdiction over the pipeline have more comprehensive knowledge of the
associated environmental issues and are better suited to being the lead agency for the NEPA
process. See 40 C.F.R. § 1501.5(c) (factors for determining the lead agency include the agency’s
“[e]xpertise concerning the action’s environmental effects’). The lead agency should be one with
more experience in water supply projects.

2 PLP at 2-1 (“Issuing a FERC license for the LPP Project would enable the UBWR to

generate electricity in project facilities to help offset electrical power consumed in
pumping the water from Lake Powell to St. George, Utah.”).

UDWRe Response:

While it is true that this project is a water conveyance project, the project includes
proposed hydropower facilities. The power generated by the project may support the grid
system in several alternative ways. The use of power from the project for project power
needs would offset demands on the grid that might otherwise be made by the project.

18 CFRS§ 1501.5(c) merely provides that if there are multiple agencies with NEPA
responsibilities for the same action or related group of actions, the agencies shall
determine which agency shall be the lead agency and which shall be cooperating agencies.
The section sets forth various factors to be considered in choosing the lead agency “if there
is a disagreement among the agencies.” BLM, Reclamation, and NPS have agreed to be
cooperating agencies. FERC, as lead agency, and each cooperating agency, will be
responsible for ensuring that the information and analyses needed to support its decisions
are adequately addressed in the EIS. USFWS declined to be a cooperating agency.
However, FERC and all other federal agencies with permitting responsibilities for
elements of the entire project are consulting with USFWS as required by the Endangered
Species Act and other applicable legislation so there is no possibility USFWS, FERC, or
the other federal agencies will not be able to fulfill their statutory responsibilities.

American Rivers Comment 1:

American Rivers believes the proposed Project is out of step with efforts throughout them
Colorado River Basin to reduce consumptive uses of water so as to defend against potential
shortage, meet future demand, and adapt to Climate Change. The Project, which proposes to
divert water out of the basin to facilitate development in Southern Utah, is contrary to state and
regional efforts to preserve lake levels in Lake Powell and reduce consumptive water use
throughout the basin.

1See, e.g., Office of the Legislative Auditor General State of Utah, ““A Performance Audit of
Projections of Utah’s Water Needs, Report to the Utah Legislature No. 2015-01,” (May 2015)
(Utah Water Needs Audit), available at http://le.utah.gov/audit/15 O1rpt.pdf, Chapter I1I
(describing opportunities to reduce demand for water through conservation.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
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population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

American Rivers Comment 2:

Under 18 C.F.R. 8 5.16(b), the PLP must *“include the potential applicant's draft environmental
analysis by resource area of the continuing and incremental impacts, if any, of its preliminary
licensing proposal, including the results of its studies conducted under the approved study plan.”
Under 18 C.F.R. § 380.03, UBWR must also: ““(1) Provide all necessary or relevant information
to the Commission; [and] (2) Conduct any studies that the Commission staff considers necessary
or relevant to determine the impact of the proposal on the human environment and natural
resources.”

We are concerned that the PLP does not provide adequate environmental analysis of the
Project’s potential impacts on endangered species and surface water resources, as discussed
below. We request that UBWR, on its own initiative or at the direction of the Commission’s
Office of Energy Projects (OEP) Staff, supplement its environmental analysis as requested. In the
alternative, we request that OEP Staff undertake such analysis in coordination with the
Cooperating Agencies in the course of preparing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the Project in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).2

OEP Staff stated its intent to prepare an EIS for the Project in Scoping Document 1, eLibrary no.
20080505-3014. American Rivers agrees that an EIS is appropriate for a project of this scale.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted. The studies have been updated to provide environmental
analysis of the LPP Project potential impacts on endangered species and surface water resources.

American Rivers Comment 3:

The PLP Does Not Adegquately Describe UBWR’s Proposal for Shepherding Water Diverted
from Flaming Gorge Dam to Lake Powell.

UBWR proposes to shepherd water from Flaming Gorge Reservoir to Lake Powell to support
project operations. We note that approximately 40 miles of the Green River flows through North
Western Colorado. That is a significant distance. We request that UBWR revise or supplement
the PLP to specifically describe how this water will be quantified in Lake Powell, what
agreements are in place to ensure delivery, and how this proposed operation complies with the
Law of the River.

UDWRe Response:

UBWR’s proposal will not alter releases from Flaming Gorge Dam, or Green River flows
below it. The water rights that will supply the LPP Project water are released as a small
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portion of current and future Flaming Gorge Dam operations. This will be formalized
through an agreement with Reclamation.

Utah Rivers Council Comment 1: General Comment:

Founded in 1995, the Utah Rivers Council is a 501(c)3 non---profit organization dedicated to the
conservation and stewardship of Utah’s rivers, sustainable clean water sources and natural
ecosystems for both Utah’s people and wildlife. The Utah Rivers Council is critically concerned
with the impacts river diversions bring to Utah’s river and wetland ecosystems.

The Utah Rivers Council has been one of the leaders in advocating for alternatives to the LPP.
Our organization has put substantive resources into researching the economic impacts of the
LPP and promoting less environmentally damaging alternatives to the LPP. FERC should
require the applicants to revise the PLP to incorporate an economic analysis that shows the
impacts of the debt from the LPP on Washington County and Kane County residents.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the responses to Gail Blattenberger’s comments in the General Comments
section.

Utah Rivers Council Comment 2: General Comment:

Additionally, FERC should require the applicant to revise the No Action Alternative and the No
Lake Powell Pipeline Water Alternative to more accurately account for the potential and effects
of water conservation and local water sources in the area. FERC should require the applicant to
address and incorporate all of the recommendations put forth in the 2015 report from the Utah
Legislative Auditor General titled ““A Performance Audit of Projections of Utah’s Water Needs.”

UDWRe Response:

A statewide 25 percent water conservation by 2025 goal was set; however, the regional
goal for Districts’ service areas is 35 percent. This is consistent with the audit’s
recommendations for regional conservation goals. The LPP Project is not intended to
replace water made available through conservation, but rather to augment that supply in
order to meet the demands of a growing population.

Utah Rivers Council Comment 3: General Comment:

Finally, since the Lake Powell Pipeline is primarily a water supply project we feel FERC is not
the appropriate lead agency on the project.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to Wester Resource Advocates Comment 3 in the General Comments
section.

Utah Rivers Council Comment 4: General Comment:

The PLP does not include economic analysis on debt burden on proposed recipients of the LPP
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There has been widespread concern within Utah of whether the proposed recipients of the LPP
can repay the debt of the project. The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act requires the
recipients of the LPP to repay the State of Utah in full, with interest. A group of 21 PhD
economists from universities across the state conducted several analyses of the impacts of the
debt on area residents. Their analyses showed water rates, impact fees and property taxes would
have to be raised substantially to repay the debt of the project over the next 50 years. Of course
raising user fees by such a magnitude would greatly affect water customer behavior, likely
reducing water demand to nearly half of what the current water use is in the area.

The applicant and proposed recipients of the LPP water have denied multiple Government
Records Access Management Act (GRAMA) requests for a plan of how they would repay the
substantial level of debt accruing by the proposed LPP. Knowing how the LPP would be repaid
and how water rates and impact fees will be affected is extremely important when planning for
the project because if water demand is significantly reduced, it will further eliminate the need for
water from the LPP.

This causes two problems. Firstly, the purpose and need for the LPP is no longer valid since the
project’s water is unnecessary for both Washington and Kane counties. This is further supported
by Washington County Water Conservancy District’s admission that they will possess 105,000
acre---feet of water without the LPP. In fact, in many official state legislative discussions both the
recipient and the applicant of the LPP have stated the purpose of the project is to prevent
downstream state from using Colorado River water. We openly question whether preventing
another user from using water satisfies purpose and need for the LPP.

Secondly, the Washington County Water Conservancy District has also indicated in numerous
circles that it does not intend to construct power generation facilities at the onset of the project.
Furthermore, given the applicant’s repeated statements that the water from the LPP would be
taken in blocks representing a fraction of the total water for the project, the generation of power
appears to not be feasible given the small quantities of water which will be diverted for many
decades. We therefore question why FERC is considering a hydropower project that will not
generate hydropower.

The residents and decision---makers in Washington and Kane counties should also know how
much their water rates and impact fees will go up if they participate in the LPP.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake
Powell Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
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(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.

(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Refer to the responses to Gail Blattenberger’s comments in the General Comments
section.

Utah Rivers Council Comment 5: General Comment:

The PLP does not incorporate the findings and recommendations of the recent Legislative
Audit of the Utah’s water planning practices

A May 2015 performance audit from the Office of the Legislative Auditor General shows Division
data is unreliable and inaccurate. The report titled, ““A Performance Audit of Projections of
Utah’s Water Needs,” contained the following sections:

* Planning Utah’s water future is increasingly important

* Questions about accuracy of Division’s projections led to audit request

* Reliability of water use data needs to improve

* The Division does not have reliable local water use data.

* The Division needs an improved process for ensuring that water data is reliable.

* The reliability of the Division’s Baseline Water Use Study is questionable, and the
source data and methods used to prepare the Baseline Study are poorly documented.

* The accuracy of the Division’s water demand projections is uncertain.

» Conservation and policy choices can reduce demand for water

* Conservation will lead to less water use

» Some regions can reduce water use beyond the statewide goal of 25 percent
 Growth in future water supply should be reported to policy makers

» Division projections should include expected local water development

* Good basin plans should be the basis for better statewide planning

The Audit found many critical errors with how the Division collects data and plans for new
projects, including an instance where the Division used data from a water supplier in the state of
New York instead of a city in Utah with a similar name. It is particularly concerning that the
Division is using this same data to plan for expensive and complex projects like the LPP.

The Division of Water Resources stated that they agree with the findings of the Audit and agrees
to incorporate the recommendations, but the PLP does not include any of these
recommendations. The PLP should be held until the Division fully incorporates these
recommendations and the citizens of Utah can be sure the data used to plan for the LPP is
completely accurate.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
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and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans. It is important to note that the Division of Water Rights, the agency that
collects water use data, is working on improving its processes to address many of the audit
recommendations related to data accuracy. Data and methodologies will continue to evolve
as evidenced by the auditor’s statement that the 2010 numbers showed marked

improvement.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high

regional and state priority.

UDWRe and the participating entities will work closely with the Governor’s Office and
State Legislature in order to ensure the financial framework to fund the LPP is reasonable
from a state perspective and based on accurate data and information. These goals as well
as other audit recommendations can be achieved concurrently with a NEPA/EIS process.

Growth, Water Resources and Conservation in Washington County, Utah

Woashington County: By the Numbers

$4.5 billion personal income?

$4.4 billion gross domestic product?

$233 million total taxable sales
5.6 million annual tourists®
151,948 residents*

62,012 Jobs®

44,073 primary residential properties®
11,391 secondary residential properties’

579 farms®

Washington County is currently leading the state of Utah in terms of water conservation
accomplishments, having achieved a 26 percent reduction in use from 2000 to 2010°
compared to the state’s average of 18 percent.’® This is quite an accomplishment
considering Washington County is located in the most arid and hot region of the state®
with more than triple the number of growing days than northern Utah.

Climate Averages for Utah and Washington County

Utah Averages | Washington County Averages
Average temperature 54.8 degrees F*2 | 62.3 degrees F**
Average annual precipitation (rain) | 18.58 inches!® 8.85 inches'®
Average annual snowfall 47 inches'’ 1inch®®
Annual days of sunshine 127%° 300%°
Average growing days 602 190
Lake Powell Pipeline Project -49- 04/30/16

Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources



Equally impressive is the fact that St. George’s population grew 52.9% during this same
timeframe (2000-2010),2 earning a ranking as one of America’s fastest-growing cities — a
title the city has maintained for most of the last decade. In 2015, St. George ranked 6th in
“best small places for business and careers” and 7th in job growth by Forbes.?
Employment opportunities have increased 6.4 percent during the last year bringing the
total number of jobs in Washington County to more than 62,000 as of January 2016.%°
The county is not only seeing an increase in employment opportunities, but also an
increase in wages as workers are earning 9.3 percent more today than they were in 2015.%
The growth of additional, higher paying jobs is anticipated to further attract residents to
the area. The latest population projections from the Utah Governor’s Office of
Management and Budget estimate Washington County’s population will increase 252% by
2060,%” making it the fastest-growing county in Utah.

Utah Governor’s Office of Management and Budget Population Projection for
Washington County

Washington County is projected to see an increase in population of 581,731
416,000 residents between 2015 and 2060, a 252% growth rate.

472,56

371,743

280,558

196,762
138,748

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 2055 2060

In 2014, the US Census Bureau reported that 90 percent of Utah’s population increase was
from natural growth. In that same year, St. George reported 52 percent of its population
increase was from natural growth while 48 percent was from net migration.? Many of
Utah’s newest residents are choosing to live in Washington County.

Economic and population growth stress existing water resources, which are scarce in
Washington County. The area is using 82 percent?® of its current supply of 59,170 acre
feet.*® The district plans to add 13,670 acre feet from local projects currently in
development® and 82,249 acre feet from the Lake Powell Pipeline Project® to meet future
demands.
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Continued and more aggressive conservation efforts will also be required to bridge the gap
between future water supply and demand. Washington County Water Conservancy
District was the first district in the state of Utah to adopt a water conservation plan; open
a desert conservation garden, Red Hills Desert Garden®*; eliminate traditional “take or
pay” municipal water contracts and regionalize its water system to encourage
conservation® and one of the first counties to meet Governor Gary Herbert’s request to
reduce water use 25 percent by 2025.%

During the last two decades, the district and its municipal partners have done more to
conserve water than any other local organization, investing millions of dollars annually
into conservation initiatives. Efforts include, but are not limited to, converting 1,350,000
feet of open canals to pipelines, repairing leaking pipes, installing meters, developing two
water conservation demonstration gardens, overseeing annual Water Fairs for more than
40,000 students, hosting more than 200 free community events and performing more than
2,000 free irrigation audits. The district launched its rebate program in 2005 and has
distributed nearly $1 million to local businesses and residents who have installed water
efficient irrigation systems, plumping fixtures and commercial equipment. These efforts
are publicized through an extensive local media campaign that involves print, television,
radio and social media advertisements. The district also contributes funding to the
statewide Slow the Flow campaign.

In addition, the district requires its municipal partners have a conservation plan, a tiered
conservation rate structure, landscaping ordinances and time of day watering ordinances
to purchase water from the district through its Regional Water Supply Agreement.*’
Each municipality determines the terms and level of enforcement of these requirements;
the district does not have the jurisdiction to dictate or enforce municipal ordinances.

The collective efforts of the district and its municipal partners have resulted in
tremendous water use reductions. According to the Utah Division of Water Resources,
residential water use in the Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin (primarily located in
Washington and Kane counties) is among the lowest in the state.
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Utah River Basins

— 7

Bear River
Baon 0 25 50
197 Miles

Cedar/
Beaver
Basin
200

Kanab Creek/Virgin

River Basin 161

Source: Total residential use (indoor and outdoor, including secondary) according to the
Utah Division of Water Resources, 2010 (latest data available)

Comprehensive Water Universal Metering Incentive Water
Conservation Plans Conservation Pricing
Landscape Ordinances Water Conservation Public Information Program
Coordinator
Time of Day Watering School education programs Efficient Outdoor Use
Ordinances Education and Training
Program
ClII to Replace Inefficient Distribute Retrofit Kits Irrigation Water Surveys
Equipment (Water Checks)
Financial Incentives for High Efficiency Toilet High Efficiency Urinal
Irrigation Upgrades Rebates Rebate
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Multifamily Washer Rebate

Real Water Loss Reduction

Replace Spray Nozzles

Rotating Sprinkler Nozzle
Rebates

Single Family Water Surveys

Smart Irrigation Controller
Rebates

Toilet Leak Detection

Train Landscape
Maintenance Workers

Xeriscape Demonstration
Gardens

Billing Report Educational
Tool

CIl Surveys

Install High Efficiency
Fixtures in Government
Buildings

School Building Retrofit

Water Budgeting Monitoring

Large landscape conservation
programs and incentives

Additional information is available for each program in the district’s 2015 Water
Conservation Plan, available on wewced.org. This plan notes that the district will continue
updating its conservation plan every five years to incorporate new advancements and
technology to increase water reduction goals. The district’s current goal is to reduce use

35 percent by 2060.

1 US Bureau of Economic Analysis, February 18, 2016
2 US Bureau of Economic Analysis for St. George MSA (UT) October 23, 2015
% Dixie Convention and Visitors Authority, May 2015
4 US Census Bureau, Washington County (UT), April 7, 2015

® Bureau of Labor Statistics, Washington County (UT), March 19, 2016
® Washington County Accessor’s Office, May 1, 2015

7 e

82012 Census of Agriculture (published every five years) as reported on page 65:
http://ag.utah.gov/documents/annualreport2015web.pdf

9 Statewide Water Infrastructure Plan, 2014

10 ««

1 http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/utah/united-states/3214

12 “Growing seasons range from 60 days in northern Utah to 190 days in the southern part
of the state” Utah Agriculture in the Classroom: a Utah State University Extension:
https://www.agclassroom.org/kids/stats/utah.pdf

13 hitp://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/utah/united-states/3214

14 hitp://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/ivins/utah/united-states/usut0413

15 http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/utah/united-states/3214

16 hitp://www.stgeorgechamber.com/live-here/area-information/climate-2/

17 http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/utah/united-states/3214

18 http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/ivins/utah/united-states/usut0413

193059 hours reported divided by 24 to get the number of days:
http://www.usclimatedata.com/climate/utah/united-states/3214

20 Copy reads “over 300 days” rounded to 300 to be consistent with other sources:
http://www.stgeorgechamber.com/live-here/area-information/climate-2/

21 https://www.agclassroom.org/kids/stats/utah.pdf

22 “Growing seasons range from 60 days in northern Utah to 190 days in the southern part
of the state” Utah Agriculture in the Classroom: a Utah State University Extension:
https://www.agclassroom.org/kids/stats/utah.pdf
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23 CNN Money, 10 fastest-growing cities:

http://money.cnn.com/galleries/2011/real estate/1103/gallery.Fastest growing metro _area
s/2.html

24 http://www.forbes.com/places/ut/st-george/

% Bureau of Labor Statistics — Local Area Unemployment Statistics for Washington
County, UT: http://download.bls.gov/pub/time.series/la/la.data.52.Utah

26 Bureau of Labor Statistics — State and Area Employment, Hours and Earnings:
http://download.bls.gov/pub/time.series/sm/sm.data.46.Utah

21 http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/demographics.html

28 US Census Bureau reported that St. George’s population was 78,505 in 2014 and 76,817
in 2013, or an increase of 1,688 new residents divided by the reported 810 net migration in
2014 to get 48 percent: http://www.forbes.com/places/ut/st-george/

29 Economic Value of Water, Utah Water Users Association, March 15, 2016

302015 Water Needs Assessment

31 2015 Water Needs Assessment

32 Utah Division of Water Resources,

http://www.water.utah.gov/L akePowellPipeline/Generallnformation/default.asp

332015 Water Conservation Plan, Washington County Water Conservancy District

3 Public Invited to Red Hills Desert Garden Dedication and Community Celebration, press
release distributed October 2, 2015 by Washington County Water Conservancy District
% http://www.wewcd.org/customers/municipal/

3 Statewide Water Infrastructure Plan, 2014

87 http://www.wewced.org/wp-content/themes/wewced/pdf/municipal/RWSA. pdf

Western Lands Project Comment 1: General Comment:

For almost 20 years, the Western Lands Project has monitored projects on public lands in
Washington County as part of our larger mission to prevent privatization of public lands across
the West. We have submitted comments on land exchanges and land sales proposed by the BLM,
as well as federal legislation that would have earmarked public lands in the county to be sold for
development. We recently submitted comments on the management plan for the Red Cliffs and
Beaver Dam Wash NCAs. This area has required special attention because of the phenomenal
growth occurring over the past decade-plus and the attendant impacts on adjacent public lands.

As an organization working to protect the integrity of public lands, we are opposed to the Lake
Powell Pipeline and believe that the project should be dropped from consideration now, before
further cost is accrued in both time and money. There are a number of flaws underlying the
proposal, including lack of accurate data regarding water resources and use, a failure to
consider conservation and other options as alternatives to the pipeline, and the growth that will
be driven and facilitated by the project simply to be able to pay for it.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously. The LPP study team has studied this project in-depth, researching
extensively beyond the basic planning found in the state water plan.

Western Lands Project Comment 2: General Comment:
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The very high per capita water consumption in Washington County begs the question as to why

conservation has not been considered the obvious and immediate approach to ensuring a future
water supply in the area. As the Western Resource Advocates report indicates, a combination of
conservation, reuse, and conversion of uses could obviate the need for developments such as the
pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

Washington County’s per capita usage is often compared against per capita usages that
are not calculated the same way. Communities in other states may not include commercial,
institutional, industrial or secondary water use, and may also subtract return flows from
wastewater to calculate per capita water use. In addition, Washington County has a
significant portion of non-resident users which add to the total per capita use. Differences
in factors such as, climate and housing density, also make it difficult to compare per capita
usage across communities fairly.

WCWCD recognizes conservation is essential in meeting future water needs. Changes in
technology, demographics, community values, and other factors may have unanticipated
effects on water use. Conservation above the levels used in these reports is encouraged by
WCWCD; however, the conservation goals used are prudent for planning. These goals
have been vetted by Division of Water Resources, each district, community participants,
and Maddaus Water Management. They exceed current state goals, utilize available
technologies, and, importantly, are believed to be achievable within the timeframe that
additional water supplies will be needed in Washington County.

Although not described as such, Western Resource Advocates requires aggressive
conservation in their Local Waters Alternative while underestimating the costs, social and
environmental impacts associated with such measures. The No Lake Powell Water
Alternative for Washington County includes a combination of conservation, reuse, and
conversion of uses; however, the high cost of desalinating of water converted from
agricultural use and the cost of aggressive conservation make this alternative less
favorable economically than the Lake Powell Pipeline.

Western Lands Project Comment 3: General Comment:

Right-of-way for such a wasteful, environmentally damaging, and unsustainable project is not a
use worthy of our public lands. We urge FERC to suspend consideration of the project and
decline to proceed with a National Environmental Policy Act analysis that can only conclude the
project is a mistake and which would simply waste tens or hundreds of thousands of hours of time
better spent more productively.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe disagrees with this comment for reasons fully explained elsewhere in the license
application.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 1:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Assessment Revised November 2015
There are reliable sources that are predicting that Lake Powell will become a ““dead pool” by the
2020's yet in this proposal 50-year predictions are being made. This is foolhardy. Population
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growth in the area cannot be sustained indefinitely. Without predictions as to population
constraints, it is utterly premature to initiate yet another water project without looking at realistic
sustainable options. Projects like this will simply put real solutions off into the future for future
generations to try to deal with, and their options are becomingly increasingly limited.

UDWREe Response:

Your comment has been noted. The LPP Project is not intended to replace potential
additional available water via conservation, but to augment that water with a reliable
source from a confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the
growing regional population, multiple strategies will need to be implemented
simultaneously. The LPP Project study team has studied this project in-depth, researching
extensively beyond the basic planning found in the state water plan.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 2:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Assessment Revised November 2015

Should this project nonetheless proceed, we find that Draft Study Report 12 with respect to
special status plant species is completely inadequate for serious consideration at this time. A
cursory review suggests that a huge document has been submitted to try to make it look as though
the study has met some high threshold. In other words we believe that the study has been made to
appear to be more exhaustive and definitive than it really is, and it fails to focus and find
solutions for sensitive and other plant species and pollinators that will be impacted.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that the Final Study Report is consistent with the FERC-approved study
plan.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 3:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

The document is old and out of date and requires numerous updates. While indicating that it was
revised in November 2015 that is very misleading. All of the footer pages of the document
indicate ““Utah Board of Water Resources’ which may not even be the actual applicant and is
dated primarily ““12/30/10.” Further, we understand that this document may be getting revised
during this comment period which means the latest revisions are not even available for review.

A further example of the above is the inapplicable inclusion of Eriogonum corymbosum var.
nilesii in this document. Based on further genetic and other studies, that species does not occur in
the study area, nor does it occur in Utah. Further, a species like Eriogonum mortonianum is now
considered even more rare with a sole population in the Fredonia area and does not occur in
Utah. Its habitat in Fredonia should not be disturbed and an ample buffer zone provided. Some of
the surveying may have been inappropriately conducted by helicopter rather than on the ground.

UDWRe Response:

Study Report 12 Special Status Plants and Noxious Weeds has been revised to address
current status of plant species that were documented in vegetation surveys conducted in the
LPP Project area between 2008 and 2012. The current revision does amend the survey
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results or intend to suggest that these surveys would be valid during construction of the
project. Some ecological systems were identified by helicopter however no species
presence/absence determinations were made from aerial habitat surveys. It is understood
that rare and sensitive plant and wildlife surveys will be conducted prior to project
implementation. Revisions to Study Report 12 include:

Camissonia exilis, Eriogonum corymbosum var. nilesii, Eriogonum mortonianum,
Eriogonum thompsoniae atwoodii, Pediomelum castoreum Penstemon laevis
Tricardia watsonii and Iris parions, have been removed from Table 3.1. and
effects determinations. Some plant species were identified as species of concern by
agency botanists during the initial compilation of target species for the biological
surveys, though they do not have any recognized special status.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 4:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

The exact authors and their agencies, and who are subcontractors and who are *“‘agency
botanists™ are not fully and easily identified. We also find it very disconcerting that the Utah
government agency submitting the application apparently failed to use local, knowledgeable
Utah/Arizona botanists/taxonomists and instead outsourced the bulk of this project to individuals
who do not have the same level of Utah native and rare plant expertise.

UDWRe Response:

The individuals conducting the special status plant and noxious weed surveys were qualified
botanists and field biologists—the principal investigators, Gary Reese and Bruce Palmer,
each have decades of experience conducting botanical surveys and specific experience
conducting rare plant surveys in Southern Utah and on the Arizona Strip.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 5:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

Areas to be impacted must be surveyed at different times of the year (spring and late summer/fall
at an absolute minimum). Once is not enough. Botanists need to walk the paths and be present
when habitat is disturbed; construction crews do not understand biology, are not focused on
issues related to ecosystems, and cannot be left unsupervised.

UDWRe Response:

Special status plant surveys were conducted over multiple years, with observations on
climatic conditions and the impact of these conditions on survey results noted in Study
Report 12. Additional surveys may need to be conducted during the NEPA process to
support the development of an Environmental Impact Statement, or as preconstruction
surveys to aid in the avoidance of known occurrences of special status plant species during
the final siting of the various project features.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 6:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015
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Our understanding is that NO consultation with the US Fish & Wildlife Service has occurred
yet there are several federally listed species that occur in the study area. Until consultation
occurs, a preliminary study or DEIS cannot even be properly prepared.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe has held preliminary, informal consultation meetings with the USFWS on the LPP
Project. Formal consultation occurs between federal agencies. Biologists with the USFWS,
BLM, NPS, and Bureau of Reclamation all participated and contributed to preparation and
review of the study plans involving special status aquatic resources, plant species and
wildlife, including federally listed species. FERC, as the lead agency for NEPA compliance,
will complete the formal consultation process with USFWS for the LPP Project.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 7:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015
Rare/sensitive populations must be avoided. While avoidance is discussed with respect to gypsum
badlands that the principle should apply for all rare/sensitive plant issues: avoid any direct
incursion to populations.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe will comply with all required measures to protect endangered, rare, and special
plant species.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 8:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

There is a failure to properly and fully discuss buffer zones. Avoidance means more than just not
direct impacting populations but also providing for buffer zones of at least 300 feet (bare
minimum) for all sensitive species, and 750 feet (or some may require more) for species with a
federal status including the candidate species, Eriogonum mortonianum.

UDWRe Response:

Applicable buffer zones for federally listed, candidate and sensitive plant species have been
considered in the Final Study Report and Exhibit E.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 9:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

The extrapolations of plant numbers are almost certainly faulty and are definitely so with
Eriogonum mortonianum which has more recently been studied. Detailed methodology is lacking
but there are not 58,000 plants of that species. Some of the numbers projected for Atwood's
phacelia (Phacelia pulchella var. atwoodii) are also most certainly faulty and/or based on
misidentifications and border on the absurd, and those projections have not been accepted as
accurate by either Utah rare plant experts. Creation of the corridor will simply create a pathway
for invasive species the future significant cost for control of which had not been adequately
analyzed.

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -58- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources




UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s methodologies would be reviewed by appropriate resource and land managing
agency experts.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 10:
Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015
Vehicle tires and vehicles in general have to be constantly cleaned as well as worker foot wear
and clothing to avoid the spread of weeds.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Utah Native Plant Society Comment 11:

Special Status Plant Species and Noxious Weeds Asssement Revised November 2015

The draft study for sensitive species in its current state is incapable of accurate analysis given the
many defects and newer information that has come to light. Additional on the ground work is also
be needed, i.e. it is not just a matter of editing that is required for proper consideration.
Consultation with the USFWS must occur as well.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 1: (102 Individual Commentors with essentially the same comment —
Please see the table following the response to Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 5 for a list of the
individual commenters associated with this comment)

Despite the fact that the State of Utah has spent 8 years and $27 million of taxpayer money on
the studies for the Lake Powell Pipeline, there are significant concerns that are not being
properly addressed in the latest study reports:

1. An audit on the Division of Water Resources shows that flawed data is being used to
demonstrate the need for this pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for the LPP Project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

The region benefiting most from the proposed LPP Project already met the Governor’s 25
percent water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working
towards an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to
be a high regional and state priority.
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UDWRe and the participating entities will work closely with the Governor’s Office and
State Legislature in order to ensure the financial framework to fund the LPP is reasonable
from a state perspective and based on accurate data and information. These goals as well
as other audit recommendations can be achieved concurrently with a NEPA/EIS process.

Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 2: (102 Individual Commentors with essentially the same comment —
Please see the table following the response to Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 5 for a list of the
individual commenters associated with this comment)

Despite the fact that the State of Utah has spent 8 years and $27 million of taxpayer money on
the studies for the Lake Powell Pipeline, there are significant concerns that are not being
properly addressed in the latest study reports:

2. All the costs of the pipeline, including financing, operations and maintenance should
be clearly presented. Currently those costs are not included.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake
Powell Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 3: (102 Individual Commentors with essentially the same comment —
Please see the table following the response to Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 5 for a list of the
individual commenters associated with this comment)

Despite the fact that the State of Utah has spent 8 years and $27 million of taxpayer money on
the studies for the Lake Powell Pipeline, there are significant concerns that are not being
properly addressed in the latest study reports:

3. Less expensive alternatives to the pipeline such as better water management, greater
emphasis on conservation and more effective use of existing supplies must be included
fairly and without bias when analyzing the pipeline.

UDWRe Response:
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The LPP Project is not intended to replace potential additional available water via
conservation, but to augment that water with a reliable source from a confirmed water
right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional population, multiple
strategies will need to be implemented simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the proposed LPP Project already met the Governor’s 25
percent water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working
towards an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to
be a high regional and state priority.

Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 4: (102 Individual Commentors with essentially the same comment —
Please see the table following the response to Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 5 for a list of the
individual commenters associated with this comment)

Despite the fact that the State of Utah has spent 8 years and $27 million of taxpayer money on
the studies for the Lake Powell Pipeline, there are significant concerns that are not being
properly addressed in the latest study reports:

4. The studies do not sufficiently consider the impact of Climate Change on current and
projected flows of the Colorado River and its ability to supply water for the pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

The BOR basin study, which the LPP documents use extensively, provide climate change
scenarios. Details on this analysis can be found in the Climate Change Study Report.

The impact of Climate Change on Colorado River flows is discussed in the literature
review of Study Report 19 Climate Change. The ability to supply water for the pipeline is
evaluated with the CRSS model and shown in results titled “Powell Pool Elevations.”
Results titled “Powell Releases” give the reader insight to effects in the Colorado River
downstream of Lake Powell. The CC datasets used in the CRSS were developed using
downscaled GCM model output. The text in Study Report No. 19 Climate Change clearly
states that “that these model results do not represent what the actual reservoir elevations
or releases will be in any particular year. Model results should be interpreted based on the
relative differences between the action and no action alternatives.” Relative differences are
also compared for the alternatives between CC hydrology datasets and DNF hydrology
datasets to evaluate the variability of the effects with respect to climate change in Study
Report 18 Surface Water Resources.

Brian Ainsley, et al, Comment 5: (102 Individual Commentors with essentially the same comment —
Please see the table following the response to this comment for a list of the individual
commenters associated with this comment)

Despite the fact that the State of Utah has spent 8 years and $27 million of taxpayer money on
the studies for the Lake Powell Pipeline, there are significant concerns that are not being
properly addressed in the latest study reports:

5. The studies do not sufficiently consider the negative impact on the Grand Canyon
ecosystem of draining 28 billion gallons of water out of the Colorado River each year.
This is the costliest part of all!
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UDWRe Response:

The data shows that downstream releases at Glen Canyon Dam will not be impacted and
therefore the Grand Canyon’s ecosystem would not be negatively impacted.

Brian Ainsley, et al, list of commenters

Brian Ainsley Teresa Foster Edward Kosmicki Susan Selbin

Kathryn Amodio John Friestad Suzanne Krueger- Nia Sherar
Koplin

Pat Anderson Lydia Garvey KX BX Ron Silver

J. Angell Vicky Goldstein Greg Llano Beverly Simone

Bonnie Barfield Jose Gonzales Laura Lynch Joni Smith

Michael Bauer Margaret Goodman Walker Mackay April Smith

Elaine Becker Peter Gorzalski Mario Manzo Greg Speer

Drew Beckwith

Benjamin Grangereau

John Massman

James Spickard

Alison Brockmeyer

Tony Greiner

Mary Jo Masters

Brian Stafford

Kathy Burge

Tim Guisinger

Dave McFawn

Sarah Stewart

Stephen Burns Warwick Hansell Patricia McKelvie Nancy Terrill
Rebecca Canright Art Hanson Stephen McMath Amber Tidwell
James Cooke Natalie Hanson Amanda McNeil David Ulibarri
Heide Coppotelli Kathy Harris Rodney Merrill Paul Van Ginkel
Jared Cornelia Mark Hayduke Lore Messuri John Viacrucis
Ann Craig Melissa Henricksen Robert Miller Scott Vickers

Sheilagh Creighton

Steven Hernandez

Karen Monson

Mark Walch

David Ellenberger

Vickie Honchen

William Mooz

Megan Warren

Matthew Emmer

Celeste Hong

Robin Patten

Ann Whitcomb

Walker Everette

James Hubbard

Susan Peirce

Michael Wichman

Roger Faaborg JoLynn Jarboe Ivan Pfeifer Cliff Wilkinson
Ron Faich Erica Johanson Zackary Podmore Kevin Winter
Rick Fiaella Abigail Johnson Susan Posner Gary Wockner
John Felder Noah Katz William Rivers Crista Worthy
James Flanagan Richard Khanlian Robert Rutlowski Nancy York
Glenda Fletcher Ed Kosmicki Douglas Safarik

Richard Kohler Comment 1:

I am an architect, a democrat and an environmentalist. | am also currently president of the
Washington County Historical Society. The early ditches, diversions and canals built by Mormon
colonists in our county served as models for reclaiming the arid west by irrigation. The first
national irrigation congress was in 1890 in Salt Lake City. Eventually, this movement led to the
Bureau of Reclamation and the Colorado River compact. The Lake Powell Pipeline is a logical
and sustainable continuation of this project which allowed the arid west to be settled.
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I count among my friends members of Citizens for Dixie's Future directors. At the heart of my
most heated arguments with them, | assert that "climate change" is a major reason to construct
the LPP and not to oppose it. The likelihood of less snowpack and more monsoon rainfall
supports diverting less than 1% of the Lake Powell water that is discharged to the lower basin
states annually. My CDF friends instead choose to tell the public that Lake Powell will dry up, or
that all the water will be taken by lower basin states according to the Colorado River Compact. |
argue that Washington and Kane counties are presently part of the Lower Basin and would be
subject to "water call" regulations imposed on the Lower Basin in times of scarcity. By having the
LPP, we would have water sources in both Upper and Lower Basins, hence a better "political”
position for water security. | have reviewed numerous studies on the probable impact of climate
change with CDF directors, predicted decreases of water in the Upper Colorado River Basin of 5
t010 % 2060, do not support Lake Powell "drying up", but are consistent with future "water
calls™ in the Lower Basin.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Richard Kohler Comment 2:

My other major disagreement with the leadership of CDF is their unfounded belief that turf
replacement water rebates are a good thing. We regularly discuss the Southern Nevada Water
Association program which gives $1.50/sf to homeowners who replace traditional lawns with
xeriscape. This summer because of the California drought publicity we began to discuss the
similar Metropolitan Water District rebates or $2/sf combined with other local Southern
California municipal water district rebates averaging $1.50/sf, total $3.50/sf. In Las Vegas,
SNWA conducted a 2005 study that concluded the change to xeriscape would save 30% of the
water required by traditional lawns. In 2004 study, the Las Vegas area golf courses calculated
that 55" of water were required each year to keep cool season grasses (fescue, Kentucky blue)
healthy and green. So for each $1.50, 30% of 55", or 16.5" of water was saved. The cost of saving
an acre foot of water is 43,560 x $1.50 divided by 16.5/12 feet or $47,520 per acre foot. In
Southern California, the MWD conducted a 2013 study which concluded that for residences, the
change to xeriscape would save 18.2% of the water needed for natural turf. Studies at UC
Riverside place turf water use at 48 inches for cool season grasses, with warm season grasses
requiring 38 inches of water per year. A savings of 9 inches of water per sf of turf at a cost of
$3.50. Again, 43,560 x $3.50 divided by 9/12 feet results in a cost of $209,423 per acre foot. Note
that these costs only include the rebate to homeowners. Costs of advertising, administration,
enforcement officers, research, etc. are not estimated. Present estimates of $1 billion for the LPP
delivering 86,000 acre-feet $11,628 per acre foot. Despite these facts, leaders of CDF continue to
state publicly that xeriscaping should be mandated in Washington County and that rebates should
be offered. They often claim that all the water required for traditional landscaping can be saved
by switching to xeric landscapes.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Richard Kohler Comment 3:
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The scientific data about climate change effects, while continually changing, is real. As an
architect | have found it necessary to understand "urban heat island" impacts. Changes from
traditional landscapes to xeric landscapes increase the ambient temperature. Studies conducted
by Arizona State University in 2014 measured a 3°F increase during a four hour afternoon
period in summer, when mesic and xeric landscapes were compared. Electric utility cost
increases to pay for the air conditioning to offset the 3°F increase can be estimated from 12% to
24%, if there is no surcharge for peak power periods. California's PG&E afternoon peak rates
are $0.35/kWh compared to $0.20/kWh base. According to Tamim Younos, a professor of water
resources at Virginia Tech, it takes "an average of 25 gallons of water to produce 1 kilowatt-hour
of electricity." If an average customer purchases 700 kwWh per month, a 3°F temperature increase
would mean an additional 150 kWh per household. This can be a significant addition when the
average per capita per day indoor water use is about 50 gallons. Assuming an average family
size of 2.5, the 3°F temperature change will add another 48 gallons per day per person during
the cooling season, practically doubling the indoor water use, if it were counted. Of course it isn't
counted because this peak period electricity is necessarily imported to the county where it is
consumed.

UDWRe Response:

The heat island effect has been documented to increase summertime peak energy
demand, air conditioning costs, air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, heat-related
iliness and mortality, and water quality (www.epa.gov/heat-islands). These effects should
be studied whenever aggressive conservation efforts, which eliminate or severely restrict
trees and vegetation, are considered for implementation.

Richard Kohler Comment 4:

The Lake Powell Pipeline cost of $1 billion included at least $200 million for power
infrastructure. | commend the project planners for their proposal to pump water up the
Hurricane Cliffs using off-peak power and release it down during peak periods as a cost saving
measure. However, | believe there are opportunities for savings of both capital costs and
operating costs with the use of renewable energy. Solar PV, solar thermal, geothermal and wind
energy are all available in the project area. Understanding that the "sun doesn't always shine
and the wind doesn't always blow", we must also understand that during the first thirty years
after the LPP is built, the "water won't always have to be pumped". This coincidence makes it
possible for renewables to play a big role. Solar thermal can drive generators just as well as
natural gas.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

John C. Browne Comment 1:

Water need projections are based on assumptions that do not include improved conservation and
more efficient usage of water resources in the region. For example, Las Vegas has done a better
job of controlling water demand in a desert community than Washington County has done to
date. In addition, the population projections are based on present trends which might not be
realized depending on the US economy, increased cost of living estimates for the area for water,
power, land use, taxes, etc.
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UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority. The area's hot, arid climate coupled with high tourism and a
high number of second homes drives the per capita use of water up but additional
conservation is achievable.

John C. Browne Comment 2:

The cost projections for the entire project are NOT realistic. | was involved in many large
construction projects over my career, and what | have seen to date for this project would not pass
what we called the Ho-Ho test. The projections are simply wild guesstimates without a firm basis.
I strongly believe that state MUST do due diligence on the costs by bringing in independent cost
evaluators including economists, bankers, civil and electrical engineers, and professional project
managers. Without such an independent cost estimate, the citizens of Washington County will be
at the mercy of pipeline advocates who stand to profit from the project, including water resource
managers, land developers, and local politicians.

UDWRe Response:

Final Study Report 10 — Socioeconomics and Water Resource Economics contains updated
estimates of the project cost.

John C. Browne Comment 3:

The viability of the Colorado River must be evaluated on both an historical basis as well as a
projected basis with ALL demands on the river’s water taken into account plus projected climate
changes possible. There are excellent system analysts who could develop a realistic model of the
Colorado River basin that would show the impact of the various parameters.

UDWRe Response:

Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account. Therefore, the impact of
the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in those projections. The
BOR basin study, which the LPP documents use extensively, provide climate change
scenarios. Details on this analysis can be found in the Climate Change Study Report.

As stated in Study Report 18 Surface Water Resources, holding depletions (demands) at a
constant 2015 level isolates the effect of adding a new project (Lake Powell Pipeline) to the
mix of existing and reasonably foreseeable depletions in the Colorado River System.
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John C. Browne Comment 4:

The costs to Washington County residents MUST be clearly stated so that residents can
understand what increases in water rates, property taxes, etc. that they are likely to see. This is
an important issue since most people are not currently concerned about water costs, which are
lower than other parts of the US. However, if this is not clearly explained many people will not
understand the impact until it is too late for them to object.

UDWRe Response:

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin. That
will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed to
complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by that
phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur, and
terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for the
Legislature to consider will not be available.

John C. Browne Comment 5:

Lastly, this pipeline project will have such a large impact on southern Utah that the citizens of
Washington County should be given the chance to VOTE on the project via a referendum or
similar process so that the decision is not solely dependent on politicians who can be influenced
by land developers and vested interests. This area has long been known for its “old-boy”
politician-developer network and the people deserve to be part of the process.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Christy Lueders Comment 1:

First of all, there is only very weak effort towards conservation in the St. George area. There is
SO much more that could be done to discourage the waste of water. This is the desert not the east
coast yet many people landscape as though it is the east coast. | understand that government
officials are reluctant to tell people that they must landscape in a xeriscape manner but they
could encourage it by pricing water in such a way that people stop planting large lawns. Other
desert cities have had some success in reducing water usage — this area needs to learn from them.
Water is routinely wasted here.

It is frustrating not to be able to get solid facts about water usage. | have heard that this area is
the highest user of water per residential user of any southwest city. Water district personnel
dispute this. Is that true or not? That should be easily substantiated once and for all.

There is tiered pricing in place but the cost is far too low. City and county managers need to
raise the direct cost of water. Water is a precious commodity, especially here in the arid west. To
plan on building a pipeline when we have not seriously worked on reducing water usage is crazy.
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Second, the cost of the pipeline is not clear. The officials won’t even give a definite range of cost
including the borrowing costs. They should be more transparent about this. But it sounds like it
will be prohibitively expensive. We cannot in good conscience saddle the future residents with
this cost. I would rather see population growth limited if necessary.

Third, 1 question whether the Colorado River will provide the water that the proponents of the
pipeline are counting on. Scientists foresee lower flows in the future. What a folly it would be to
build the pipeline and then not have the water flow.

UDWRe Response:

The region benefiting most from the proposed LPP Project already met the Governor’s 25
percent water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working
towards an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to
be a high regional and state priority.

The LPP Project will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake
Powell Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Bureau of Reclamation studies demonstrate that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
Project allocation. All Reclamation studies take the LPP Project allocation into account.
Therefore, the impact of the LPP Project is not in addition to, but rather already included,
in those projections.

Carolyn Borg Comment 1:

| believe that there are a number of significant deficiencies in what the DWR has provided to
FERC.

For example, the DWR is still using water needs projections for the LPP that a Utah Legislative
Auditor General determined are seriously flawed. In addition, DWR studies have yet to disclose
the full costs of the LPP including interest, operations and maintenance. How can the true
cost/benefit relationship be judged when full costs are not known? Indeed, 21 Utah university
economics professors released a letter to Utah officials raising serious questions about the LPP's
financial feasibility and concerns that excessive increases in impact fees and water rates could
have crippling local economic impacts.
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Less expensive alternatives to the LPP such as better water management, greater emphasis on
conservation and more effective use of existing supplies are not fully considered in the studies.
The "No Lake Powell Water" alternative is clearly biased and extreme. It is intended to make the
LPP build alternatives look more attractive. However, such bias is not appropriate or permissible
as NEPA analysis must be objective, fair, and thorough. For example, the contention that water
conservation would stop landscape sprinklers, and thereby reduce groundwater recharge returns
to the Virgin River, with harmful effects on aquatic and riparian species, is ridiculous. Efficient
sprinkler systems should deliver moisture to the top soil horizons but are not the type of sustained
flooding that could effectively recharge groundwater or sustain dependent river flows.

The Western Resource Advocates submitted a detailed “Local Waters Alternative™ that was
basically ignored by the DWR and LPP proponents. This would be a much more realistic and
feasible alternative to the LPP build alternatives. Removing property tax subsidies to the water
districts, and instituting tiered water pricing, would use market signals to greatly reduce water
demand and thereby eliminate the alleged need for the LPP.

Finally, climate experts predict more prolonged droughts in the Southwest due to climate change
and these are likely to greatly reduce Colorado River flows and the storage behind the Glen
Canyon Dam in Lake Powell. Utah should not gamble billions of dollars on the LPP because
there may not be sufficient water in the future to fill it or to charge for water to repay the loan by
all Utah taxpayers.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Property taxes are used by WCWCD for general public benefits including endangered
species programs, watershed protection efforts, water conservation programs, programs
designed to proactively protect ground water resources from contamination, seed money
for new project planning, including preliminary environmental analysis and efficiency
reviews, grant programs to local water companies and municipalities in the service area.
Some portion of property tax revenues supports facilities that provide recreational
benefits.

Bureau of Reclamation studies demonstrate that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
Project allocation. All Reclamation studies take the LPP Project allocation into account.
Therefore, the impact of the LPP Project is not in addition to, but rather already included,
in those projections.

Refer to the discussion regarding The Local Waters Alternative at the end of the response
to Andrew Kramer Comment 5.
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While the CRSS modeling is intended for comparison between alternatives rather than as
a predictor of exact Lake Powell pool elevations, the intake elevation of the Lake Powell
Pipeline would be designed to be low enough to receive water under the most dire storage
scenarios, as stated in Study Report 19 Climate Change.

Christina Gorzalski Comment 1:

Readdress the No Lake Powell pipeline alternative. This alternative was presented in a very
negative manner. A realistic plan of water conservation and use of current and future water
sources should be presented. In the Revised Air Quality Study Report the Summary Description of
the No Lake Powell Water Alternative states “The No Lake Powell Water Alternative would
involve a combination of developing remaining available surface water and groundwater
supplies, developing reverse osmosis treatment of existing low quality water supplies, and
reducing residential water use in the WCWCD service area. This alternative could provide a total
of 86,249 acre feet annually to WCWCD and KCWCD for M & | use without diverting Utah’s
water from Lake Powell.”” This information was presented near the end of the LPP. Information
presented prior to this on the NLP Alternative appeared heavily biased against the choice.
Washington and Kane County residents need accurate information in order to make an informed
choice.

The Revised Draft Study Climate Change Report information casts serious doubts on the viability
of Lake Powell as a reliable water source for the future. This information, again at the end of the
proposal should be read by every person who will be paying for the LPP.

New power transmission lines will impact the visual resources of the area. A cut through the
Cockscomb although painted in a matching color to blend in with the rock, will still be a
permanent disfigurement.

Provide further information on the impact the LPP would have if the Southern alternative is used
and the Kanab Creek ACEC is crossed.

UDWRe Response:

While the CRSS modeling is intended for comparison between alternatives rather than as
a predictor of exact Lake Powell pool elevations, the intake elevation of the Lake Powell
Pipeline would be designed to be low enough to receive water under the most dire storage
scenarios, as stated in Study Report 19 Climate Change.

Jerry Unruh Comment 1:

I am writing in strong opposition to the Lake Powell Pipeline to Utah. First, it seems absurd to
construct a pipeline when the Bureau of Reclamation has admitted that Lake Powell may well go
dry. In fact there have been suggestions that would purposely drain Lake Powell to protect Lake
Mead. This is, of course, due to the fact that the Colorado River is already over committed and
this pipeline would simply make the issue even worse.

The need for the pipeline is apparently based on flawed data. Oddly enough, that data comes
from a legislative audit that concludes state water managers have no real idea how much water is
being used across Utah so the projection that developed supplies will be exhausted by 2040 is not
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reliable. How can this sort of money and the resulting environmental damage be committed to
when there is no idea of the real need?!

The studies to justify the pipeline do not sufficiently consider the impact of Climate Change on
current and projected flows of the Colorado River. Virtually all legitimate studies indicate
climate change will reduce the flow of the Colorado River. This issue, along with further
demands on the river, lead to the possibility of Lake Powell going dry. Also, the studies do not
sufficiently consider the negative impact on the Grand Canyon ecosystem of draining 28 billion
gallons of water out of the Colorado River each year.

Finally, all of the Colorado basin states, not just Utah, must come to the realization that water in
the Southwest is a limited resource. The only realistic ways to deal with water issues are better
management including conservation, efficiency of use, reclamation of water, etc. These are all
less expensive alternatives to the pipeline but, more importantly, are the only approaches that
make sense in a time of diminishing Colorado River water supply. Governments and people in the
West need to recognize that water is a finite and limiting resource and act accordingly. My wife
and | walk our talk on this issue. Our 15- year average water use is about 74 gallon/day and
lately we have decreased that to about 60-65 gallons/day. We are a 2-person household and since
the the average household size in the U.S. is 2.5 persons, there is no reason that households need
to consume more than about 100 gallons/day. Of course, agriculture is the primary use of
Western water and here too are potential savings of at least 50%.

UDWRe Response:

Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account. Therefore, the impact of
the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in those projections. The
BOR basin study, which the LPP documents use extensively, provide climate change
scenarios. Details on this analysis can be found in the Climate Change Study Report.

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Agricultural conversion in Utah occurs on a free-market basis, and will supply some water
as the land is developed for other purposes; however, water entities must work within
current Utah water rights law protecting water right owners as supplies are transferred,
conserved and developed to meet future demands.

While the CRSS modeling is intended for comparison between alternatives rather than as
a predictor of exact Lake Powell pool elevations, the intake elevation of the Lake Powell
Pipeline would be designed to be low enough to receive water under the most dire storage
scenarios, as stated in Study Report 19 Climate Change.
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Molly Taylor Comment 1:
Less expensive alternatives to the pipeline such as better water management, greater emphasis on
conservation and more effective use of existing supplies must be included fairly and without bias
when analyzing the pipeline.

The studies do not sufficiently consider the impact of Climate Change on current and projected
flows of the Colorado River and its ability to supply water for the pipeline.

The studies do not sufficiently consider the negative impact on the Grand Canyon ecosystem of
draining 28 billion gallons of water out of the Colorado River each year.

UDWRe Response:

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

The BOR basin study, which the LPP documents use extensively, provide climate change
scenarios. Details on this analysis can be found in the Climate Change Study Report.

The data shows that downstream releases at Glen Canyon Dam will not be impacted and
therefore the Grand Canyon’s ecosystem will not be negatively impacted by the LPP.

Vicky Brandt Comment 1:

Please stop this disastrous pipeline project. It would drain another 28 billion gallons of water out
of the Colorado River annually, and the Colorado River is already stretched to the breaking point
-- taking more water out of the river to subsidize growth and waste in Utah's desert is
nonsensical.

First, and most importantly, less expensive but far more sustainable alternatives to the pipeline
such as better water management, greater emphasis on conservation and more effective use of
existing supplies must be included fairly and without bias when analyzing the pipeline.

Second, all the costs of the pipeline, including financing, operations and maintenance--and the
costs to the ecosystem, which are currently being externalized -- should be clearly presented. The
studies do not sufficiently consider the negative impact on the Grand Canyon ecosystem of
draining 28 billion gallons of water out of the Colorado River each year. The studies also do not
consider the impact of Climate Change on current and projected flows of the Colorado River and
its ability to supply water for the pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account. Therefore, the impact of
the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in those projections.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
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population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Andrew Kramer Comment 1:

If a private corporation was responsible for building and operating the proposed Lake Powell
Pipeline (LPP) and the CEO asked shareholders to approve the project based on the information
supplied to date by the Utah Division of Water Resources (DWR), FERC and the Washington
County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD), the shareholders would call “foul”” and most
likely demand the resignation of the CEO and others involved in the planning process.

Why? Because projects of this magnitude with their considerable cost and far reaching
consequences, private ventures require accurate, realistic data; comprehensive financial
information; sound decision making based on reliable factual information: unbiased, realistic
examination of alternatives; a determination of risk-reward ratios; the best expert advice
available; and an informed public.

Unfortunately, studies by the DWR and FERC, and proposals made by the WCWCD are
inadequate and often incomplete and misleading. Since its inception, beginning with inflated
population projections skewed to exaggerate need for the LPP, these studies and proposals have
been biased in support of development interests, those who are promoting the pipeline, at the
expense of fact-based, rational decision making. So we ““shareholders”, the water users in
Washington County and all taxpayers in Utah who may be asked to pay for the pipeline, have
every right to call “foul”” and demand reliable information.

For example, after eight years and some $27 million in DWR studies, we still don’t have accurate
cost estimates for construction, operations and maintenance of the proposed pipeline. Nor do the
studies show reasonable means of financing the project and how the debt would be repaid. The
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WCWCD has not yet provided Washington County residents with accurate information about
increased water rates, impact fees, property tax impacts and other surcharges. Most importantly,
the critical question as to whether alternative solutions would suffice in lieu of the pipeline has
not been fully addressed by these agencies.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) The delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) The project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Andrew Kramer Comment 2:

Per the economists’ analysis, depending on the up-front costs of the LPP ($1.4 billion low, $1.8
billion high), impact fees would be raised to $13,630 per connection (low) to $14,514 (high).
Water rates would increase by 576% (low) to 678% (high). In addition, property taxes (which
currently subsidize water rates) would need to be collected near the maximum allowed by state
law. Consequently, with these high water rates, demand would decrease 62% (low) to 64% (high)
to the point where much of the LPP water would go unused. (Note: The DWR study did not
account for decreased use and decreased revenues, a major oversight.) In other words, building
the LPP would result in significant water conservation. Given this scenario, it makes sense to
avoid building the LPP altogether and initiate conservation measures beginning now.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the responses to Comments 9 — 15 from Gail Blattenberger located in the General
Comments section which discuss the above referenced economists’ study.

Andrew Kramer Comment 3:

The WCWCD claims that if the pipeline is not constructed the local economy will suffer. In fact,
the opposite is true. Per the economists’ study, “While impact fees might appear to fall only on
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newcomers, free market competition for housing development among surrounding counties means
that the District’s impact fees will depress the value of Washington County land relative to its
neighbors’ land and relative to its current value.” Further, increases in water rates would likely
slow the rate of population growth in Washington County resulting in decreased income to pay
back the bond and decreased income from water usage. “To avoid this and maintain the
desirability of homes and building lots in Washington County in the face of increases in water
rates, the price of real estate would have to fall.”” Lower property values would result in less
property taxes being collected (which subsidize water rates) ““forcing water rates to go up more
than anticipated and forcing real estate values to go down more than anticipated.”

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the responses to Comments 9 — 15 from Gail Blattenberger located in the General
Comments section which discuss the above referenced economists’ study.

Andrew Kramer Comment 4:

Per the 2015 Legislative Audit of the DWR, Washington County has some of the highest water use
in the nation and its current conservation goal would still put water use “above nearly every
similar community in the West.”” Unfortunately, to exaggerate the need for the LPP its proponents
refuse to promote realistic conservation. For example, per the Southern Nevada Water Authority
(SNWA), the Las Vegas region - which has climate similar to Washington Country - reduced its
gallons per capita per day (GPCD) by 43% between 2002 and 2014 and plans to reduce water
use to 199 GPCD by 2035. By contrast, the Legislative Audit noted the WCWCD plans to reduce
water use to 292 GPCD by 2060 (the most optimistic estimate found in other documents is a scant
18% to 241 GPCD by 2060). This compares with cities such as Phoenix that uses 178 GPCD and
Los Angeles that uses 132 GPCD.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

It is difficult to find relevant per capita usage and conservation goals comparisons due to
differences in community dynamics, climate, and calculation methods. Per the cited
example, Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) discounts water that is returned to
Lake Mead as wastewater from its per capita usage (see,
https://www.snwa.com/ws/recycled returnflow.html).

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
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an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Andrew Kramer Comment 5:

Further, the Audit found that Washington County has sources of water supply that were not
included in the studies. In addition, as residential development grows, water formerly used by
agricultural operations is transferred to municipal uses resulting in a net gain of supply. Also,
more aggressive conservation would further extend supply. If these measures were enacted, the
auditors noted ““the need for the LPP becomes questionable. Even more conclusively, as
demonstrated in The Local Waters Alternative, a study by Western Resources Advocates, using
these measures makes the LPP unnecessary.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for the LPP Project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans. The commentor’s assertion: “If these measures were enacted, the auditors
noted “the need for the LPP becomes questionable’” cannot be found anywhere within the
text of the audit.

The LPP Project is not intended to replace potential additional available water via
conservation, but to augment that water with a reliable source from a confirmed water
right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional population, multiple
strategies will need to be implemented simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the proposed LPP Project already met the Governor’s 25
percent water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working
towards an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to
be a high regional and state priority.

Western Resource Advocates (WRA) offers The Local Waters Alternative (LWA) as a
“reasonable and realistic” substitute to the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Project. This
alternative option:

. Does not meet the future water needs in Washington County

. Requires significantly more funding, regulation and resources than the proposed
LPP project

. Does not add to or diversify the region’s water supply

. Mandates extreme conservation measures

. Creates an extension of power of the Washington County Water Conservancy

District’s (WCWCD) current role to allow the district to dictate and enforce
municipal ordinances

. Overestimates available local supplies
. Underestimates financial, social and environmental costs
. Requires forfeiting of more than half the county’s agricultural lands
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. Eliminates drought protection buffers

. Compromises river flows and threatens endangered species habitat

. Does not account for potential climate changes

. Fails to consider that future water demand may exceed expected use as a result of
underestimated population and/or economic growth or climate variations

. Omits the local and state economic benefits of a more plentiful, reliable water
supply

This paper will explain the shortcomings of the report’s four central conclusions and
demonstrate that it greatly underestimates the costs and social effects of its proposed
actions.

WRA Fallacy #1: The Local Waters Alternative more than meets the future water needs of
Washington County.

The premises used to reach this conclusion are discussed later in this paper, but even if
they are assumed to be correct, the alternative fails to offer reliability against drought and
climate change, consider its environmental effects on the Virgin River, and provide future
water supplies beyond 2060.

Diversity and Reliability

The LPP project provides diversity and reliability by introducing a new and more secure
water source to Southern Utah. The project also allows Utah to put a small portion
(approximately 6 percent) of its Colorado River water allocation to beneficial use.

The LWA requires Washington County be solely dependent on the Virgin River
watershed and fails to address the vulnerabilities in the face of prolonged drought and
climate change that come with having all sources in one watershed. The only protection
against drought mentioned in the report is potential temporary agricultural water leases.
This minimal supply would also come from the Virgin River, and during recent drought
years, agricultural users have been hit the hardest.

Environmental Effects on the Virgin River

Many species in the Virgin River depend on return flows, and the elimination of
agriculture and reduction of outdoor watering proposed by this option will substantially
impact the river.

The LWA does not address these environmental consequences in their report.

Future Water Supplies

The LPP project delays reverse osmosis treatment of agricultural water and difficult
conservation practices beyond 2060 when technological advances are likely these options
more economically feasible.
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The LWA recommends converting more than half of the county’s agricultural lands to
produce future water supplies (in contrast to public opinion as noted in the Envision Utah
survey) and offers a range of potential yields. The low-end yield estimate barely meets the
conservation-reduced demand in 2060. Extensive elimination of agriculture would offer
some surplus, but once that supply is exhausted, this alternative provides no other options.
It is highly unlikely growth will stop in 2060.

The LPP Project guards against drought and climate change; balances environmental
water needs; allows agricultural conversion to occur organically; and pushes costly,
technically-difficult projects into the future. The LWA does not.

WRA Fallacy #2: Implementation of reasonable new conservation measures would
substantially lower future water demand projections.

The LPP project assumes Washington County will meet its conservation goals, which are
amongst the most aggressive in the state of Utah, through a series of programs, rebates
and other activities as outlined in WCWCD’s 2015 Water Conservation Plan.

The LWA would require indoor water use be limited to 35 gallons per capita per day
(gpcd), outdoor use be limited to 55 gpcd, and commercial, institutional and industrial uses
be limited to 86 gpcd. These reductions fall well below national averages and have not
been achieved in any comparable municipality over an extended timeframe.

Per Capita Usage Comparisons
The LWA attempts to cast Washington County’s per capita water use as egregious by
comparing it with other municipalities which:

» Use different accounting practices to calculate gpcd
e Vary in climate, population and community dynamics

The report compares Washington County’s system-wide potable use and residential use
against 30 cities in Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and Nevada. The data for the cities in
Arizona and Colorado come from reports, also written by WRA!. Both reports explain
that system-wide use is affected by the makeup of each community. The report for Arizona
reads:
“By contrast, system-wide potable use per capita is not a relevant comparison
from one community to the next because cities have very different residential,
commercial, and industrial uses of water. In this case, we compare the trend in
system-wide use at each utility to evaluate if individual cities are becoming more
efficient in their water use over time. 2”

Despite this statement in its own report, WRA compared Washington’s County system-
wide potable use with these 30 cities. WRA claims in these same reports that residential
use is more comparable; however, there are several factors that can have measurable
impacts on residential per capita use, especially the outdoor watering component. For
example:
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« Population density. The report compares per capita use in Washington County
against city-wide per capita uses. Higher population densities result in reduced
landscaped area. Most cities listed have higher population densities than Washington
County’s most populous city, St. George.

o Temperature, precipitation, elevation. The report compares cities that have different
seasonal and annual temperatures, receive varying amounts of rain during different
times of the year, and are at higher elevations than populated area of Washington
County. Identical landscapes would require more water based on many of these
factors.

» Calculation method. Cities listed water use in Colorado and Arizona come from WRA
reports and were calculated in a way that results in lower per capita use based on
second-home ownership while Washington County’s use was calculated in a way that
results in higher per capita use based on second-home ownership.

» Year of data collection. The per capita use data for each city was gathered in different
years. Whether or not that year were particularly dry or wet would impact outdoor
watering.

The report argues that Washington County’s high percentage of second homes and hot
climate are not valid reasons for increased water use but fails to make an effective case.
Close to 30 percent of Washington County’s residential properties are second homes. The
Utah Division of Water Resources calculates per capita use as the water used in a service
area divided by the permanent resident population of that area whereas the cities listed in
the LWA are calculated based on the number of connections.®

In response to Washington County’s claim that its high percentage of second homes
impacts residential usage, the LWA states:

“It should be noted that none of these cities make similar adjustments, even
though some of them also have seasonal populations (e.g. university students,
second homes, etc.).”

Adjustments would not be necessary for the per capita use estimates in the LWA because
second-home owners were considered part of the permanent population, and their
presence would yield a lower per capita use because part-time residents use less water. In
the 2015 Water Needs Assessment, second-home owner use is included in the system-wide
per capita use number, but it was segregated out from permanent residential use to make
comparisons more balanced.

The LWA compares Washington County’s average temperature, rainfall, and
evapotranspiration rate with that of Albuquerque, Las Vegas, and Tucson to show that the
communities have similar climates and thus should have similar usage rates. These
parameters were compared annually but have a greater impact during the summer
months when outdoor watering occurs. The report also pits a county against larger cities
with population densities more than double St. George. Table 1 shows the data provided in
the WRA report. Table 2 shows data for the same cities compared to St. George during the
summer months only. System-wide use has been eliminated from the tables as, as admitted
by WRA, it “is not a relevant comparison” and residential use has been updated to exclude
usage by second homes. Population density and indoor use have also been added for
reference.
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Table 1. Comparison from The Local Waters Alternative.

Total Res. | Outdoor Use Avg. Avg. Annual ET
Entity Use (gpcd) (gpcd) Annual Annual (in)
Temp (°F) | Precip. (in)
Albuquerque 110 42 56.0 8.9 38.1
Las Vegas 174 105 68.0 4.5 74.8
Tucson 114 57 68.4 12.0 58.0
\(’:V&Sh'“gm” 179 109 61.8 8.0 55.0
ounty
Table 2. A more relevant comparison.
Total Res. | Outdoor Indoor | People | May — Sep. May — Sep.
Entity Use Use (gpcd) Use per Avg. Temp | Avg. Precip.
(gpcd) (gpcd) | square °F)’ (in)®
mile®
Albuquerque 110 42 68 2,908 72.6 5.3
Las Vegas 174 105 69 4,298 84.5 1.2
Tucson 114 57 57 2,294 82.2 6.3
St. George 150 88 62 1,035 79.6 1.5

Direct comparisons of the per capita usage data in Table 2 should not be made for reasons
previously stated. It is unknown how the Las Vegas per capita usage was calculated, as
WRA did not cite this data, and the data for each community were collected in different
years. However, it should be noted, Washington County’s residential usage is not out of
line with what would be expected when housing density and precipitation and temperature
during irrigation season are considered.

Recommended Conservation Goals

The LWA depends on reducing residential use to 90 gpcd and commercial, industrial, and
institutional (CI1) use to 86 gpcd - 42% and 49% decreases from 2010 use estimates,
respectively.® The report minimizes the effort and costs associated with making these
reductions, indicating the following actions would sufficiently achieve these goals:

e Improve existing block rate structure

» Meter all secondary connections

* Embed water efficiency into public spaces and new developments
* Implement smart growth principles

To attain 90 gpcd, the LWA recommends an indoor use of 35 gpcd and an outdoor use of
55 gpcd. The report cites two short-term studies in which small sample sets of motivated
participants achieved indoor rates near this goal, which is posited as “not only achievable,
but conservative,” and yet the report fails to discuss how to implement a requirement that
all new homes be built and all existing homes be retrofitted to EPA WaterSense standards.
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The WCWCD does not have authority to require this, and the additional costs that would
be borne by homeowners; it is therefore speculative to assume that such a requirement
would be enacted by any municipality. It should be noted based on the information
provided by WRA (above in Table 2), indoor use rates in Albuquerque, Las Vegas and
Tucson are not close to this level.

WRA insists that the elimination of outdoor watering in the No Lake Powell Water
Alternative is unnecessary, and yet the LWA only allows 55 gpcd outdoor residential
watering —less than the reported outdoor watering rate in Tucson, which receives nearly 5
inches more rain during summer months and has double the population density of
Washington County. In order to achieve the 55 gpcd goal, the report gives an example of
potential landscaping for a 6,500 square foot yard, which is smaller than most master
planned areas. Turf would be limited to 600 square feet with drip irrigation and extensive
areas of hardscape. Because drip irrigation is expensive to retrofit and maintain, it would
again be a challenge for this requirement to be universally implemented in Washington
County.

A 49% reduction of ClI usage would require actions and costs not mentioned or accounted
for in the LWA. The report justifies setting Cll usage at 86 gpcd by writing “this is a
reasonable target because Washington County’s future system-wide use would be at the
low-end of how cities are using water ‘today.’” As explained previously, WRA noted in
other reports that comparisons between system-wide capita usages are not relevant
because Cl1 sectors vary so much across communities. In Washington County, more than
50 percent of properties are commercial and have been for more than 100 years.*
Washington County receives an estimated 5.6 million tourists annually, has a substantial
part-time population, a growing manufacturing sector, and is home to a 245-bed hospital,
regional airport and university. Such a drastic reduction in usage deserves a more
thorough analysis than what is given in the LWA, especially considering the potential
economic consequences of this type of requirement.

Conservation is essential in meeting future water needs in Washington County. Changes in
technology, demographics, community values, and other factors may have unanticipated
effects on water use. Additional conservation is encouraged by WCWCD; however, the
current conservation goals are prudent for planning and are believed to be achievable
within the timeframe that additional water supplies will be needed in Washington County.
The water conservation goals in the LWA are not.

WRA Fallacy #3: Reuse and agricultural water transfers can provide significant amounts
of new water supply to meet projected water needs.

The LWA acknowledges that conservation alone will not meet the needs of Washington
County’s projected population. The report also relies upon an estimated 16,900 acre feet
per year of wastewater reuse water and up to 35,200 acre feet per year of agricultural
water to bridge the gap between supply and demand. While the reuse water estimate in the
report is realistic and in step with the Water Needs Assessment (WNA)!* , the report
overestimates the conversion of agricultural water and neglects to account for the fact that
advanced treatment will be required to meet the standards for outdoor use.

Return flows contribute to available water supplies in the Kanab Creek/Virgin River
drainage basin. Downstream agricultural users of the Virgin River are especially reliant
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upon the return flows of upstream users. Agricultural users also routinely face shortages
during drought years; so even if the State Engineer were to grant 100 percent conversion
of agricultural water rights to municipal water rights, it is unlikely the full allocation of
water would reliably be there for use.

The Water Needs Assessment projects an increase in supply from agricultural conversion
by 2060 of 10,080 acre-feet per year in Washington County, with a 90 percent reliability.
This estimate includes conversion of acreage on the outskirts of St. George and
Washington that is most likely to be developed. Coincidentally, this acreage is located
downstream on the Virgin River, and the full conversion of the associated water supplies
to municipal use by the State Engineer is likely as there are no users dependent on return
flows. The conversion of additional agricultural land is less probable as remaining acreage
is in more rural areas that are not anticipated to see the same population increases and are
located upstream in the watershed, so full conversion to municipal supply is less likely to
be approved.

Agriculture is valued by the local communities. In 2014, a state-wide, community visioning
project called Envision Utah surveyed more than 50,000 Utahns on several topic areas, one
of which was agriculture. The survey found that Utahns are willing to:

e Cut back on watering lawns and gardens to ensure there is enough water for
agricultural,

e Avoid building on farmland, and
« Spend more money to bring non-agricultural water to urban areas.*?

As noted in the Water Needs Assessment, much of the water projected to become available
from agricultural conversion is brackish and will require advanced treatment, such as
reverse osmosis, or blending with other supplies to make it suitable as a potable or even
secondary water supply. Under the LWA, there would be no additional supplies to blend
the water with. Acknowledgement of water quality issues is glossed over in Appendix E of
the report, and surprisingly, treatment costs are omitted.

WRA Fallacy #4: The Local Waters Alternative costs significantly less than the proposed
LPP.

The cost estimate reported in the LWA omits or underestimates substantial costs that
would be incurred by implementing the alternative. Infrastructure expenses alone,
omitting substantial social and environmental costs, would exceed the estimated costs of
the LPP project.

The following costs were neglected in the LWA:

» Capital and operating expenses of reverse osmosis treatment of agricultural water
to meet potable or secondary water quality standards

» Additional storage needed to utilize reuse water
» Additional secondary distribution systems to utilize reuse water
* Installation of meters on all secondary water connections

The following costs were underestimated in the LWA:
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e Level of conservation required

0 All homes constructed or retrofitted to EPA WaterSense standards
0 Installation and maintenance of drip irrigation and hardscape
0 Increased power costs caused by heat island effect from removal of
landscape
Enforcement of restrictions and requirements
0 Undescribed actions required to reduce Cll use 49%

The LWA also has social and environmental costs associated with it:

* Increased government regulation

e Induced reduction of agriculture

* Reduced environmental flows in the Virgin River
e Less reliable, sole-source water supply

Conclusion

The LPP Project provides a more abundant and reliable water supply; protects
environmental and agricultural resources; delays expensive, difficult projects; contributes
to the local and state economy and is the most cost effective option.

! Western Resource Advocates. Arizona Water Meter: A comparison of water conservation
programs in 15 Arizona communities. October 2010. Available at
http://westernresourceadvocates.org/publications/arizona-water-meter/.

Western Resource Advocates. Front Range Water Meter: Water conservation ratings and
recommendations for 13 Colorado communities. November 2007. Downloaded March 20,
2013. No longer accessible online.

2 Ibid, p. 43.

% Ibid, p 43. “Single-family residential use is the total volume of water sold to the SFR
sector, divided by the SFR population, divided by 365 (days in a year). Single-family
residential population in each community was determined by multiplying the number of
SFR accounts and the number of persons per household (taken from the U.S. Census). For
providers that do not separately track SFR use from other residential water uses, total
residential water sales were used instead.”

* Nuding, A. The Local Waters Alternative to the Lake Powell Pipeline. 2013, p 13.

® Ibid, p 43.

6 US Census Bureau. 2010 QuickFacts. Available at www.census.gov.

"Cohen, M.J. Municipal Deliveries of Colorado River Basin Water. June 2011.

8 Ibid

® Utah Division of Water Resources. Draft Water Needs Assessment. 2015.

0 wWashington County Assessor. Master data file. Accessed December 9, 2014.

11 A graph from The Local Alternatives report was updated to include over 45,000 acre-feet
per year of supply from wastewater reuse in Amelia Nuding’s February 29, 2016 letter
addressed to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. This amount of wastewater will
not be available, especially if indoor residential use is decreased to 35 gpcd.
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12 Envision Utah. Survey Results for Agriculture. Accessed on March 30, 2016 at
http://envisionutah.org/projects/your-utah-your-future/item/346-results.

Brent Layton Comment 1:

Well planned and successfully executed infrastructure projects in Utah are critical to the short
and long term success of the state. This week you will be voting on SB80/HB257, which speaks to
infrastructure. | urge you to reject this version of the bill for the following reasons.

1. The cost and funding for the Lake Powell Pipeline remain unclear. How the project
will be financed; what are the tax implications for the resident of Washington County;
and what the total cost of the project over what time period time have all yet to be
determined. The residents who will undoubtedly bear the burden of supporting this
project deserve specific, concrete information about what they will be asked to pay before
proceeding with the proposed plan.

2. Washington County’s consumption per person per day of 328 gallons is way beyond
what is needed and clearly indicates waste. Many residents of this county are operating
on the assumption that our resources are unlimited. Education in the form of aggressive
conservation efforts and local water management is a logical first step in changing
behavior. Like adopting recycling in the community, changing habits related to water
usage can be challenging, but ultimately less expensive and ultimately making better use
of limited water resources in a desert environment.

3. Development in Washington County is a delicate balance. While it’s understandable
that many people have been drawn to this area because of its beauty and climate, we take
the risk of destroying the very thing that draws people to our community by pursuing
unrestrained development.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:
73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
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an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed
to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by
that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur,
and terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for
the Legislature to consider will not be available.

Clara Evans Comment 1:

Utah should be able to demonstrate they are using their existing water supply as efficiently as
possible before being granted additional water rights. If they are not managing their water
efficiently then they should be required to make necessary improvements before their request
would be considered.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 93:
Closing Comments

As noted several times in these comments, Washington County Water Conservancy District in
there 2010 and 2011 ““Water Line” publications asserted they can provide 105,000 acre feet
per year WITHOUT the LPP. Additionally, these study reports show that there are 106,000
acre feet currently stored in Sand Hollow’s aquifer for drought protection and shortage
coverage that would help with demand hardening. The state’s audit of DWRe (Applicant)
pointed out (Chapter 4) that much agricultural water is not being properly considered for
conversion and inclusion in future M&I water. Colorado River flows and subsequent
available allocation amount remain uncertain. Costs of the LPP are all over the place and
need to be nailed down. Conservation is lacking and usage remains higher than it should be
for a desert community. Audits of the Utah Division of Drinking Water and Utah Division of
Water Resources (Applicant) show significant problems that need to be resolved before the
LPP is approved by FERC. The pumped storage component of the LPP — a required
component — appears to be used more for FERC licensing approval than for a component
that will actually get funding and be built.

UDWRe Response:

The 105,000 ac-ft per year potential yield without the Lake Powell Pipeline was derived
from the 2011 WNA. This yield included an additional 7,300 ac-ft per year from
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maximizing the existing reuse plant and 10,080 ac-ft per year from agricultural
conversion. Both of these supplies require additional storage, and without LPP water to
blend with, the agricultural water will be difficult to find uses for. This potential yield was
reduced in the updated WNA to correct double counting of secondary sources by the
WCWCD and the municipalities which it serves and to reflect a reduced yield from the
planned Ash Creek Project.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously. The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the
Governor’s 25 percent water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has
started working towards an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation
will continue to be a high regional and state priority.

Agricultural conversion in Utah occurs on a free-market basis, and will supply some water
as the land is developed for other purposes; however, water entities must work within
current Utah water rights law protecting water right owners as supplies are transferred,
conserved and developed to meet future demands.

Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account. Therefore, the impact of
the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in those projections.

While it is true that this project is a water conveyance project, the project includes
proposed hydropower facilities. The power generated by the project may support the grid
system in several alternative ways. The use of power from the project for project power
needs would offset demands on the grid that might otherwise be made by the project. The
power generated by the project could be delivered to other power generators or users in
the system and offset their demands on the grid. The region that could be affected by these
deliveries could extent as far as contract parties’ service areas as those contracts may be
negotiated after permits for the project are issued. Accordingly, the region may be
considered to extend throughout the western United States insofar as the contracted power
services for WAPA, Garkane, Page, St. George City, Hurricane City, Dixie REA and
Rocky Mountain Power may extend.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 94:

In fact, it appears the Applicant is attempting to take both sides. On the one hand, Applicant
asserts that conservation, lower-cost resource development, and rights transfers will be
implemented before LPP but then asserts that the pumped storage component — the major
energy feature of the project — will require water flowing to achieve the needed energy
production. Can Applicant have it both ways?

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Martha Ham Comment 1:
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I am deeply concerned about indebting Washington and Kane Counties with the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project. As | read the Utah Legislative Auditor General's report (May 2015) it clearly
states that the data from the water districts and population growth projections are flawed. Yet the
Utah State Division of Water Resources is using this faulty information as a basis for planning
this massive and extraordinarily costly project.

This project puts tremendous pressure on the area to grow at a high rate so repayment of the
massive loan (amount which is unclear and the estimates vary dramatically) can be
accomplished.

The Auditor General’s report goes on to state that conservation is a first line approach to
accommodating growth in Southern Utah and a reasonable alternative to building the Lake
Powell Pipeline. As you well know, we Southern Utah residents have not yet done our part to live
in a manner that reflects that we reside in the desert. Our region has a shameless high per person
per day use of water and notable low water rates which do not incentivize residents to conserve
water.

The pressure for the area should be in the arena of water conservation. Resorting to building the
Lake Powell Pipeline Project is premature and | am opposed to this project being licensed and
moving ahead.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Rebecca Elder Comment 1:

According to the Division of Water Resources the data being used to demonstrate and justify the
taking this water from Lake Powell and traverse the desert in a pipeline is unsound date. More
overview is required. An Environmental Impact study would not back this project up! Risking the
Grand Canyon ecosystem, a national gem and the delicately balanced Colorado River System is
not in the best interest of our Country. I am not comfortable with risking such irreplaceable river
ecosystem.

I don't trust that this pipeline is the best alternative for thirsty people. Expensive water projects
do not bring about sustainability, but often worsen the problems and decreases supply, plus
damage ecosystems. It would surprise me that the Government would be comfortable with such
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knowledge of the lack of data, proper data and with the natural threats to our national treasures
as these. Surely the future people would condemn such action based on bad data!

With climatic irregularities and unsettled stormings of such magnitude as we have been
experiencing, the aspect of water supply is a critical element. But, in the same breath, deliberate
conservation and conscious application of sensible usage levels is called for with great urgency.
Conserve every drop possible first, before pulling in more water!! To simply pull water from this
system to continue "business as usual” water usage is an unethical approach and will impact the
future citizens of this planet. The children of the future deserve a whole system environment and
water supply. Nothing less. Thank you.

UDWRe Response:

The Utah Division of Water Resources has never made the assertion stated in the first
sentence of this comment.

The data shows that downstream releases at Glen Canyon Dam will not be impacted and
therefore the Grand Canyon’s ecosystem will not be negatively impacted by the LPP.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Tracy Hiscock Comment 1:

I am a long time resident of and taxpayer in Kane County, Utah. | have strong concerns
regarding the proposed Preliminary Licensing Proposal (PLP) and Revised Draft Study reports
for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project (FERC Project No. 12966) (RDS). We taxpayers have spent
$27 million for these studies and deserve a legitimate analysis of the options for future water
supply. I am writing to urge you to include the following issues and factors in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Studies.

Three independent economic studies by teams of recognized economists have determined that the
Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) project is unaffordable for the residents of both Washington and
Kane Counties. The Lake Powell Pipeline Act of 2006 specifies that this pipeline must be paid for
by the residents of these two counties. For this reason, extra attention needs to be paid to the
financial aspects of this project by including accurate determinations of projected costs, and the
costs of less expensive alternatives to the LPP.

Despite the fact that the Utah Department of Water Resources (DWR) spent 8 years and $27
million of taxpayer money on these studies, the following important questions have not been
answered:

UDWRe Response:
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Refer to the responses to Gail Blattenberger’s Comments in the General Comments section.

Tracy Hiscock Comment 2:

- What is the total cost of the Pipeline, including operations and maintenance costs? The amounts
in the RDS reports have not been updated, making any economic conclusions in the studies
inaccurate. Please update these numbers.

The LPP costs quoted in the RDS are artificially low because they do not include the large
expense of pump storage and other project features. The final configuration of the pipeline needs
to be defined, and an accurate total cost determined.

Additionally, the percentage of Kane County Water Conservancy District costs for paying a
portion of the overall LPP Project costs is not stated in the studies, making the other projections
and conclusions inaccurate.

The discussion about the Lake Powell Pipeline must center on its high cost and actual need for
the project by 2024. Initial project costs were estimated at $250 million and have now
skyrocketed to over $1 billion plus interest and future maintenance. Our small communities
cannot afford the Pipeline. The cost details of the LPP need to be defined and the local and state
financing plans need to be determined in order to adequately discuss the socioeconomic impacts
of this project.

What is the repayment plan? The PLP’s benefit/cost impact analyses do not include financing
costs. These costs will be a substantial burden for local taxpayers and water ratepayers. Both the
method of financing and the money numbers need to be included in these studies, including how
the two counties are to pay the double digit million dollar annual bond payments. The state's
obligation and responsibility needs to be spelled out as well.

UDWRe Response:

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed
to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by
that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur,
and terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for
the Legislature to consider will not be available.

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:
73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
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(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed
to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70%o of the water developed by
that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur,
and terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for
the Legislature to consider will not be available.

Tracy Hiscock Comment 3:

- How much will Kane County residents see their costs increase for water rates, property taxes
and new construction impact fees? The citizens of Kane and Washington counties have a right to
know how much they will pay in higher impact fees, surcharges and taxes for the proposed LPP.
Yet, in the eight year study, these questions are not answered.

The Kane County Water Conservancy District does not even have a viable plan for paying for its
share of the LPP. Without a defined method for financing this large debt, socioeconomic impacts
cannot be adequately determined.

Again, economists from Utah universities analyzed the impact that $2 billion of debt would have
on residents of Washington and Kane Counties. They found that repaying this debt would require
dramatic increases in water rates, impact fees and property taxes—far outweighing the benefits
of extra water. In fact, the cost was so prohibitive that when Iron County residents in the state—
who were also slated to receive water— learned the true costs of the pipeline, they pressured
their elected officials to formally withdraw from the project. Yet, these costs have still not been
defined in the proposal studies.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the responses to Gail Blattenberger’s Comments in the General Comments section.

Tracy Hiscock Comment 4:

-What are the alternatives to the Pipeline that are less risky and less expensive? This issue must
be addressed in the coming proposal studies.

There are far less expensive ways to use local water sources in our counties. Washington County
has some of the highest per capita use and the lowest prices for the water in the west. It uses
twice as much water as the national average, and an audit has shown that there is already a
large surplus of unused water in the county. Far from needing more water, if Washington County
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simply enacts several proven and meaningful conservation strategies the current supply will
provide enough water for the next 45 years—including predicted population growth.

Also, in Kane County, a higher priority should be on collecting accurate water use and supply
data, becoming efficient in water use first, boosting local water supplies, increasing
conservation, creating pricing strategies, and reuse that could result in significant cost savings
and provide enough water for growth.

The water conservancy districts should be pursuing a strategy of using accurate data and making
our area more self-reliant by reducing water demand and developing new and unused water
resources locally. These actions could contribute to a more reliable water supplies. Local water
sources will deliver southern Utah’s future affordably and reliably, without burdening present
and future generations with a massive debt and a water supply vulnerable to drought, litigation,
political conflict, controversy, and uncertainty.

The socioeconomic study and pipeline alternatives studies should address these factors and
include a more complete discussion of the impacts of water conservation versus the LPP. The
Draft Alternatives Study #22 describes a much more cost effective approach to providing water
for Kane County's future by using agricultural water and a water treatment plant. The LPP
Studies need to include more financial and practical details on this alternative, especially
because the LPP has been found to be unaffordable for Kane County residents.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is not intended to replace potential additional available water via water
conservation, but to augment that water with a reliable source from a confirmed water
right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional population, multiple
strategies will need to be implemented simultaneously.

Tracy Hiscock Comment 5:

- If the current mega-drought continues, will there be adequate water to fill the pipeline? And, if
there is not, how will the costs and losses of such an event be covered?

Depending on the diminishing Colorado River for future water supply is unsustainable. Recent
reports from the Bureau of Reclamation show that the river is over allocated and flows will
continue to decrease. The average demand already outstrips average supplies. Investing billions
of dollars into a project that may not produce water in the future is a huge financial risk for all
involved. This likely scenario must be considered in any studies of the pipeline's impacts.

| believe that the above factors need to be better researched and included in any and all future
Studies associated with the Lake Powell Pipeline. Please include them in your upcoming
revisions of the Draft Studies.

UDWRe Response:

Modeling performed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the Colorado River Basin states
indicates a low likelihood that the water will be unavailable.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 1:
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Washington County Water District’s Questionable Water Needs. Based on declining population
growth, potential to convert additional agricultural water, potential water conservation savings,

and previously unconsidered water sources, Washington County has ample water to serve future

populations without participation in the Lake Powell Pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

Washington County’s population growth was 2.9% between 2013 and 2014 (latest data
available, see https://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/data/UTWASH3POP.txt, citing
the US Census Bureau). This rate of growth was faster than the rate of growth reported
for the county during any of the past five years, was faster than the average reported for
the state of Utah (1.4 percent) and the United States as a whole (0.7 percent). In fact,
when viewed nationally, Washington County reported among the highest rates of
population growth; and, among the fastest increasing rates of population growth.

US Population Growth Rates, By County
2013-2014 (latest available)
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Change in Population Growth Rates, By County
2012-2013 vs. 2013-2014 (latest available)
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The concept that Washington County is going to convert huge amounts of agricultural
water use to municipal and industrial uses is also misguided. Certainly, there is some
potential for this to occur; however, the proximity, volume, geographic dispersion and
quality of that water are all factors, which must be considered and are entirely omitted
from the analysis referenced in this comment.

Population in the region is expected to increase by 252 percent according to the
Governor’s Office of Management and Budget (see, http://gomb.utah.gov/budget-
policy/demographic-economic-analysis/). Concurrently, developable potable water
supplies will increase renewable, reliable water resources by approximately 23 percent by
2020. Washington County has undertaken significant efforts to increase the efficiency of
water usage. Washington County has decreased its gallons of water consumption per
capita per day (GPCD) by 26 percent from 2000 to 2010 (latest data available from
DWRe), surpassing the statewide conservation target. While these efforts have been
successful in attempting to stretch the current water resources available to the region, it
will not be enough to provide a safe, sufficient and reliable water source into the future.
In 2015, the potable water demand in Washington County was approximately 16 billion
gallons while the total available water resources for the area will be approximately 26
billion gallons by 2020. By 2060, water demand on its current trajectory is projected to
reach 60 billion gallons, leaving a 28 billion-gallon shortage even with the area meeting its
water conservation targets.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 2:

Outdated Population Forecasts. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) 2012
Baseline Population Projections estimates Washington County will grow to 581,731 residents by
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the year 2060, 32.4 percent lower than population projections made by the GOPB in 2005." Since
the District’s water needs projections rely on these population projections, the more updated data
pushes the supposed need for the LPP back over 12 years. The labeled 2006 Population and 2012
Projection with No Conservation lines in Figure 2 on page 3 illustrates the difference between
these two different population forecasts on water use.

Water Demand Projections for Washington County
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Sources: Lake Powell Pipeline Water Needs Assessment, Division of Water Resources, 2011,

Governor's Office of Planning and Budget 2012 Baseline Population Projections
Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin Plan Division of Water Resources, 1993,

Figure 2: Population projections from the Governor’s Office of Planning & Budget demonstrate reduced water
demand for Washington County. The recent Legislative Audit of water needs projections questioned the conservation
efforts of Utah and criticized the DWRe for not including local sources of water available outside of WCWCD supplies
in planning documents. The dotted red line shows water demand if per capita water use was reduced each year after
2025 by 1 percent of the 2025 level.

! http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/projections.html, 2012 Baseline Projections, “Population and
Households by Area.” Available as
http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/ERG/ERG2012/Households%20by%20Area.xIsx

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe disagrees with this assertion. WCWCD is required to, and does, utilize the most
recent population estimates generated by the Governor’s Office of Management and
Budget (formerly the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget) population estimates in
its water resource planning efforts (see, http://gomb.utah.gov/budget-
policy/demographic-economic-analysis/, noting 581,731 residents in 2060, an increase of
252 percent when compared to current population estimates).

Gail Blattenberger Comment 3:

Potential Agricultural Water Transfers. In the most recent Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin Plan
by the Division of Water Resources (DWRe) from 1993 (1993 KCVRBP) it was estimated the
basin had 25,600 acres of irrigated cropland, diverting over 123,000 acre-feet of water (pg. 10—
14), with 87,800 acre-feet of the agricultural diversions in the basin occurring in Washington
County. Much of the water diverted for agriculture in Washington County uses inefficient

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -93- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources


http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/projections.html
http://governor.utah.gov/DEA/ERG/ERG2012/Households%20by%20Area.xlsx
http://gomb.utah.gov/budget-policy/demographic-economic-analysis/
http://gomb.utah.gov/budget-policy/demographic-economic-analysis/

conveyance systems and it is estimated ““If the overall irrigation efficiency could be increased one
percent, it would save 2,500 acre-feet of water in the basin.” (pg. 2-8 1993 KCVRBP).

IFABLE 5-12
ESTIMATED CURRENT IRRIGATION WATER USE"

County Area’ Diversion Depletions

(acres) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)

Washington 16,680 87,800 39,320
Iron 1,520 7,860 1,490
Kane 7,400 27,640 10,490

T'otal 25,600 123,300 51,300 |

‘Includes idle cropland J

As future development replaces former agricultural lands in the county, the new development
creates a surplus of water formerly used to irrigate crops. Table ES-11 in the 2011 DWRe Water
Needs Assessment claims that Washington County can only expect to convert 10,080 acre-feet of
agricultural water for M&I needs. However Table 10-6 of the 1993 KCVRBP implies, using
linear interpolation, that there will be a reduction of 27,100 acre-feet of irrigated cropland water
diversions from 2011 to 2040.? According to the 2012 USDA Census of Agriculture, Washington
County had 14,781 acres of irrigated lands in 2012, a reduction of over 10,000 acres since 1993.

The 2015 Legislative Audit of the Division of Water Resources found that ““the state engineer
typically approves the conversion of 100 percent of agricultural water to municipal use”® and
thus Washington County can expect much more than 10,000 acre-feet of water to be available
from agricultural conversions.

Table ES-11  Future Planned and Potential WCWCD Water Supply Projects TABLE 106
Estimated Reliable Cullnary Estimated Reliable Secondary CURRENT AND PROJECTED IRRIGATED CROPLAND WATER USE
Supply Supply
Project (ac-fthyr) (ac-ftlyr) Year Area* Diversions Depletions

Ash Creek Pipeline!!! 3,830 0 (Acres) gct) (acre-feet)

Maximize Existing Wastewater Reuse® 0 Lo ks 5 mo: e

Agricultural Conversion from Davelopment® 0 C o080 ) B 22,00 55,49 21,40
— Y‘ 2020 21,400 96,300 43,300

Lake Powel Pipeline £9,000 2040 18,600 80,000 37,600

Potential Future Wastewaler Reuset!! 0 27 620 e

Total Potential Yield from Fulure Projects 72,830 45,000 alncludes some idle land

2 Utah State Water Plan, Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin, Utah Division of Water Resources, August
1993.

3 ““A Performance Audit of Projections of Utah’s Water Needs,” Office of the Legislative Auditor
General, May 2015, Page 54. http://le.utah.gov/audit/15_01rpt.pdf

UDWRe Response:

Agricultural conversion in Utah occurs on a free-market basis, and will supply some water
as the land is developed for other purposes; however, water entities must work within
current Utah water rights law protecting water right owners as supplies are transferred,
conserved and developed to meet future demands.

UDWRe disagrees with this assertion as it relies on a report that is more than 20 years old
and fails to consider factors potentially affecting the development of the underlying
agricultural water resources.
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Since the issuance of the 1993 Basin Plan, more than 22 miles of open ditch canals have
been converted to pressurized irrigation in the St. George and Washington canal
companies alone, so it is likely the 2,500 acre-feet of potential water savings identified has
already been realized. The 25,600 acres referenced is the amount of irrigated cropland in
the entire basin: 16,680 in Washington County, 7,400 in Kane County, and 1,520 in Iron
County. The Basin Plan only estimated that 3,000 acres of these acres would be converted
by 2040. The estimated 14,780 acres of irrigated land in Washington County in 2012 is
only a reduction of 1,900 acres from 1993, not over 10,000 acres as stated in the comment.

The linear interpolation of data in Table 10-6 from the Basin Plan (see below) did not
include 2020 data, so it ignored that the report estimated more annual agricultural
conversion occurring in the early years of the study period. The estimated reduction in
diversions if 2020 data is used, is approximately 25,000 acre-feet, not 27,100 acre-feet.
Remember, this is a basin-wide estimate and includes Washington, Kane and Iron
counties, with only 65% of the basin-wide irrigated land in Washington County in 1993.

TABLE 10-6
CURRENT AND PROJECTED IRRIGATED CROPLAND WATER USE
Year Area’ Diversions Depletions
(Acres) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
1990 25,600 123,300 51,300
2020 21,400 96,300 43,300
2040 18,600 80,000 37,600

alncludes some idle land.

o

While diversion data was linearly interpolated, the depletion data in the same table was
not even mentioned. The estimated decrease in agricultural depletions from 2011 to 2040 is
approximately 11,000 acre-feet basin-wide.

As can be seen in the difference between water diversion and water depletion estimates,
return flows contribute to available water supplies in the Kanab Creek/Virgin River
drainage basin. Downstream agricultural users of the Virgin River are especially reliant
upon the return flows of upstream users. Agricultural users also routinely face shortages
during drought years, so even if the State Engineer were to grant 100 percent conversion
of agricultural water rights to municipal water rights, it is highly unlikely water would
actually be there for use.

It is also worth mentioning that local communities value agriculture. In 2014, a state-wide,
community visioning project called Envision Utah surveyed more than 50,000 Utahns on
several topic areas, one of which was agriculture. The survey found that Utahns are willing

to:
e cut back on watering lawns and gardens to ensure there is enough water for
agricultural,
e avoid building on farmland,
Lake Powell Pipeline Project -95- 04/30/16
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e spend more money to bring non-agricultural water to urban areas.*

The Water Needs Assessment projects 10,080 acre-feet per year of agricultural conversion
by 2060 in Washington County. This estimate includes conversion of acreage on the
outskirts of St. George and Washington that is most likely to be developed. Coincidentally,
this acreage is located downstream on the Virgin River - the full conversion of these
supplies to municipal use by the State Engineer is likely as there are no users dependent on
return flows. The conversion of additional agricultural land is less likely as remaining
acreage is in more rural areas that are not anticipated to see the same population
increases. These remaining acreages are also upstream in the watershed, and full
conversion to municipal supply is less likely to be approved.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 4:

Potential Water Conservation Savings. According to the 2011 DWRe Water Needs Assessment,
WCWCD uses 295 gallons per capita per day (“GPCD”’; p. ES-7) and had 13 percent water
conservation savings from 2000-2009 (p. ES-10). If WCWCD encouraged residents to get closer
to neighboring cities or the state conservation goal of 220 GPCD,* the district could extend its
water supply even further into the future.

Figure 1: Per Person Water Use, Gallons per Day

295

Los us Phoenix Las Wcwcp
Angeles  Average Vegas

Since WCWCD’s per person water use is nearly twice the national average,
it is clear there is great potential for additional water conservation efforts.

The recent legislative audit noted:

“The Southern Nevada Water Authority, which serves the Las Vegas region, has a goal to
reduce water use to 199 by 2035. In contrast, the communities in Southwestern Utah,
which have a climate similar to that of Southern Nevada, have a goal to reduce water use
to 292 GPCD by the year 2060.””°

* Utah baseline per capita water use: http:/state.awra.org/utah/sites/default/files/AdamsMillis-
WaterNeeds.pdf.

! Envision Utah. Survey Results for Agriculture. Accessed on March 30, 2016 at
http://envisionutah.org/projects/your-utah-your-future/item/346-results.
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5«A Performance Audit of Projections of Utah’s Water Needs,” Office of the Legislative Auditor
General, May 2015, Page 41. http://le.utah.gov/audit/15_01rpt.pdf

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that this is an inaccurate assessment of the facts. First, the analysis
underrepresents actual water savings achieved to date by relying on a dated source.
Second, the analysis fails to acknowledge that consumption and conservation comparisons
are consistently challenged by differences in how total water consumption is calculated.
Drawing a comparison to southern Nevada, for example, without mentioning the concept
of return flow credits (see, https://www.snwa.com/ws/recycled returnflow.html), is an
significant omission worthy of close scrutiny.

Similarly, the comment fails to note similar that activists have also made the inconsistent
charged that the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s (SNWA’s) conservation measures
are “weak and inadequate” (see, SNWA defends community’s conservation efforts,
https://www.snwa.com/about/news conservation.html) or that the SNWA itself has
acknowledged that differences in how water demand is calculated can result in misleading
conclusions.

UDWRe and WCWCD recognize conservation is essential in meeting future water needs.
Changes in technology, demographics, community values, and other factors may have
unanticipated effects on water use. Conservation above the levels used in these reports is
encouraged by WCWCD; however, the conservation goals used are prudent for planning.
These goals have been vetted by Division of Water Resources, each district, community
participants, and Maddaus Water Management. They exceed current state goals, utilize
available technologies, and, importantly, are believed to be achievable within the
timeframe that additional water supplies will be needed in Washington County.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 5:

Previously Unconsidered Water Sources. According to a May 2015 bond rating update for
WCWCD from Fitch Ratings:

“The district has ample water supply, is expanding its water reserves through a
groundwater recharge program, enjoys surplus system capacity, operates predominantly
new infrastructure, and faces no known regulatory issues.”

The District noted it operates a groundwater recharge program that currently provides 100,000
acre-feet of water and will provide access to up to 300,000 af in the future.® This amount of water
more than twice the District’s supply, yet is not accounted for in the LPP planning documents.

The 2015 Legislative Audit of the state sponsor of the Lake Powell Pipeline, the Utah Division of
Water Resources, showed that water planners are ignoring the fact that local water providers
have the ability to expand their own sources of water supply. The auditors noted St. George has
the ability to expand its water supply without the assistance of WCWCD through new well
drilling and other sources.” These future water sources were also not included in the LPP
planning documents.
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8 “Fitch Affirms Washington County Water Conservancy Dist, UT's LTGOs at 'AA+"; Outlook Stable”
Business Wire, May 22, 2015.
http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20150522005845/en/#.VW88Pufql Tk

"«A Performance Audit of Projections of Utah’s Water Needs,” Office of the Legislative Auditor
General, May 2015, Page 62. http://le.utah.gov/audit/15_01rpt.pdf

UDWRe Response:

The analysis misconstrues the facts. While Washington County does have 100,000 acre
feet of water available in the Sand Hollow aquifer, as mentioned in the Water Needs
Assessment, the amount of annual recharge to this reserve aquifer is approximately 8,000
acre feet per year. Future wells are planned to utilize the majority of this annual yield
with the remaining portion being reserved for use during dry periods to compensate for
any deficit between annual supply and demand. Depleting more than this amount
annually will inevitably erode the reserve, an imprudent and irresponsible water resource
management practice. The commenter’s analysis omits the cited reference from Fitch
Rating affirming a crediting rating of ‘AA’ for Washington County Water Conservancy
District bonds (see, Fitch Affirms Washington County Water Conservancy Dist, UT's
LTGOs at ‘AA+"; Outlook Stable,
http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20150522005845/en/Fitch-Affirms-Washington-
County-Water-Conservancy-Dist). Depleting the reserve would not only be an imprudent
water resource management practice, it would also be an irresponsible financial practice
as a decrease or elimination of this contingency reserve would be viewed negatively by
creditors, increasing the district’s borrowing costs.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 6:
Estimate of Existing Revenues vs. Debt Service for WCWCD.

One important question is whether or not local taxpayers can support Washington County’s repayment
obligation for the LPP as is required by Utah Law. The Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP) Development Act
(Utah Code 73-28-402) mandates the entire project cost be repaid to the State of Utah with interest.

Repayment of the LPP construction costs requires the District’s total revenues to cover their existing
operation and maintenance costs, preexisting debt obligations, debt from LPP construction, and the
operation and maintenance costs associated with the LPP.

A review of the WCWCD’s revenue streams is warranted, based on the 2013 Audited Financial
Statement Prepared for WCWCD, the “2013 WCWCDAFS”
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WCWCD Revenues
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Impact Fees 359%
$5.9M Property
Taxes
$9.9M

Figure 3: Revenue Sources from 2012 Audited financial statement from WCWCD

8 «“Washington County Water Conservancy District Financial Statement With Other Government Reports
For the year ending June 30, 2013.”

UDWRe Response:

The Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act provides a defined and workable structure to
fund the Lake Powell Pipeline Project.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 7:
Current Revenues

Operating Revenues. WCWCD received $7,013,377 in water sales revenue, $926,134 in
power sales revenues and $1,379,171 in Water Development and Connection Fees (page 22
of the 2013 WCWCDAFS). These last two categories are represented as “Power Sales &
Surcharges™ in the above pie chart.

2013
OPERATING REVENUES:
Power Sales 5 926,134
Water Sales (net of rebates) 7,013,377
Water Development and Connection Fees 1,379,171
Total Revenues 9.318,682

Property Tax Revenues. In 2013 WCWCD collected $9,938,660 from property taxes (see the
source in the next paragraph). Its levy rate was 0.000970544 times the taxable value of the
county (p. 19 of the 2013 WCWCDAFS).

Impact Fee Revenues. WCWCD collected $5,919,316 in impact fees for new development in
2013 (page 19 of the 2013 WCWCDAFS):
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Virgin Capital Total

General River Projects Governmental
Fund Program Fund Funds
REVENUE:
Property Taxes § 9938660 § . § - § 9,938,660
Impact Fees - Current Year . 5,919,316 5,919,316

Revenues from Sale of WCWCD’s Surplus Real Property. According to page 7 of the 2013
WCWCDAFS, the District has between 1000-1200 acres in real property that can be sold at
market value for additional funds. The District claims this property is valued between $50,000-
$125,000 per acre. For this analysis it was assumed the District would sell 1200 acres at the
highest market value to help pay for the LPP, giving the district a one-time revenue source of
$150,000,000.

The District owns real property which is shown on the books at cost. Approximately 1000
- 1200 acres may eventually be declared surplus property and sold at market value. The
current fair market value for this property is $50,000 to $125,000 per acre. It is anticipated
that the value will continue to increase over time. These values are not reflected in the
statement of net position.

UDWRe Response:

This is an accurate assessment of Washington County Water Conservancy District’s
operating revenues as reported in the district’s financial statements for 2013.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 8:

Existing Debt Service by WCWCD (not including LPP). The WCWCD has $7,026,322 in annual debt
service for previous obligations for FYE 2013, not including debt from the Lake Powell Pipeline, as
shown on the 2014 row of the District’s debt service schedule (p. 39 of the 2013 WCWCDAFS). This non-
LPP debt service increases annually through 2037 before being extinguished in 2050, totaling $94.3
million. The District’s debt schedule is included below.
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Total remaining principle and interest debt service by year is as follows:

Year Ending Annual
December 31 Principal Interest Debt Service
2014 $4,235,743 $ 2,790,579 $ 7,026,322
2015 4,422,856 2,616,602 7,039,458
2016 4,580,005 2,468,102 7,048,107
2017 4,780,193 2,268,125 7,048,318
2018 4,992,420 2,058,228 7,050,648
2019 4,599,688 1,851,402 6,451,090
2020 4,784,997 1,671,335 6,456,332
2021 4,657,349 1,481,231 6,138,580
2022 3,810,746 1,284,484 5,095,230
2023 3,999 189 1,102,551 5,101,740
2024 4,197,680 911,505 5,109,185
2025 4,380,220 719,745 5,009 965
2026 2,658,811 519,539 3,178,350
2027 2,782,454 396,541 3,178,995
2028 2,921,151 267,724 3,188,875
2029 1,653,905 132,385 1,786,290
2030 1,556,716 53,744 1,610,460
2031 1,558,587 51,873 1,610,460
2032 1,560,520 49,940 1,610,460
2033 1,562,516 47944 1,610,460
2034 64,578 45,882 110,460
2035 66,709 43,751 110,460
2036 68,909 41,551 110,460
2037 71,183 39,277 110,460
2038 73,532 36,929 110,461
2039 75,956 34,504 110,460
2040 78,462 31,998 110,460
2041 81,051 29,409 110,460
2042 83,724 26,736 110,460
2043 86,486 23,974 110,460
2044 89,339 21,121 110,460
2045 92,286 18,174 110,460
2046 95,331 15,129 110,460
2047 98,476 11,984 110,460
2048 101,724 8,736 110,460
2049 105,080 5,380 110,460
2050 108,340 2,118 110,458
Totals 20136912 $23080232 894317144

WCWCD existing debt schedule, not including LPP debt.

UDWRe Response:

It is correct that the Washington County Water Conservancy District had scheduled
annual debt service payments of roughly $7 million in 2014. However, the commenter
goes on to say, “This non-LPP debt service increases annually through 2037 before being
extinguished in 2050, totaling $94.3 million. The District’s debt schedule is included
below.” [Emphasis added; references table provided to the right]. Note that table
referenced by the commenter, and included in the submission, show anticipated debt
service of $100,460 in 2037, decreasing materially as compared to the current rate of debt
service (not increasing as indicated).

Gail Blattenberger Comment 9:

Existing Operation and Maintenance Expenses. In addition to its debt obligations, WCWCD has
operating and maintenance expenses, totaling $13,231,636 according to the 2013 WCWCDAFS.
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These expenses are assumed to grow proportionally to the number of new households in the
county, shown in the attached spreadsheet’s Column J°. Operating and maintenance costs have
been included as part of LPP participation in Column L. Our estimates of WCWCD Total
Expenses are shown in Column N*.

[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

° The First and Second Scenarios in the spreadsheet represent the low and high cost estimates of the LPP
project assumed in our analysis. Existing revenues and expenses of the District were assumed to stay the
same in both scenarios (Columns B-F). Differences in the two project cost scenarios resulted in changes
to the debt associated with the project (Columns G-P) and the repayment options (Columns Q-V).
19Note: Columns K and L differ between the two project cost scenarios.

UDWRe Response:

These calculations have been reviewed. And, while the statement is an accurate
representation of what has been done in the commenter’s submission, the underlying
analysis is critically flawed for a number of reasons. Most notably, the provided financial
analysis operates under the assumption the Lake Powell Pipeline would be paid back (1)
over a 50-year period, (2) at an annual interest rate of 4 percent; (3) beginning in 2015.
Each of these elements summarily ignores the provisions of the Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act, which specifically calls for the repayment of project costs once
developed water is delivered to the district(s).

Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act

73-28-402. Agreement for delivery — Period for repayment of costs.

(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.

(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:

(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first ten years after the project is
completed; or

(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the tenth
anniversary date of the project’s completion.

(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the date
that the contract was made.

(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance of
reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

The commenter’s assertion that today’s Washington County residents would be required
to bear the full cost of a pipeline project that will not come on-line (begin delivering
water) for 12 years is a development scenario that is inaccurate. As currently designed,
the commenter would have Washington County residents paying interest on a $1.33
billion note (first scenario) before those funds could even have been obtained and spent.
Such an assertion not only stands in sharp contrast to the plain language of the Lake
Powell Pipeline Development Act (above), but it has the deceptive result of artificially
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inflating per capita costs that are later used to support the conclusion that unsupportable

cost increases would need to be borne by local water users. Importantly, this same
intellectual fallacy is applied to elasticity calculations, rate increases, impact fee
requirements and other factors, which serve to compound other errors contained in the

analysis.

In what is referred to as the “second scenario,” the commenter assumes a 10-year period
that allows for “initial payment-free years (can be zero); water rates & impact fees don't

change during this time.” The Lake Powell Pipeline is then amortized in a straight-line
fashion over a 40-year period. Under the second scenario, the commenter’s submission

assumes the project has a cost of $1.75 billion. Again, no adjustments are made for when

water is actually delivered and there is no explanation as to why water rates or impact
fees would not be adjusted during the 10-year “initial payment-free period.” This
approach merely serves to artificially inflate the subsequent comparisons.

Further exacerbating this issue is that the formulas applied in the analysis also appear to

be incorrect. Note that “Total Debt Service” in 2015 for both the first scenario and the
second scenario (Column M) are calculated by adding “Annual Debt Service on Existing
Debt” (Column 1) and “Annual Lake Powell Pipeline Debt” (Column K), both for 2015.
However, when looking at the “Total Debt Service” calculation for 2016, it is the sum of

Annual Debt Service on Existing Debt” (Column 1) for 2015 and the “Annual Lake Powell
Pipeline Debt” for 2016. This error is applied in every subsequent year. An illustration of

this error for 2018 is provided below. Obviously, it will also affect the total expense
calculation; however, the full ramifications cannot be determined as a result of the
intersection with other errors noted in this response.

Referenced Expense Miscalculation
Columns H through N (First Scenario)

A H ] K L [\ N
Annual Debt
TOTAL Service on  : Existing O&M : Annual LPP Debt Total Annual Debt

23 | Year i REVENUES Existing Debt Costs Service LPP D&M Costs Service TOTAL EXPENSES
L 24| 2015] 544 293 958 57,026,322 | 513231636 50 50 57,026,322 520,257,958 i |

25 | 2016i 545263 415 57,039,458 | 513,668,525 50 50 57,026,322 520,695,847

26 12017; 842640561 £7042107 | $14121 005 50 50 §7.030 458 £21 161 354
Lakd Roweld R ieliie Projegiz a1s | 514585258 -103-5p 50 [=K27+ 521,633420/16
Respanses taPagticipant Zommenissond kL Frand Draft Study Reports 5o Utah Boaekof Water Resausrces

219 | 2020¢ 549473 874 56,451,000 ¢ 515,570,874 50 50 57,050,648 522,621,522

30| 2021 350,613,723 £6,456,332 | 516,086,178 50 50 56,451,090 522,537,268

31| 2022¢ 551,792 328 56,138,580 | 516,618,536 50 50 56,456,332 523,074 868
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A ] 8 L I M
Annual Debt
Service on Existing O&M | Annual LPP Debt Total Annual
Year i Existing Debt Costs service LPP O&M Costs Debt Service : TOTAL EXPENSES
2015 57,026,322 513,231 636 561,840,170 S0 568,866,492 582,098,123
2016 57,039,458 513,660,525 561,840,170 S0 568,866,492 582,536,017
2017 57,048,107 514,121,906 561,840,170 S0 568,879,628 583,001,534
2018 57,048,318 514 589,258 561,840,170 S0 568,888,277 583,477,535
2019 57,050,648 515,072,077 561,840,170 S0 568,888,488 583,960,565
2020 %6,451,090 515,570,874 %61,840170 S0 568,800,818 584,461,692
2021 56,456,332 516,086,173 561,840,170 S0 568,291,260 584,377,438
2022 56,138,580 516,618,536 561,840,170 S0 568,296,502 584915038
2023 55,095,230 517,168,512 561,840,170 S0 567,978,750 585,147,262
2024 55,101,740 517,736,688 561,840,170 S0 566,935,400 584,672,088
2025 55,109,185 518,323,668 561,840,170 S0 566,941,910 585,265,578
2026 55,099,965 518,930,074 561,840,170 523,493 231 566,949 355 5109,372,659
2027 %3,178,350 519,556,548 561,840,170 524,432 960 566,940,135 110,929 643
20238 53,178,995 520,203,755 561,840,170 525,410,278 565,018,520 110,632,553
2029 53,188,875 520,872,380 561,840,170 526,426,689 565,019,165 5112 318,234
2030 51,786,290 521,563,133 561,840,170 527483 757 565,029,045 5114075935
2031 51,610,460 522,276,746 561,840,170 528,583,107 563,626,460 5114 486,313
2032 51,610,460 523,013,975 561,840,170 529.726,432 563,450,630 5116,191,037
2033 51,610,460 523,775,602 561,840,170 530,915,489 563,450,630 5118,141,721
2034 51,610,460 524562 435 %61,840170 532,152 108 563,450,630 %120,165,173
2035 5110460 525,375,307 561,840,170 533,438,193 563,450,630 5122 264,130
2036 5110460 526,215,080 561,840,170 534 775,720 561,950,630 5122 941 431
2037 5110460 527,082,645 561,840,170 536,166,749 561,950,630 5125,200,024
2038 5110460 527,878,922 561,840,170 537,613,419 561,950,630 5127542971
2039 5110460 528,504,859 561,840,170 539,117,956 561,950,630 5129 973,445
2040 5110460 529 861,440 561,840,170 540,682,674 561,950,630 5132 494 744
2041 110,460 530,840 678 561,840,170 542 309981 561,950,630 %£135,110,289
2042 5110460 531,870,621 561,840,170 544 002,380 561,950,630 137,823 631
2043 5110460 532,925 351 561,840,170 545 762,476 561,950,630 140,638,456
2044 5110460 534,014 986 561,840,170 547,592 975 561,950,630 5143 558,591
2045 5110460 535,140,682 561,840,170 549 496,694 561,950,630 5146,588,006
2046 5110460 536,303,632 561,840,170 551,476,561 561,950,630 5149 730,823
2047 5110460 537,505,069 561,840,170 553,535,624 561,950,630 152,991,322
2048 110,460 538,746,266 %61,840170 455,677,049 %£61,950,630 %156,373,044
2049 5110460 540,028,539 561,840,170 557,904,131 561,950,630 5159, 883,300
2050 5110460 541,353 2438 561,840,170 560,220,296 561,950,630 5163524174
2051 5110460 S42 721797 561,840,170 562,629 108 561,950,630 5167,301,535
2052 s0 544 135 638 561,840,170 565,134 272 561,950,630 171,220,539
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50-Year Repayment Obligation for Lake Powell Pipeline by Washington County Taxpayers.
The following is the calculation of total annual debt service the WCWCD would incur to
participate in the LPP. The WCWCD has announced they intend to receive 94.5 percent of the
project water*?, meaning they will be required to repay 94.5 percent of the roughly $1.4-$1.8
billion cost.®* The WCWCD can therefore expect to repay $1.33 billion — $1.75 billion in capital
costs to repay. Assuming a 50-year repayment period, the annual debt service varies with the
interest rate as follows:

Annual Debt Service Payments for LPP
by the Washington County Water Conservancy District

Interest Rate

Repayment Cost 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.07

$1.33 Billion $51,631,330 $61,840,170 $72,758,808 $96,260,153

$1.75 Billion $101,799,606 $130,945,384 $166,211,969 $258,354,138

In other words, the repayment obligation from the LPP will add between $51.6 and $258 million
in additional annual debt burden onto WCWCD’s existing debt service, depending on final
project cost and interest rate. A reasonable assumption for a 50-year interest rate is 4 percent,
meaning an additional $61.8-131 million in new annual debt payments due to the LPP, shown in
the attached spreadsheet’s Column K.

[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

169,000 af / 73,000 af, Page ES-5, 2011 LPP Water Needs Assessment. (For the CICWCD see ““Iron
County pulls out of Lake Powell pipeline project,” Salt Lake Tribune, March 22, 2012.)

12 _ake Powell Pipeline Modified Draft Study Report 10, Socioeconomic and Water Resource Economics,
February 2012

UDWRe Response:

Please see the discussion and supporting reference table under Issue #9. The commenter’s
analysis’ provision of a range of alternative interest rates is instructive, but does not
overcome or mitigate the logical flaws underlying the analysis.

Additionally, it is important to note that the resulting payment calculations also appear to
be misrepresented in the table provided, as they are all ostensibly designed to reflect a 50-
year repayment period. Note, for example, at 4 percent interest, $1.33 billion would have
an annual payment of $61,840,170. This matches the provided table. Applying the same
formula to $1.75 billion, however, produces an annual payment of $81,505,144. Thus,
even under the inaccurate assumptions applied in the commenter’s submission, the
analysts appear to have overestimated the 50-year repayment by roughly $50 million per
year. A closer look at the underlying calculations suggest that commenter’s second
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scenario assumes a 10-year payment-free period while the Lake Powell Pipeline is being
constructed and then assumes the project is paid off in 40-years, not 50-years, as the
provided summary table might otherwise suggest.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 11:

Estimate of Additional Debt Service from the Lake Powell Pipeline on WCWCD

LPP Power Generation Revenues and Operation and Maintenance Costs. The different cost
estimates put forward in the 2012 Lake Powell Pipeline Modified Draft Study Report 10 are due
to different levels of pump-storage power generation capacities presented in the planning
documents. The $1.8 billion cost estimate generates more power sales revenues than the $1.4
billion project cost projection, but also requires much more operation and maintenance costs.
The expected revenues and expenses can been seen here:

2026 Power 2026 Operation and
Construction Cost Sales Maintenance
Revenue EXxpenses
$1.4 Billion $9,947,747 $23,493,231
$1.8 Billion $72,005,740 $62,867,794

Based on the expected growth of existing revenue streams due to population increase in the
county, WCWCD’s revenues can be projected over the next 50 years, as shown in Column H. The
deficit schedule for the repayment period can be seen in Columns O and P. These columns show
that the District’s revenues fall significantly short of the District’s expenses for every year of the
50-year repayment schedule (except for any initial payment-free years). Unless the District has
an increase in revenues, WCWCD’s cumulative debt would grow to between $5.84—-6.76 billion
(cell P73) by the end of the project repayment period. Clearly, participation by the WCWCD in
the LPP will require significant increases in impact fees and/or water rates.

[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

UDWRe Response:

This analysis builds on what UDWRe considers to be the flaws noted in the underlying
calculations noted previously. They do so in a humber of ways, some of which are
outlined below.

e Column A. Property Taxes. The analysis assumes that property tax revenue will increase
only by the rate of population growth. This materially under estimates property tax
increases as taxable property value will increase as a result of both incremental
residential and commercial property constructed as well as inflation. The Federal
Housing Finance Agency, for example, reports that residential properties in the St.
George MSA increased 7.8 percent during the past 12 months and 24.4 percent during
the past five years (see,
http://www.fhfa.gov/AboutUs/Reports/ReportDocuments/HP140Q2015 2252016.pdf).
These price escalations are a material omission relative to property tax collections, well
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exceeding inflation, further undermining the analysis.

e Column B. Water Rates. Even more significant is miscalculation of water rate revenue.
Ms. Blattenberger’s analysis simply applies the expected rate of population growth (3.3
percent) to an estimated water revenue total of $7.245 million in 2015. The problem with
this approach is that it fails to consider that the Washington County Water Conservancy
District is not the only provider of water in the region. At present, local municipalities
deliver roughly 56 percent of the potable water consumed by residents and businesses in
Washington County; the Washington County Water Conservancy District accounts for
the remaining 44 percent. By 2060, when Washington County is assumed to be utilizing
its full allocation of Lake Powell Pipeline water, this ratio shifts from 56%/44% to
18%/82%. It is difficult to gauge the impact of this miscalculation as it is muddied by
other miscalculations. That said, the fact that the analysis fails to realize that each new
connection will generate more revenue for the Washington County Water Conservancy
District as it grows to account for a greater share of water consumption is significantly
underestimating water rate revenue for the region.

e Column C. Power Sale Revenue and Surcharges. It is unclear how power surcharges are
generated before the Lake Powell Pipeline is even constructed.

Column D. Real Estate Investment Revenue. It is unclear why real estate prices are
assumed to remain unchanged for a decade.

A B c D E F G H J K L M N
Power sale Annual Debt
water sales revenue and Real Estate sale | LPP Power sale TOTAL Service on Existing O&M  Annual LPP Debt Total Annual
Year | Property Taxes revenue Surcharges Impact Fees revenue revenue REVENUES Existing Debt Costs Service LPP O&M Costs Debt Service | TOTAL EXPENSES
2015 $10,267,571 $7,245 479 $2,381,597 $9,399,311 $15,000,000 $0 $44,293 958 $7,028,322 $13,231 636 $61,840,170 S0 $68,866,492 $82,098,1
2016 510,607,367 57,485 261 52,460,414 59,710,373 $15,000,000: S0 545263 415 57,039,458 513,669,525 561,840,170 50 568,866,492 582,536,017
2017 510,958,409 57,732,979 52,541,839 510,031,729 $15,000,000: S0 546,264,956 57,048,107 514,121,906 561,840,170 S0 568,879,628 583,001,534
2018 511,321,068 57,988,895 52,625,959 510,363,720 $15,000,000 S0 547,299,643 57,048,318 514,589,258 561,840,170 50 568,888,277 583,477,535
20191 $11,695,728 $8,253,281 $2,712,863 510,706,699 515,000,000 s0 548,368,571 $7,050,648 $15,072,077 $61,840,170 S0 568,888,488 $83,960,565
2020 $12,082 788 58,526,416 52,802,643 $11,061,027 $15,000,000: $0 549,472 874 $6,451,090 $15,570,874 $61,840,170 50 $68,890,818 $84,461 692
2021 512,482,657 $8,808,590 $2,895 394 $11,427,082 $15,000,000: S0 $50,613,723 56,456,332 $16,086,178 $61,840,170 S0 $68,291,260 584,377,438
2022 $12,895760 $9,100,103 $2,991.214 $11,805,251 $15,000,000 S0 $51,792,328 $6,138,580 16,618,536 561,840,170 ) $68,296,502 584,915,038
2023 513,322,534 59,401,262 53,090,206 512,195,936 $15,000,000: S0 $53,009,938 $5,095,230 517,168,512 561,840,170 S0 567,978,750 585,147,262
2024, 513,763,431 $9,712,389 53,192,473 512,599,550, $15,000,000 S0 554,267,843 §5,101,740 517,736,688 561,840,170 50 566,935,400 584,672,088
2025, $14,218,920 $10,033,812 $3,298,125 $13,016,520 $0 $0 540,567,377 $5,109,185 518,323,668 561,840,170 50 566,941,910 $85,265,578
2026 514,689,482 $10,365,872 $3,407,274; $13,447,291 $0 59,947,747 $51,857,666 $5,099,965 $18,930,074 $61,840,170 $23,493,231 $66,049,355 $109,372,659
2027 $15,175,618 $10,708,921 $3,520,035 13,892 31 $0 $10,345,657 $53,642,548 $3,178,350 $19,556,548 $61,840,170 $24,432 960 $66,940,135 $110,929,643
2028 515,677,841 511,063,324 $3,636,527 514352071 S0 510,759,483 9,245 53,178,995  $20,203755 561,840,170 $25410278  $65,018520 $110,632553
2029 $16,196,686 $11,429,455 $3,756,875 514,827,040 S0 $11,189,862 $57,399,917 $3,188,875 $20,872,380 $61,840,170 $26,426,689 $65,019,165 112,31 4
2030; 516,732,701 511,807,702 53,881,205 515,317,728 S0 511,637,457 559,376,793 51,786,290 521,563,133 561,840,170 527,483,757 565,029,045 5114,075,935
2031 517,286,455 512,198,468 54,009,650 515,824,654 S0 $12,102,955 561,422,182 51,610,460 522,276,746 561,840,170 $28,583,107 563,626,460 5114,486,313
2032, $17,858,535 $12,602,165 $4,142 346 $16,348,357 s0 $12,587,073  $63,538,477 $1,610,460 $23,013,975 $61,840,170 $20,726,432  $63,450630  $116,191,087
2033 518,449,547 $13,019,223 54,279,433 $16,889,392 50 $13,090,556 $65,728,151 $1,610,460 $23,775,602 $61,840,170 $30,915,489 $63,450,630 $118,141 721
2034 $19,060,118 $13,450,082 54,421,057 $17,448,331 $0 $13,614,179 $67,993,768 $1,610,460 524,562,435 $61,840,170 $32,152,108 $63,450,630 $120,165,173
2035 $19,6 5 $13,895,201 54,567,368 $18,025,768 $0 $14,158,746 $70,337,980 $110,450 $25,375,307 $61,840,170 $33,438,193 $63,450,630 $122,264,130
2036 520,342,549 514,355,050, 54718521 18,6 15 S0 514,725,096 572,763,532 5110,460 526,215,080 561,840,170 534,775,720, 561,950,630 5122941 431
2037 521,015,768 514,830,118 54,874,677 519,238,604 S0 515,314,099 575,273,266 $110,460 527,082,645 561,840,170 $36,166,749 561,950,630 5125,200,024
2038 521,711,266 515,320,908 $5,036,000 519,875,289 S0 515,926,663 577,870,126 $110,460 527,978,922 561,840,170 537,613,419 561,950,630 5127,542,971
2039 $22,429,781 515,827,940 $5,202,662 $20,533,044 s0 $16,563,730  $80,557,157 $110,460 $28,904,859 $61,840,170 $39,117,956  $61,950630 | $129,973,445
2040 $23,172,075 $16,351,751 $5,374,839 1,212 567 $0 $17,226,279 $110,460 $29,861 440 $61,840,170 $40,682,674: $61,950,630 $132,494 744
2041 $23,938.934 $16,892,898 $5,552,715 $21,914,578 S0 $17,915,330 $110,460 $30,849,678 $61,840,170 $42,309,981 $61,950,630 $135,110,289
2042 524,731,172 $17,451 954 $5,736,477 $22,639,822 S0 518,631,943 $110,460 $31,870,621 561,840,170 $44,002 380 $61,950,630 5137,823631
2043 525,549,628 518,029,511 55,926,321 523,389,067 S0 519,377,221 . . $110,460 $32,925,351 561,840,170 545,762,476 561,950,630 5140,638,456
2044 526,395,171 518,626,181 56,122,447 524,163,107 S0 $20,152,310; 595,459,217 $110,460 534,014,986 561,840,170 547,592,975 561,950,630 5143,558,591
2045 $27,268,696 $19,242 598 $6,325,064 $24,962,764 $0 $20,958,402 598,757,524 $110,460 $35,140,682 $61,840,170 $49,496,694  $61,950630  $146,588,006
2046 $28,171,129 $19,879,415 $6,534,386 $25,788,884- s0 $21,796,739: $102,170,554 $110,460 $36,303,632 $61,840,170 $51,476,561 $61,950,630 $149,730,823
2047 $29,103,428 $20,537,307 56,750,636 $26,642,345 S0 $22,668608 $105,702324 $110,460 $37,505,069 $61,840,170 $53,535,624 561,950,630 $152,991
2048 $30,086,580 $21,216971 $6,974,042 $27,524,050 S0 $23,575,352. $109,356 995 $110,460 $38,746,266 $61,840,170 $55,677,049 $61,950,630 $156,373,944
2048 531,061,607 521,919,128 57,204,842 528,434934 S0 524,518,367 1131 7 $110,460 540,028,539 561,840,170 $57,904,131 561,950,630
2050 532,089,563 522,644,522 57,443,280 529,375,963 S0 $25,499,101; 5117,052,429 $110,460 541,353,248 561,840,170 $60,220,296 561,950,630 5163,524,174
2051 533,151,539 523,393,922 57,689,609 530,348,134 S0 $26,519,065: $121,102,270 $110,460 542,721,797 561,840,170 $62,629,108 561,950,630 5167,301,535
2052, $34,248,660 $24,168,124 $7,944,000 $31,352,479 s0 $27,579,828  $125,293,180 s0 $44,135,638 $61,840,170 $65,134272  $61,950630  $171,220,539
2053 $35,382,089 $24,967,946 $8,206,992 $32,390,062 S0 $28,683021 $129,630,110 S0 545,596,268 $61,840,170 567,739,643 $61,840,170 $175,176,080

Gail Blattenberger Comment 12:

Water Rate and Impact Fee Increases Required to Repay Debt
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The fundamental question is whether the WCWCD can make these debt payments via an increase
in revenue®, and if so how they will raise this revenue.

Increasing Property Taxes. According to Utah law, water conservancy districts in the Lower
Colorado River Basin may not tax higher than 0.001 per dollar of taxable value of taxable
property in the district.* WCWCD currently collects property taxes at the rate of 0.00097.
However, even if WCWCD increased their levy to the maximum collection rate, this only
increases revenues $301,642 and revenues would still fall short of their expenses by tens of
millions of dollars each year, accumulating to a deficit of billions dollars at the end of the 50-
year repayment period. Therefore increasing water rates and/or impact fees must also be
implemented by WCWCD.

[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

3 1n the low-cost scenario, we assumed repayments start immediately, which keeps costs as low as
possible. In the high-cost scenario, we assumed repayments begin after a delay of 10 years, which is
more realistic and raises costs.

14 Utah Code, Section 17B-2a-1006. http://le.utah.gov/code/TITLE17B/htm/17B02a100600.htm

UDWRe Response:

The question is inaccurate as “these debt payments” are calculated incorrectly and
inconsistently with Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act and revenues are also
calculated incorrectly. The combination of these factors renders this analysis effectively
inaccurate.

The property tax rate applied in the commenter’s submission is inaccurate. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District currently levies a rate of .000775 not
.00097. This further underscores the errors in the analysis provided by the commenter, an
error which is compounded by a material understatement of property value upon which
the incremental rate would be applied (Refer to Gail Blattenberger Comment 11).

Gail Blattenberger Comment 13:
Water Rate and Impact Fee Increases Required to Repay Debt

Increasing Water Rates. Columns Q and R examine whether increasing water rates alone,
without any impact fee increases, could repay Washington County Water District’s total future
debt. Although one might think the WCWCD could simply increase water rates to raise revenues,
raising water rates will result in a decrease in total water demand. Because the debt is relatively
large, in order for water sales to cover the debt obligations of the project, water sales revenues
would need to increase by 320-358 percent, depending upon the total cost of the LPP
(spreadsheet cell B10). This would still require the WCWCD to shoulder significant deficits over
time, but would result in a balance of essentially zero in 2063 (Columns Q and R; cell R73).

Due to the fact that the price elasticity of demand for water is estimated to be -0.5, repayment
through water sales alone would require rate increases of 1665—-1995 percent (cell B12). This
enormous increase in water rates would lead Washington County water users to need less water
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in 2060 than they used in 2010 (cells 012 and AA12 of the ““Water Demand”” worksheet),
meaning that there would be no need for the water supplied by the LPP. In other words, if the
LPP is financed only by increasing water rates, water would become so expensive that future
water demand would drop below the current water demand of WCWCD,* even if one ignores
other water sources identified above.

Increases in water rates may slow the rate of population growth in Washington County, which
would make the LPP both harder to pay back and less necessary. To avoid this and maintain the
desirability of homes and building lots in Washington County in the face of increases in water
rates, the price of that real estate would have to fall. The lower property values would decrease
the property taxes collected by the District, forcing water rates to go up more than anticipated
and forcing real estate values to go down more than anticipated.

[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

> This is because cell B11 is larger than cell B8 in both scenarios.

UDWRe Response:

This analysis is essentially the culmination of erroneous assumptions and erroneous
calculations giving rise to erroneous conclusions. UDWRe has attempted to walk through
the logic as provided in the commenter’s submission in an attempt to demonstrate why
the analysis and its conclusion are inaccurate.

First, the assertion that “water sales would need to increase by 320-358 percent” is
ultimately tied to a water rate increase approaching 2000 percent. The reason for these
large increases is the analysts’ assumption that the only water deliveries (and water
revenue) considered in the region is are modeled as a function of the $7.2 million in water
sales revenue reported by the Washington County Water Conservancy District (Cell C:24
of the First and Second Scenario Worksheets). This is simply incorrect. Washington
County only accounts for 44 percent of current water deliveries; the district represents an
even smaller share of aggregate revenues collected. Consider that a typical residential
household in Washington County consumes about 15,000 gallons of water per month (155
GPCD x 2.99 persons per household x 31 days = 14,370 gallons). At the current rate
structure in St. George, for example, this typical household would have a water bill of
about $34.87 per month. On average, 44 percent of that water would be sourced to the
Washington County Water Conservancy District; the balance would be sourced to the
city’s municipal water service utility. Thus, by operating under the assumption that all of
the water provided in the region was a function of only the fraction currently delivered by
the Washington County Water Conservancy District resulting in only $7.2 million in
water revenue reflects errors in both the quantity demanded and the price paid.

To make the magnitude of this error clear, consider that the average price for 1,000
gallons of water in St. George is about $2.31. A 320 percent increase would take this rate
from its current level to $9.27 ($2.31x 320% = $7.07 + $2.31 existing rate = $9.27 per 1,000
gallons). Current potable water consumption in Washington County is roughly 16 billion
gallons per year (159,600 full-time equivalent residents x 270 gallons per capita day = 15.7
billion gallons). Assuming no decrease in demand, a $7.07 increase would have generated
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roughly $111 million in 2015. Assuming for a moment that the commenter’s analysis
properly applied its own logic, the resulting increase would have generated more than the
required $61 million annual debt service under the $1.33 billion cost at 4-percent interest
scenario.

Of course, the logic was not correctly applied as the higher water rate would never have
been applied to the population in 2015 (well before the Lake Powell Pipeline was ever
constructed). Rather, the water rate increase would have been applied over a 50-year
repayment period. Assuming population growth and conservation projections are met,
Washington County would be expected to consume 1.245 trillion gallons of water between
2025 and 2060. The result when applying the 320-percent increases in rates is $6.6 billion,
over twice the amount needed to offset the principal and interest cost in the first scenario
($1.33 billion, at 4 percent over 50 years) and about $1.3 billion more than the principal
and interest cost in the second scenario ($1.75 billion, at 4 percent over 40 years with 10-
year payment-free period).

The analysis further concludes that rates will actually need to increase between 1,665
percent and 1,995 percent because consumers will reduce consumption in the face of such
stark price increases. The flaw here is that a miscalculation in water consumption and
current water prices results in astronomical price increases that reduce demand for water
and therefore cause even higher price increases. This ultimately leads to apocalyptic
economic conditions whereby prices fall, people move out of the region and the economy
effectively collapses.

The analysis applies the wrong water rates to the wrong consumption levels; bases
elasticity calculations on a fraction of the water rate actually borne by consumers;
underestimates existing revenues by applying erroneous tax rates (property taxes) and
improperly adjusted revenue bases (water rates and property taxes); improperly sums
total expenses; and then, applies the entire formula to present day consumption for a
water project that is not expected to deliver a single drop of water for 10 years.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 14:
Water Rate and Impact Fee Increases Required to Repay Debt

Increasing Impact Fees. Columns S and T examine whether increasing impact fees alone,
without any additional revenue increases, could repay Washington County Water District’s total
future debt. Impact fees are the fees new development pays to hook up to the water system, and
there has been some discussion about making debt payments through an increase in impact fees.
Currently WCWCD has an average impact fee of $6,102*° and if the District chose to repay debt
just using impact fees, revenues from impact fees would need to increase by 247-276 percent
(cell B15), requiring an average impact fee of between $21,158-$22,927 (cell B17).

The large impact fees required in Washington County would be among the highest in the nation,*’
likely deterring new growth in the county or significantly lowering property values (or both).
Both effects would add even more problems for WCWCD’s repayment obligations: the first would
lower the amount of impact fees collected, and the second would lower property values and lower
the total property taxes collected by the district. Our analysis did not compensate for these
factors.
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[Below is an active link to the above referenced spreadsheet located at the FERC website for the
LPP Project (Docket P-12966) (UBWR)]

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/opennat.asp?filelD=14159209

62013 WCWCD Audited Financial Statement
172012 National Impact Fee Survey, Duncan Associates:
http://www.impactfees.com/publications%20pdf/2012 survey.pdf

UDWRe Response:

It is unclear how the calculation is derived here. There are 0.89 ERUs (equivalent
residential units) per acre foot of water. The Lake Powell Pipeline is estimated to yield
82,249 acre feet for Washington County, or roughly 92,215 ERUs. At a project cost of
$1.33 billion (first scenario), this translates into $14,375 per ERU. At $1.75 billion (second
scenario), it translates into $18,946 per ERU. Assuming the analyst intended to include
interest costs, the fully loaded cost would be $33,458 per ERU under the first scenario
($1.33 billion, at 4 percent over 50 years = $61.84 million annually X 50 years = $3.092
billion / 92,215 ERUs = $33,458 per ERU) and $56,677 under the second scenario ($1.75
billion, at 4 percent over 40 years with a 10 year no-payment period = $131 million per
year x 40 years = $5.237 billion / 92,215 ERUs = $56,677 per ERU).

It is unclear how an impact fee increases of between $21,158 and $22,927 would be
supported.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 15:

Water Rate and Impact Fee Increases Required to Repay Debt

Combination of Increased Water Rates and Impact Fees. The significant debt to participate in the
LPP will require WCWCD to raise revenues by tens of millions of dollars every year. The
District’s only real flexibility in raising revenues for its debt payments comes from deciding the
proportion of increased revenues, which will come from increased water rates versus from
increased impact fees.

Participating in the $1.4 billion low-cost alternative of the Lake Powell Pipeline from 2008
planning documents could require the WCWCD to raise its revenues by:

. raising impact fees 123 percent (spreadsheet cell B21), to an average of $13,630 per
connection (spreadsheet cell B22); together with

. raising water rates by 576 percent (spreadsheet cell B20); together with

. selling 1200 acres of land owned by the District; and with

. continuing to collect property taxes near the maximum levy rate allowed by state law.

Participating in the $1.8 billion high-cost alternative of the Lake Powell Pipeline from 2011
planning could require the WCWCD to raise its revenues by:

. raising impact fees 138 percent (cell B21), to an average of $14,514 per connection (cell

B22); together with

. raising water rates by 678 percent (cell B20); together with

. selling 1200 acres of land owned by the District; and with

. continuing to collect property taxes near the maximum levy rate allowed by state law
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In addition, the 576—678 percent increase in water rates means that Washington County water
users would demand more than their current water demand®® but only 84-90 percent of their
current water supply in 2060 (worksheet "Water Demand" cells U11 and AG11), so there would

be no need for LPP water.
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Water Rate and Impact Fee Increases from LPP

Debt Repaid with

Impact Fees
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Water Rates
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Current $1.4 billion 1.8 billion
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Figure 4: The WCWCD would be required to increase revenues substantially to cover annual LPP
debt payments. Since WCWCD cannot raise taxes further, this increase in revenues would have to

come from water rates and/or impact fees.

The right side of this graphic shows the increases required by WCWCD if they chose to only
increase revenues from one source to repay the debt (cells B12 & B17). The left side of this
graphic shows the increases required if WCWCD shifted the increases proportionally on the
revenue sources (cells B20 & B22) The upper and lower parts of the graphic show the water price
increases and impact fee increases required respectively.
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Figure 5. Since WCWCD’s property tax collections are already near their maximum authorized
levy amount, the future growth in property tax revenues will come from population growth
(column B). Yet even with this increase in revenues the District must increase water rates and
impact fees considerably to repay the annual debt from the Lake Powell Pipeline.

Water Demand Projections for Washington County
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Sources: Lake Powell Pipeline Water Needs Assessment, Division of Water Resources, 2011
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2012 Baseline Population Projections
Kanab Creek/Virgin River Basin Plan Division of Water Resources, 1993,

Figure 6. A). 2012 water demand projection for Washington County, which does not include the
effect increased water rates would have on reducing water use. This projection assumes no
additional water conservation after 2025, keeping water use at 241 GPCD until 2060. This is
also the projection if the LPP is only paid for with impact fees.

B). Under the $1.4 billion LPP cost projection, WCWCD’s water demand would decrease by 62%
due to increased water rates to repay LPP debt (cell J21). This calculation assumes half the LPP
debt would be paid through increased water rates and the other half through increased impact
fees.
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C). Under the $1.8 billion LPP cost projection, WCWCD’s water demand would decrease by
64% due to increased water rates to repay LPP debt (cell J21). This calculation assumes half the
LPP debt would be paid through increased water rates and the other half through increased
impact fees.

8 This is because cell B19 is smaller than cell B8 in both scenarios.

UDWRe Response:

Two items bear comment. First, the analysis now references the low scenario alternative
as having a cost of $1.4 billion. This is significantly higher than the $1.33 billion cost
reported in other sections of the document. Second, the conclusion of this element (i.e.,
“so there would be no need for the LPP”) underscores just how inaccurate the ultimate
findings of this analysis are.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 16:
Washington County Water District does not have a current repayment plan.

The most recent repayment plan for the LPP project was in the Regional Water Capital Facilities
Plan and Impact Fee Analysis from 2006, The 2006 CFP has many problems as it relies on data
that is nearly a decade old, including growth projections made before the 2008 economic
downturn. The 2006 CFP completely relied on impact fees for repayment of the project,
increasing the fees by 5 percent per year to increase revenues. This impact fee increase is not
sufficient to repay the WCWCD debt, as shown in Seetion4 Gail Blattenberger Comment 14
(UBWR) above.

The plan also relied on an outdated cost estimate for the LPP project of $562 million. Newer
documentation shows the project will cost between $1.4 billion and $1.8 billion.

Despite these many problems, the WCWCD continues to rely on this plan to set their impact fee
schedule. Due to the decrease in expected new growth in the area and the higher LPP
construction costs, the fund is far behind where it should be to repay the project. The 2006 CFP
projected the Impact Fee Fund balance to be $113,770,522 but in reality the 2013 WCWCDAFS
showed the district had only $44,839,323, 61 percent lower than planned in the 2006 CFP.

YWCWCD Capital Facilities Plan, 2006.

UDWRe Response:

The Washington County Water Conservancy District periodically updates its Impact Fee
Facilities Plan, and relies upon the income available from various funding sources until
the public process required for updating any given plan is complete. Until the state of
Utah has determined whether and what kind of LPP Project to build within the confines
of yet-to-be-determined federal requirements, the final design and a reliable cost of the
project cannot be determined. Washington County Water Conservancy District will
update its plans as necessary relying upon updated cost figures available over time.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR
to submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds
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committed to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act, the project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of
any phase of the project is contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70%
of the water developed by that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary
permits. Until those events occur, and terms for the sale of project power are established,
the final project costs necessary for the Legislature to consider will not be available.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 17:
‘Pay-As-You-Go’ Repayment Concept Creates Large Subsidy Funded by State Taxpayers

In public discussions related to the repayment problems of the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline,
water officials from the Division of Water Resources and the WCWCD coined a repayment
concept called “Pay-As-You-Go.” In a 2008 correspondence between WCWCD and the Division
of Water Resources, the District’s General Manager outlined this pay-as-you-go concept, asking
for confirmation from the Division about the proposal. The concept would allow the WCWCD to
defer paying for the entire project by instead buying smaller portions of the Lake Powell
Pipeline’s water, which they refer to as *““blocks.”” According to these officials, the District would
only pay the costs and interest associated with one small block of water at a time. This would
leave the rest of the unused water and its costs to collect interest without any repayment for
decades. This letter from WCWCD’s general manager explicitly stated that he believed,

“No interest would be charged until such time as the actual contract to take the water
occurs.”®

This was echoed and confirmed in correspondence from the Division of Water Resources.? The
letters stated that WCWCD would not be required to pay interest on the entire project and would
only have to pay interest on small blocks of the project which could be purchased at any point
during the first 50 years after the project’s completion. This would defer paying interest on the
entire project, leaving the State of Utah holding billions of dollars of debt for an indeterminate
amount of time.

Yet according to the LPP Development Act,

“The board [of Water Resources] shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate
for the unpaid balance of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.””?

We interpret this to mean that if ““Pay-As-You-Go” is allowed—and we do not know whether it is
allowed under the LPP Development Act—then any due-but-unpaid interest must be added to the
principal owed by WCWCD, so that the due-but-unpaid interest must be paid back later with
interest (a process called “negative amortization™). Our spreadsheet is constructed using this
assumption. By making the District’s repayment schedule to the State uncertain and conditional
on how the District’s wishes to take water evolve during the next few decades, this “negative
amortization™ interpretation of “Pay-As-You-Go” increases the uncertainty of the State’s
financial condition during those decades, to the detriment of the State and, potentially, to the
detriment of the State’s bond rating.

In addition, if the District discovered the LPP water was not needed after all, as seems likely, the
District might never buy LPP water, leaving the State to pay all the costs of the project. In the
free market, a lender would not loan money without a documented income stream, and that would
be a prudent policy for the State of Utah to follow when it lends.
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The alternative to the ““negative amortization” interpretation of ““Pay-As-You-Go™ is to forgive
the interest for the Lake Powell Pipeline. This scenario would be much worse for the State and its
bond rating since it would constitute an interest-free loan of billions of dollars for several
decades from Utah taxpayers to the District. Such a lending scenario is completely alien to free-
market lenders (except in bankruptcy proceedings, when attempting to recover funds that in
hindsight were imprudently lent). The only grounds upon which interest forgiveness could be
justified would be as a permanent subsidy from the State to the District, which would certainly
violate the intent of the LPP Development Act. Accordingly, the “permanent interest forgiveness”
interpretation of ““Pay-As-You-Go™ is irrelevant to LPP financing.

20 August 14, 2008 Letter from the General Manager of WCWCD to the Director of the Division of Water
Resources.

21 October 14, 2008 Letter from the Director of the Division of Water Resources to the General Manager
of WCWCD.

22Utah Code, Section 73-28-403.

UDWRe Response:

This approach appears to recast the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act into terms
LPP Project opponents would find more acceptable. In doing so, the analysis ignores the
history of water infrastructure development in the state of Utah and the legislative history
of the Act itself. Moreover, the suggestion that the Washington County Water
Conservancy District “coined” the concept of pay-as-you-go funding is inaccurate as this
terminology has been common for decades. The analysis seems to suggest that Utah
taxpayers will be providing some sort of unequitable subsidy to Washington County.
UDWREe disagrees with this assertion; and, a closer look at the allocation of sales,
property and income taxes generated by incremental population growth and economic
development will likely offset any portion of the Lake Powell Pipeline carrying cost borne
by Utahans outside of Washington County.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR
to submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds
committed to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act, the project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of
any phase of the project is contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70%
of the water developed by that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary
permits. Until those events occur, and terms for the sale of project power are established,
the final project costs necessary for the Legislature to consider will not be available.

Gail Blattenberger Comment 18:
Consideration of the Public Bond Market

The USA has a deep and sophisticated municipal bond market whose participants are, for the
most part, better equipped than anyone else to decide whether repayment plans for a public
project are sound. The best solution would be for the WCWCD to go to those markets, instead of
to the State of Utah, for LPP financing. If the markets decide the WCWCD’s LPP financing
scheme is sound, the markets will happily supply the needed funds. Otherwise, the market will
have judged the WCWCD’s LPP financing scheme unsound, and that judgment should stand.
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UDWRe Response:

The credit markets will be engaged irrespective of whether Washington County or the
state issues water infrastructure bonds. Again, the state has a long history of facilitating
major infrastructure development needed to facilitate growth.

John Weisheit Comment 1:

The Colorado River basin’s demand for water currently outstrips the supply by 7%. The deficit of
the natural supply for the last 16-years has averaged 20%. Lakes Mead and Powell are currently
43% of capacity. Hydropower ceases when the capacity of these two reservoirs reaches 20%.
There is a 30% chance that shortages could be declared by the Secretary of Interior by 2020.

http://tucson.com/news/local/feds-fix-colorado-river-problems-
orwewill/article 7134987f98d85042a4c2-dfbfoc2edb44.html

The Colorado River Basin Supply and Demand Study, which is an adaptive management strategy
to prevent future reservoir decline has yet to implement any serious plans to reduce demand in
sufficient amounts to actually ensure normal reservoir operations in the coming decades.

Contrarily, there are serious plans underway to consume more water from the Colorado River
and its tributaries. The Lake Powell Pipeline represents just one of many such plans. The net
result is: demand continues to outpace supply.

If FERC approves this consumptive project in these drying times, in which political will has
become as scarce as water, then the Colorado River basin will get hardship and stagnation.
When that happens, the People will be asking for much different things. Why not do those new
and different things now, when the opportunity is still possible?

Please deny this application so that the new ideas can flourish.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

James Schleter Comment 1:

I write to support the approval of the Lake Powell Pipeline. While there is a vocal group
opposing this critical project, | believe a large number of people who oppose the pipeline fail to
understand the realities of the situation we face in southern Utah.

Growth in southern Utah will continue for as long as Californians retire and the cost of living in
Utah is significantly lower than it is in California and Nevada. This is a fact of life and those who
oppose further growth in the region need to accept it as such. St. George, in particular, will never
be the sleepy little town it once was. With growth comes the need for adequate supplies of water.

UDWRe Response:
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Your comment has been noted.

James Schleter Comment 2:

Currently the supply of water in Washington County is sufficient to support our current
population and provide for some limited growth. Will we be able to say the same in fifteen to
twenty years? | do not believe we will. The pipeline, which will likely take this long to license and
construct, addresses the requirements for additional water to support the growth that will
inevitably occur.

| agree that we can, and must, do a better job of conserving our precious water. Currently,
Washington County uses more water per capita and we pay one of the lowest costs of water than
any other area in the west. This is not acceptable and we should look at reducing all levels of
water use. One way to reduce usage would be to increase the cost of water, particularly for those
who persist in trying to grow grass lawns in the desert. Conservation, however, will reduce the
water required for current needs. Long term growth will demand additional water supplies.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

James Schleter Comment 3:

The cost of the pipeline will be significant; however, the pipeline is still cost effective when
compared with other methods of obtaining sufficient water supplies. If the pipeline is not built
and, in fifteen to twenty years, additional water is needed, how will it be provided? The most
likely source would be either deep aquifer drilling, which would be an expensive and short-term
solution, or reverse osmosis, which would cost a good deal more than building the pipeline since
there is no readily available source of water to use as a source and source water would have to
be piped in from somewhere. Neither of these is a feasible alternative.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

James Schleter Comment 4:

Opponents of this project maintain that the 1922 Colorado River Compact over allocates water
because the flow of the river was higher at that time than at any point in recent history. | accept
that as fact. The Compact assumes that the flow of the river is 15-million acre feet per year.
Recent estimates put the historical average flow at between 13.2-million and 14.5-million acre
feet per year. If we accept the 13.2-million acre foot flow rate and the Compact's allocation of
23% of the Upper Colorado Basin allocation, Utah would be entitled to 1.564-million additional
acre feet. Under terms of the 2001 Interim Agreement, additional water is to be provided to
California through 2016 to allow for time to implement increased conservation in that state. This
reduces Utah's allocation to 1.369-million acre feet. Currently, Utah is not using its entire
allotment, even at this reduced level. The Lake Powell Pipeline would not cause Utah to exceed
its existing allotment. There have been discussions concerning re-visiting the compact and
reallocating water to the various states that depend on the river. Should the remaining portion of
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the allocation not be utilized prior to the reallocation, Utah would likely lose rights to the unused
portion of the allocation forever, harming the population of the state.

| believe that the construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline is the best interests of the State of Utah
and of the nation and the pipeline should be built sooner rather than later.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Jaron Lindow Comment 1:

The 1.8 billion estimated cost of the Lake Powell Pipeline is $38,440 for each household in
Washington County as of 2013. For comparison, that's 60% of the entire per-household
municipal debt crushing residents of Chicago.

The Colorado River, which the pipeline will tap, is ALREADY overallocated and has been since
1998, the last time Lake Mead was full.

Conservation has not been tried in St George because the water is practically being given away.
Property taxes in St George subsidize water bills, the first 5000 gallons are essentially free, and
after that the price per gallon is about HALF what users in nearby Las Vegas pay.

Many residents of St George, myself included, do not want to be burdened with the massive cost
of the pipeline just to subsidize massive development which will lead to crowding, crime, higher
taxes, and fewer open spaces. We feel like our city, county, and state governments do not
represent us on this matter, as they are beholding to developers and business interests.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Douglas Dewitz Comment 1:

The Salt Lake Tribune has published an article on the recent application of permitting as it
concerns the Lake Powell pipeline serving Kane and Washington counties.

It is mentioned in the article or attached notes; that the project shall be paid for by the taxpayers
of Kane and Washington counties. Kane County currently charges property taxes that, to those
on fixed incomes, does not take into consideration the needs of long term older residents, who
now do not have the luxury of increasing their incomes upwards to urban governmental wage
rates which elected officials state we must be comparable with.

No discussion has been presented to the citizens of Kane County as to what taxation will be
required to pay for this project. At this time Kane county has a population base that may not
support the taxation required to support this effort.

A second issue that | would ask in your consideration is a general feeling that when the Colorado
River compact was initiated, the river experienced a greater flow than what may be present today
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and with the projection of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; may be less in
the future.

I request that all such considerations as it regards this project, fully examine the future water
draw possibilities in lieu of a drying weather pattern on the Colorado River drainage system.

Third: as an issue of supply and demand, | request that beyond economic interest a scientific
basis be fully considered as to carrying capacity that may be expected in the future and how
much population expansion may be considered in maintaining a sustainable growth scenario for
the two counties involved in payment of this project.

Four: | request that you; as any financial institution would, in considering any business
development venture, require a business plan which will outline where this resource of the
people's water will be allocated, who the individual beneficiaries will be, and all financial
obligations of all parties outlined.

Thank you for your consideration in this very complex and expensive issue.

UDWRe Response:

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin. That
will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed to
complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by that
phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur, and
terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for the
Legislature to consider will not be available.

Elliot Mott Comment 1:

It is my sense that the proposed pipeline is a waste of tax payer's money; that Utah's problem is
not a water problem but a water management problem -- and that the proposed pipeline should
not be authorized.

I believe no extension of the preliminary permit is warranted as officials have not made the case
that the pipeline is needed. Importantly, | believe water officials have not exhausted alternative
solutions such as going to a water market and away from a prior appropriations model to
influence water usage. Also, relative to other arid states Utah's water use is exceedingly high --
demonstrating an absence of sound water management practices; infinite growth in a finite
system does not work. In sum, Utah must manage its water resources better and building a
pipeline as proposed is a waste of tax payer's money.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

John Richard Winn Comment 1:
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This Project is a huge waste of time and taxpayer money. It will require citizens in other counties
to pay for it and receive no benefit. It will encourage unbridled growth in one of the most scenic
and unique environments on the planet.

The project is not needed for current population and and will only increase pollution, species
destruction and continued degradation by creating a metropolis that has no logical reason for
existing and serves only the greed of the local developers.

The transportation systems are maxed out at this time. Growth will require massive earth
movement, ruining scenic visits and quality of life for the current residents.

Natural population growth can be serviced through water conservation and recycling.
Future immigration/growth into this area needs to be redirected. It would make much more sense
to encourage it in the Green River, Emery County area. I-70 and UP Railroad can be easily

improved in this area; the river's allocation also easily and inexpensively developed in this area.

Overall, growth in the Colorado River Compact area needs to be deadended. Goal should be to
improve the quality of life in the area, not never-ending immigration.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Kevin Hooper Comment 1:

I am writing today to voice our opposition to the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline. As tax payers
with a home and retail buildings in St. George and a cabin in Kane County we stand to be
impacted by future tax increases to pay for this unwarranted project.

The first idea | would like to propose is conservation. Residents in Utah have the highest per
capita water use compared to the general population of the U.S. Most water districts support
using draught sensitive landscape practices. Utah should adopt the water saving methods that
have been developed in Las Vegas under the leadership of Pat Mulroy, former head of the Las
Vegas Water District and Southern Nevada Water Authority. Examples of water conservation
abound worldwide. Israel has long dealt with increasing population and scarce water.
Agriculture practices in Israel ban flood irrigation, provide tax incentives for drip irrigation and
reuse treated wastewater. We should adopt the concept of sustainability in our development
practices. In simple terms sustainability is like a good family budget, we live within our means.
We can also develop growth limits and or requiring future residential development provide water
shares or water sources as part of their approval. Water needs worldwide will continue to be a
major issue to sustain our rising population.

Lake Powell Pipeline cost and financing has yet to be determined. Unless accurate costs can be
established no further progress should take place. As with most major capital improvement
projects, the initial cost estimate is much lower than the final cost. | do not believe that the tax
payers of Washington and Kane Counties can absorb the long term liability of this pipeline.

What if the Lake Powell Pipeline is constructed and there is no water available in Lake Powell?
Due to our changing weather patterns we cannot predict that the water flows in the Colorado
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River can be relied upon. Snow fall in our mountains is unreliable and if we continue with
winters like last year, there will not be sufficient water in the Colorado.

Ground water is also being withdrawn at levels which cannot be sustained. A state wide water
use and availability study should be completed. Any costly water projects should begin only after
a state wide water plan is adopted.

We need to use our precious tax dollars wisely. The West Desert Pumps placed in the Great Salt
Lake under former Gov. Bangerter have not been used since constructed. Please do the right
thing and not waste our tax dollars.

UDWRe Response:

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:
73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply to meet the LPP
allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account. Therefore, the impact of
the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in those projections.

Ron Smith Comment 1:

My reaction to the proposed pipeline from Lake Powell to St. George, in a nutshell, is do NOT
build it. It's a bad idea from the get-go.

Colorado River water below Lake Powell is a lifeline depended on by many. Drawing water away
from an already overtaxed supply so that the St. George area can continue to grow is poor
planning. How do we know the supply of water feeding Lake Powell and the river will be
constant? The geologic record in the Southwest suggests it won't be and that by EXPANDING
water usage from Lake Powell and on downriver, we'll just be building a disaster somewhere
further on in time. We should, instead be limiting growth in places like St. George and Las Vegas
and hope that by doing that, we'll avert what could be criminal overreach. If St. George and Las
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Vegas had water from local sources unused by any other places, there would be no problem in
continued growth.

For the sake of those parts of the Southwest dependent on Colorado River water, do NOT build a
pipeline from lower Lake Powell to the St. George area.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Judith Brailsford Comment 1:

I strongly support construction of a pipeline from Lake Powell to Kane and Washington counties
enabling us to obtain a portion of Utah's share of Colorado River water to help provide for our
present and future water needs. | believe it is only with this project and renewed efforts in
conservation that we will be able to provide a future water supply and a healthy environment for
my children and grandchildren who now live with me. Thank you for your consideration.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Austin Anderson Comment 1:

There has been much debate as to the need of the Lake Powell pipeline, Much of this debate is
based on fiction not on facts, The facts are Southern Utah is growing, We can not conserve are
way to the projected growth, although conservation must be part of the solution. The Lake Powell
pipeline is vital to the people of southern Utah. The cost of this pipeline will seem minuscule to
our children. Our Forefather's have given us everything, let's give back something to our
posterity.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Gregg McArthur Comment 1:

The St George Chamber of Commerce recognizes that wisely planned growth is the backbone of a
strong business economy and that availability of water is essential to a growing community’s
infrastructure. We support the Lake Powell Pipeline Project, which will bring water supplies to
serve the future needs of both residents and businesses in Washington County.

We commend the Washington Water Conservancy District for the extensive work they have done
since 1962 in locating and developing water sources in our area. We also strongly encourage the
continued development of water conservation programs with a focus on the public’s awareness.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.
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Kade Ence Comment 1:

I strongly support construction of a pipeline from Lake Powell to southern Utah enabling us to
obtain a portion of Utah’s share of Colorado River water and to help provide for our present and
future water needs. | believe it is only with this project and renewed efforts in conservation that
we will be able to provide a future water supply and a healthy environment.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Karen Fuller Comment 1:

I love the plans for the pipeline. | think it is the only way we can continue to have this wonderful
place to live. Please let us have our water and not pass it odoug@harv-higam.comn to other.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Lori Chapman Comment 1:

I am writing in support of the Lake Powell Pipeline and the water rights associated with it.
Washington County continues to have steady, planned growth, which is the cornerstone to a
successful future for the area. Supporting this pipeline will have a positive effect on the future of
our area. This water is extremely vital to our area and future growth will be seriously diminished
without this additional water supply. | suggest that it is the right and fair decision to keep

Washington County’s current water rights in place.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Natalie Larsen Comment 1:

I strongly support construction of a pipeline from Lake Powell to southern Utah enabling us to
obtain a portion of Utah’s share of Colorado River water and to help provide for our present and
future water needs. | believe it is only with this project and renewed efforts in conservation that
we will be able to provide a future water supply and a healthy environment for my children and

the citizens of Washington County.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

John Brailsford Comment 1:

I want to express my full support for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. | was born in St. George,
raised in Las Vegas, went to school and raised my own children in Utah County, and I now reside
in Cache Valley, Utah. | truly believe that the construction of the Lake Powell Pipeline Project
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will provide a variety of economic and other quality of life benefits, not only to Southern Utah but
to the entire state of Utah and the entire country. These advantages, in my opinion, far outweigh
the costs of building this project in the coming years. Thank you.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Scott Taylor Comment 1:

I absolutely support the construction of a pipeline from Lake Powell to Southern Utah. The future
of our local economy depends on an additional source of water to the area. While | agree that we
must do a better job of conserving the precious water resource, it is apparent to me that
conservation alone cannot provide an adequate water supply for the future of our community.

Southern Utah needs to develop Utah's portion of the Colorado River water in order to provide
an adequate water supply for our future.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

David Bernstein Comment 1:

The proposed pipeline seems to be a foolish proposal. There is little water in the CO River now.
It is already over-allocated! Lake Powell is extremely low as it is! We do not have the ability or
desire to fund such a project, especially in view of the uncertainty of the cost for building and
maintenance. If anything, we need incentive and subsidies to use less water!

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Avery Champion Comment 1:

I strongly and vehemently oppose building the Lake Powell Pipeline. The water this would
provide is NOT necessary for most counties in Southern Utah, and the cost is far too great to be
born by those who will use the water least or not at all.

To wit, | own property in Kanab, Utah, and plan to retire there in a few years. My budget is set to
strict parameters, and there's no way for me to afford to continue with my plan if I have to fork
over an additional $300 in taxes every year for decades on end, especially as | (and many others)
choose conservation to abuse of water.

If too many people want to over-develop parts of Southern Utah, then finding and paying for
water should be THEIR problem, and done at THEIR expense and their expense alone. Please do
NOT burden the already fairly low-income inhabitants of Kane County with this ludicrous,
unnecessary project.
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If you want to do something water-oriented for dry-dessert parts of the U.S. (like Los Angeles and
Phoenix and Las Vegas), how about buying desalinization technology from our allies in Israel,
and building a pipeline in from the ocean Eastward, instead of tapping Lake Powell?

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Christine Oravec Comment 1:

I am a resident of the city of Saint George in Washington County, Utah. | am very concerned that
as an elderly person on a fixed income | will pay higher and higher taxes to fund the Lake Powell
Pipeline project. | have followed the process for a decade now. I noticed that the estimates of
population growth published by the Washington County Water Conservancy District have always
overstated any federal records, including census records, for years at a time. | have also noticed
the marked lack of support for reasonable water conservation measures by local officials such as
proportional metering and over watering of our many public and private golf courses. During
this time the Conservancy District has never been able to estimate a total cost for the project,
much of it to be paid by current residents of the county. Finally, no pro-pipeline informational
materials mention the drastic lowering of Lake Powell and its increasingly uncertain future as a
water source for five states in the Southwest. Washington County is a desert, and we cannot
support massive water projects that may never carry a drop of water. Please do not permit a
pork-barrel project that will ultimately drain the resources of one small county in Utah.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Sheila Smith Comment 1:

As a taxpayer in Washington County, Utah, | and all residents here need to know all the costs of
the Lake Powell Pipieline in advance of construction because these will have a large impact on
water rates, property taxes and impact fees. Ultimately, the LPP will determine if low income
residents can afford to live in Washington County—or not! Despite the $27 million dollars spent
thus far, the Water Conservancy District manager cannot state what the LPP actual costs will be.
If the LPP was private enterprise, this manager and others responsible for such a huge projected
investment would be fired for inadequate job performance. As a life-long resident of Utah, |
observe wasted water everywhere for the past 50 years. Isn’t it time that local and federal
government work together to implement better methods of conserving existing water supplies and
their use? Yes, it is time!

As | learn more about the LPP study reports | see how erroneous some of this information is and
what little regard for climate change has been given. | have background in both archaeology and
geology and see the clear evidence throughout the Colorado Plateau that this area has been
drying up for the past 1300 years—when the ancient Puebloans had to relocate due to less and
less water for crops.

I advocate delay of this Pipeline while the governments involved spend funds on effective use of
existing water supplies and imposing much more effective water conservation requirements for
industry and residents. As this strategy is implemented and true water use and water availability
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facts come to light, a future decision about the Pipeline will be based upon sound science, and
not a political justification for unsustainable growth in Kane and Washington Counties.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Kimberly Beck Comment 1:

As a local resident who will be impacted by this Lake Powell Pipeline, | have some grave
concerns. The water needs projections used by the DWR and the Washington County Water
Conservancy District are seriously flawed (as determined by a state audit). Why is this not being
addressed?

When will we explore less expensive alternatives to the Pipeline? Things like better water
management, more conservation and more effective use of existing supplies MUST be considered.

And finally, when will the TRUE costs of the pipeline, including financing, operations and
maintenance be presented to us? These costs need to be stated including how much of an increase
we will see in water rates, property taxes, surcharges and new impact fees. This is not a high
income area and local residents deserve to know this information.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
project planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or
regional plans.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
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(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

LeaRae Atwood Comment 1:

Please support Citizens for Dixie's Future in their attempts to stop the giant boondoggle called
The Lake Powell Pipeline. The State of Utah needs to learn to conserve and not be trying to drain
the Colorado of the little water it can carry to much needed areas. This is merely an attempt to
try to spur unlimited growth and sprawl in a desert that cannot support it.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Paul Scheffel Comment 1:
I am opposed to giving any further consideration to the *““Lake Powell Pipeline”. There is no
water in Lake Powell, it would be extremely expensive, and we are not addressing local water
conservation on any level.
Think about the quagmire California is in; too many bond measures over the years costing more
money than can be paid back. I do not think Utah (and certainly not Washington County) is ready
for this kind of financial risk and the social problems it will bring.
Let’s do slower growth with conservation and have a happier Utah. No Lake Powell Pipeline!

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Jana Smith Comment 1:

The Lake Powell pipeline project is seriously flawed, unaffordable and unnecessary. It will serve
what is now only 6% of Utah's population yet is going to be a multi-billion dollar project
ultimately paid for by all Utah taxpayers. Three economic studies have shown that this pipeline
cannot be paid for by either Washington or Kane Counties; thus, the burden of cost will fall on
the entire state of Utah. Studies still have not disclosed the full costs of construction, operations,
maintenance and interest on borrowed money. In addition, there are no definitive cost projections
on future water rates, property taxes, impact fees, etc. How can a sound decision be made when
the cost/benefit ratio is unknown?

Amazingly, crucial issues that MUST be considered concerning the viability and need for the
pipeline are not being adequately addressed. These issues include water supply (Lake Powell is
less than half full and losing massive amounts of water through overuse, leakage, and
evaporation which is being exacerbated by climate change), accurate water needs, water
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conservation measures which currently are not being considered or implemented, and improved
water management. The Utah Division of Water Rights is using water needs projections that a
state audit has determined are flawed to support this project.

The Lake Powell pipeline has already cost Utah taxpayers over $27 million dollars and this is
nothing compared to the billions it will ultimately cost to build and maintain. It is time to stop
spending money on a massive unaffordable project being ustified by inaccurate or incomplete
data.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Benjamin Wells Comment 1:

| traveled the Colorado River in an aluminum canoe from Hole in the Rock to Page when there
were still 7 free river miles before the ponding. | have followed the ups and downs of the river
and reservoir since. Please stop the pipeline, fill Mead first, and think about decommissioning
Glen Canyon Dam.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Bob Hannigan Comment 1:

The first priority must be efforts to implement less expensive solutions. These would include
improved water management, much much greater emphasis on conservation and more effective
use of existing supplies.

The current studies fail miserably when it comes to analysis of climate change as reflected in
current and projected flow rates. Also, blatantly missing seems to be substantial analysis on the
ecosystem of the Grand Canyon itself. It is impossible to remove 28 billion gallons of water from
one system and not have significant impact.

As with far too many projects, total costs are not portrayed. Financing, operations and
maintenance need to be correctly listed.

There have been references to a “flawed audit™ of the Division of Water Resources.” Please
determine if the data is actually wrong and correct it. This one issue could improperly state the
need for the pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

David Sell Comment 1:

I urge you to discontinue this disastrous project that will only serve to further damage and
destroy the Colorado River. The River is already over-committed and Lake Powell and the
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downstream lakes are considerable below desirable levels. The agricultural water users in Utah
need to find another source of water and leave the Colorado River, what's left of it, alone!

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Eric Hintsa Comment 1:

Please do not proceed with the Lake Powell Pipeline. The negative impact on the Grand Canyon
ecosystem of draining 28 billion gallons of water out of the Colorado River each year makes the
negative aspects of this project too significant. Conservation and better water use are much
better plans.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Harry Newell Comment 1:

Any plan to remove more water from the Colorado that does not account for ecosystem effects
nor for effects, current and future, from climate change, is unscientific and not complete enough
for fair evaluation. Frankly, this sounds crazy. | strongly urge you to require further study that
fairly evaluate less expensive and destructive ways to meet water needs, present and future.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Jim Winkler Comment 1:

I am a St George resident been here for 20 years. This is a very clean and very nice place to live.
There is a lot of plants, flowers & bushes along the roadways/parkways etc.

There has been discussion about the water situation for quite a few years now. Since this topic of
water has been going on I have seen more plants, flowers & bushes being planted in public areas.
I’m thinking the powers that be are working on a water line from Lake Powell and all the water
using vegetation is still being planted. WHATS WRONG WITH PICTURE!! We are in the upper
desert. I would think we would be like Las Vegas, put statues and colored gravel etc. that does
not use water. When | drive over 1-15 exit 5 by the Convention center and new hotel and see all
the water lines being installed | can’t help but think, “what you are thinking™’! I love seeing the
plants etc. but is it really logical to plant plant plant when we are in this situation??

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Nick Bacria Comment 1:
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I strongly recommend that instead of taking more and more water out of our river, we can
exercise better water management and saving options. Colorado River has already became a
little brook. There is not much left in it for anything. Taking water out and wasting it is not an
option, anymore. Please be mindful of that.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Robert Amoroso Comment 1:

I just spent 20 minutes typing a comment and when | sent comment it deleted all of it. | have only
a paper copy. Please contact me. The basic premis of my comment is that the WCWCD has not
made public a commissioned and publically paid for Draft Report that proves false what they are
trying to put over on the citizens of Washington Co regarding the cost, cost effectiveness, and
necessity of the LPP. Since the infomation didn't support their goal of using the bogus LPP to
provide water to Wash. Co so the good old boys can sell their land on the backs of citizen's
paying for the pipeline. Since you are a government agency you can not, by law, support a project
that doesn't provide all publically paid for documents for gov. and public review, specifically the
113 page LPP Study #10 by Dr. Darryll Olsen Ph.D. which refutes WCWCD bogus info. On cost,
cost effectiveness, and necessity of the pipeline His number is [personal contact information
redacted - UDWRe]. | have the first 13 pages which is the engineering summary and is very well
written. | wonder, do you have the 113 page report or was it purposely not given to you as it
wasn't to the LPP web site? Since you are a government agency and ALL infomation pertaining
to a government project -good or bad must be presented to you and the public then you must not
support the LPP.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Tom Taylor Comment 1:

The Lake Powell Pipeline project should not occur as it would be destructive and disruptive to
wildlife habitat. Also, | believe, to this day the Navajo tribe (& possibly other native tribes in the
area) still do not have sufficient water for their needs. This project, it appears to me, would only
serve the non native population. Water conservation, water "banking", restrictions on
development, are some of the correct means to the issue.

UDWRe Response:

Tribal consultation will continue to be an important factor as the process moves on to an
EIS.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.
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The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

The area's hot, arid climate coupled with high tourism and a high number of second homes
drives the per capita use of water up but additional conservation is achievable.

Arthur Linnell Comment 1:

Very briefly, I live upstream of the Colorado River, and often vacation and recreate in Utah,
downstream. The proposed pipeline to draw even more water out of the Grand Canyon ecosystem
is, in my view, woefully lacking in the following respects: no demonstration of an actual need, no
consideration for the impact on the River and the system, poorly designed reviews and audits,
and no clarity about the real costs. Hold them accountable!

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Jane Crick Comment 1:
I am commenting because | am against a pipeline project. In coming years we will have a water
shortage regardless but this project will hasten our shortages. We must do everything possible to
conserve and protect what is now in place and cease any plans for a pipeline.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Judy Bell Comment 1:

I have been a recreational user of the Colorado River for fifty years and have made over one
hundred trips through its canyons. In that time | have seen the decline of the river through
drought and diversion. In that time the town of St. George’s population has grown dramatically.
In that same time period the population has implemented almost no conservations methods. In
fact, the people of St. George use twice as much water per person as the citizens of Salt Lake
City.

As an eyewitness to the decline of Lake Powell over the past fifty years | can say that the data
used to justify the pipeline is faulty. As a citizen of Utah | am opposed to the price tag of the
unnecessary pipeline. We are a state of limited resources. To waste 16 billion (today’s quote for
the pipeline) in a state with so many unmet needs is irresponsible and ignorant.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Larry Kimball Comment 1:
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This process is flawed and incomplete...there must be an accounting of what this massive water
withdrawal will do to the Colorado River. This should not be given any permit until ALL

guwstions are answered.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Lisa Comfort Comment 1:

No pipeline through/near any land that feeds water that ends up in the Colorado River!

NO LAKE POWELL PIPELINE!
ECOLOGICAL DISASTER WILL ENSUE!

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Lynn Brklacich Comment 1:

According to what | understand, if the pipeline goes through I will cost at least a couple of billion
dollars to complete and the share of water that the state of Utah is entitled to is 400,000 acre feet

more that it is now using.

The hot springs in LaVerkin, Washington County (Locally known as Pah Tempe), produces about
7 million gallons of mineralized water each day.

Doesn’t it make much more sense to build a plant locally to demineralize and use that water than
to build a pipeline hundreds of mile long at an outrageous price to get less water than is
available in Pah Tempe?

Even if it cost the same price to build a plant to demineralize the water, it is a much more logical
solution than to build the pipeline. And it would help out the local community and the local
economy as well.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted. Please refer to Final Study Report 22 — Alternatives
Development which describes the issues relevant to “demineralizing” the hot springs water.

Pat Duncan Comment 1:

Really you have not considered the negative impact on the Grand Canyon water system. Please
do not put the pipeline through.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Peter Mills Comment 1:
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I am deeply concerned about indebting Washington and Kane Counties with the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project. As | read the Utah Legislative Auditor General's report (May 2015) it clearly
states that the data from the water districts and population growth projections are flawed. Yet the
Utah State Division of Water Resources is using this faulty information as a basis for planning
this massive and extraordinarily costly project. This project puts tremendous pressure on the
area to grow at a high rate so repayment of the massive loan (amount which is unclear and the
estimates vary dramatically) can be accomplished.

The Auditor General’s report goes on to state that conservation is a first line approach to
accommodating growth in Southern Utah and a reasonable alternative to building the Lake
Powell Pipeline. As you well know, we Southern Utah residents have not yet done our part to live
in a manner that reflects that we reside in the desert. Our region has a shameless high per person
per day use of water and notable low water rates which do not incentivize residents to conserve
water.

The pressure for the area should be in the arena of water conservation.

Resorting to building the Lake Powell Pipeline Project is premature and | am opposed to this
project being licensed and moving ahead.

UDWRe Response:

The 2015 legislative audit of the Utah Division of Water Resources identified opportunities
to improve water supply and usage data gathering by the Utah Division of Water Rights,
and analysis by UDWRe. The audit focused on statewide and regional planning. The
planning processes for this project go into far more detail than statewide or regional plans.

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed
to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by
that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur,
and terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for
the Legislature to consider will not be available.

Phillip Notz Comment 1:
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Please stop this disastrous project that would drain another 28 BILLION gallons of water out of
the Colorado River every year. The Colorado River is already stretched to the breaking point --
taking more water out of the river to subsidize growth and waste in Utah's desert is nonsensical.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Rosalinda Shearwood Comment 1:

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed pipeline from Lake Powell to divert water for
further development in Utah.

The Colorado River flows through Eagle County only about 20 miles from my home and as a
resident here | feel very protective of our natural resources, including this special river. Itis
being over used by greedy developers who have no interest in the protecting it, rather using it for
their personal interests. The amount of water diverted would threaten the health of the river
downstream from Lake Powell, as well as the millions of people who rely on the water from Lake
Mead. | appeal to common sense that the Colorado River should not be further exploited to
satisfy more development in arid land that has no water of its own.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Steven Brockmeyer Comment 1:

I can not believe that you wish to take more water from an already stressed system. We haven't
enough water to fill Lake Powell and yet you wish to remove more. This is a ridiculous approach,
poorly thought out amazingly expensive decision. Short sited and foolish. Please reconsider this
approach.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Susan Granias Comment 1:

We cannot keep diverting water for people living in desert areas. All conservation methods
should be tried first. Everytime we divert rivers it Kills off the ecosystem that live around the area
of that river. This lack of water is only going to get worse and this is just stealing from Peter to
pay Paul. As it is, the Grand Canyon rarely receives any water from the CO. River. It is used up
way before it reaches there.

I lived in SW Colorado and was high desert. The land would not support dense housing. The area
I was in had a minimum of 5 acres per house. We didn't have Midwest gardens, pools and grass.
We have to learn to adapt to where we choose to live. The money that is going to be used for the
Powell Pipeline Project could be used better in developing water managing techniques.

UDWRe Response:
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The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously. The LPP study team has studied this project in-depth, researching
extensively beyond the basic planning found in the state water plan.

Susan Munroe Comment 1:

I am writing to strongly urge you NOT to approve the preliminary permit for the Lake Powell
Pipeline Project. | am a river guide working primarily on the Colorado River, with an intimate
connection to the river itself and the fragile desert landscape that makes up Southern Utah.

I believe that this project is a waste of taxpayer money and detrimental to the Colorado River
ecosystem. The state of Utah wishes to advance this project not because of a shortage of water; it
wants to secure its claim to additional acre feet of water granted Utah in the Colorado River
Compact. However, the amounts of water stipulated in that compact represent an overly
optimistic view of the total water available in the Colorado River system: the river is already
over-allocated, and Lake Powell shrinks more each year. The Lake Powell Pipeine will only
drain the system further, and to little real benefit to Utah's residents.

A recent audit of the state's water usage (http://www.deseretnews.com/article/865627966/Audit-
revealsflawedprojectionsonUtahswaterneeds.html?pg=all&utm_source=February+2016+Lowdo
wn&utm_campaign=January+Lowdown&utm_medium=email) indicates that if the state enacts
meaningful conservation strategies (pricing water at its true cost, converting surplus agricultural
water to municipal use), current supplies will provide enough water for the next 45 years,
including projected population growth. Instead of spending millions on a pipeline from a
reservoir that may not even exist in 20 years, instead of finding ways to get MORE water, Utah
(and the rest of the arid west) needs to find ways to do more with what we already have.

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously. The LPP study team has studied this project in-depth, researching
extensively beyond the basic planning found in the state water plan.

William Gray Comment 1:

I am writing to denounce any support for the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. This is another
boondoggle promoted for 'profit-only" interests no considerations for the environment.
Information promoting this venture has been shown to be skewed and flawed, less expensive
alternatives have NOT been considered AND the water usage limits have already been exceeded
with the present system. Please stop further action towards this flawed and narrow-minded plan!

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
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population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

Rich Cline Comment 1:
The pipeline to Lake Powell should not receive approval.

The Colorado River system water appropriation is not viable for thefuture water needs of the
states it was projected to serve. Several drought years have left the reservoir systems and
groundwater severely depleted. There is not enough water to go around. There is a high
probability that the drought is not a short cycle and that the river may not recover and refill the
reservoirs to sustain current demands.

St George has the highest rate of water consumption and lowest cost of water in the region. There
has been minimal attention to conservation of water resources and sustainable growth in
Washington County. The Powell pipeline is the dream of a group of reckless developers to
continue unsustainable growth at the public expense. The project has been reviewed by numerous
economists leading to a letter of concern to the Governor of Utah stating the cost and impact of
the project will be much higher than projected for the community | live in.

Please do not provide approval for a bad idea.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment is noted. Bureau of Reclamation studies show that there is sufficient supply
to meet the LPP allocation. All BOR studies take the LPP allocation into account.
Therefore, the impact of the project is not in addition to, but rather already included, in
those projections.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.

UDWREe and the participating entities will work closely with the Governor’s Office and
State Legislature in order to ensure the financial framework to fund the LPP is reasonable
from state and regional perspectives, in accordance with the Lake Powell Pipeline
Development Act, and based on accurate data and information. These goals can be
achieved concurrently with a NEPA/EIS process.

William C. Barlet Comment 1:

The Lake Powell Pipeline Project proposal has greatly disturbed me since | moved to southern
Utah from Denver four years ago. The reported lack of transparency provided by the project's
proponents is troubling. Their alleged refusal to share complete financing repayment plans
arguably suggests subterfuge, at some level. At the very least, refusing to share financing plans
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and data methodology should be nonstarters for any project in the public domain. If proponents
of a policy, procedure or plan, cannot or will not provide supporting information, or cannot or
will not explain why that policy, procedure or plan makes sense and should be adopted and/or
sustained, addressing all questions and competing concerns, then perhaps that policy should be
changed or rejected. The narrative of the Lake Powell Pipeline proposal, and any substantive,
informed debate among southern Utahns is becoming bogged down by the lack of supporting
detail from the project's proponents. Perhaps that is the tactic intended by proponents. Perhaps
the intent is to obfuscate the core issues until the public just becomes confused or distracted.
Southern Utahns should not abdicate their right and duty to understand the issues surrounding
this project; southern Utahns should not simply acquiesce to their leaders and assume those
leaders know best, or will necessarily act in their best interests. That will be a shame. It is not
difficult to know how much water a family uses per capita. Southern Utahns should be asking
their neighbors about their water usage. Are the water usage projection numbers being used by
the pipeline's proponents’ reasonable? They clearly appear significantly overstated to me, given
my own personal usage patterns. We conserved water in Colorado. The rules were strict but
tolerable. They made sense. Citizens understood the stakes involved and accepted the rules as a
requirement to live in Colorado. There are essentially zero rules for water conservancy here in
southern Utah. Why? | now live in a desert and yet my water usage is managed by a "whatever"
governmental policy. It makes absolutely no sense to forego conservation measures and make the
leap directly from Washington County to Lake Powell via a water pipeline. To dismiss
conservation as a viable solution, based on arguably greatly inflated water usage projections, is
bad public policy. Insufficient details have been provided to comprehensively assess financial
issues; however, what has been shared suggests this project is frighteningly bad fiscal policy as
well. This project, as currently proposed, lacks sufficient rationale for constructing a water
pipeline, or for how that pipeline will be funded. To say nothing of the myriad issues surrounding
the water levels in Lake Powell and the sustainability of Lake Powell as a viable water source.
Perhaps the proponents of the Lake Powell pipeline are considering a second pipeline from Lake
Mead upstream to Lake Powell to replenish Powell as the water level is drawn to further lows.
That circular reasoning would seem to fit very nicely with the rhetoric, and lack of substantive
detail, the pipeline's proponents have provided thus far. As | have read of the political wrangling
surrounding the proposed pipeline, this project has never passed the smell test for me. | am very
leery of pricey public projects which are cobbled together behind soundproof doors. | don't like
propaganda of any kind, and the narrative provided by the pipeline proponents sounds like
propaganda. | want clear, objective rationale. | want clear explanations of data methodologies
and projections. I don't want excuses why | cannot be told how the project will be funded. I want
proponents to explain why conservation has not been implemented. Propaganda, by definition, is
intended to manipulate minds. | prefer facts and data. If facts and data are not provided, or are
sanitized or propagandized to manipulate minds, we should be alarmed. Truth is always useful.
Always!

UDWRe Response:

The LPP Project is intended to augment available water with a reliable source from a
confirmed water right. In order to responsibly meet the needs of the growing regional
population, multiple strategies, including conservation, will need to be implemented
simultaneously.

The region benefiting most from the potential LPP already met the Governor’s 25 percent
water conservation goal 10 years earlier than the deadline. It has started working towards
an additional 10 percent conservation goal. Water conservation will continue to be a high
regional and state priority.
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The LPP will be funded and repaid according to the terms expressed in the Lake Powell
Pipeline Development Act:

73-28-402 Agreement for delivery -- Period for repayment of costs.
(1) The board and each district shall establish by contract the timing and amount of
developed water to be delivered to the district.
(2) If a contract was made before the project’s completion, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within 50 years from the date of:
(a) the delivery of developed water to the district during the first 10 years after the
project is completed; or
(b) the project’s completion for any developed water delivered to the district after the
tenth anniversary date of the project’s completion.
(3) If a contract was made after the project’s completion date, the district shall repay the
preconstruction and construction costs within a period not to exceed 50 years from the
date that the contract was made.
(4) The board shall establish and charge a reasonable interest rate for the unpaid balance
of reimbursable preconstruction and construction costs.

A financing plan is premature at this stage. First, the FERC license will require UBWR to
submit a financing plan for FERC approval before construction is permitted to begin.
That will ensure that the project is only constructed if there are sufficient funds committed
to complete construction. Second, under the Lake Powell Pipeline Development Act, the
project will be funded by the Utah Legislature. Construction of any phase of the project is
contingent on UBWR contracting for the sale of at least 70% of the water developed by
that phase of the project and the receipt of all necessary permits. Until those events occur,
and terms for the sale of project power are established, the final project costs necessary for
the Legislature to consider will not be available.

General Comments on Environmental Analysis:

FERC Comment 1:

Chapter 5 of the PLP includes a draft environmental analysis. Section 4.41 of the Commission
regulations describes the contents of an Application for License for Major Unconstructed Project
or Major Modified Project and requires that your license application contain an analysis of
proposed project effects on environmental resources with specific resource reports in the general
format of a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document. Although your PLP follows the
general format of a NEPA document with specific resource chapters, your analysis of
environmental effects requires considerable modification to comply with the Commission’s 2008
Guidelines for Preparing Environmental Documents (see
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-info/guidelines/eaguide.pdf). Your assessment of
effects of the proposed project on environmental resources has minimal detail or quantification
as to how specific features, activities, or operations of the proposed project would affect specific
resources. Your conclusions, which generally state that the proposed project would cause no, or
only minimal, environmental effects, are neither fully explained nor supported by study data or
evidence from scientific literature.

As a general rule, the environmental analysis section for each issue within a resource area
should be structured as follows. First, you must describe how operation and maintenance of your
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proposed project would affect specific resources. Second, you must identify what measures you
propose and others recommend addressing any effects. Third, you must discuss and quantify, to
the extent possible, the benefits of the proposed and recommended measures for that resource.
Discussion of environmental effects in the license application should be based on the information
contained in the record (such as study reports) and information available in the literature and of
relevance to the issue being discussed.

UDWRe Response:

The final study reports have been updated and Exhibit E incorporates updates from the
final study reports.

BLM Comment 2:

Examination of the Lake Powell Pipeline, Preliminary Licensing Proposal, Chapters 1-5 (and
appendices), did not reveal any evidence of how environmental justice issues (as described in
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations (EO 12898)) were addressed in the preliminary
planning effort. In addition, there is no discussion of any type of future consideration of
environmental justice issues. While a more detailed analysis would be necessary to determine if
specific pockets of low income or ethnic populations of concern are present in the project area,
the presence of the Kaibab Paiute Tribe in immediate proximity to the proposed project corridor
should initiate consideration of environmental justice issues, even if no other populations are
identified. As noted above, the Kaibab Paiute Tribe is an identifiable community of American
Indians requiring consideration under EO 12898, and BLM environmental justice guidance as
stated in BLM publication H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix D: Social Science
Considerations in Land Use Planning Decisions. According to notes taken during government-to-
government consultation between the Kaibab Paiute Tribe (the Tribe) and representatives of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), concerning the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline project, the
Tribe specifically identified many plants that were of traditional cultural, social, and religious
importance. The Tribe also expressed a concern that the construction of the Lake Powell
Pipeline might damage or impede their future abilities to gather these plant resources. This
situation is one that should be examined for environmental justice implications. If the proposed
project would indeed damage or impede the Tribe’s ability to practice traditional cultural, social,
and/or religious activities, then a disproportionate adverse impact to an environmental justice
population of concern has already been identified. This is just one example of the environmental
justice impacts that may be associated with this project. The BLM, in the guidance cited above,
prescribes how environmental justice concerns should be addressed during planning. At a
minimum, the PLP background studies should address the need to examine potential
environmental justice concerns, and provide a preliminary assessment of the location, type, and
general concerns of any populations of concern that might be affected by the proposed project.

UDWRe Response:

A specific study plan was not prepared nor required by FERC for Indian Trust Assets and
Environmental Justice. Exhibit E of the License Application will form the basis for
preparing the draft EIS. Preparation of the FERC Draft EIS, with Reclamation and other
DOI agencies participating as cooperating agencies, will include preparation of Indian
Trust Asset and Environmental Justice sections.
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General Comments on Proposed Project Boundary:

FERC Comment 77:

In the PLP, appendix E, you provide maps of the proposed project. Although the proposed project
maps included with the PLP are not required to conform to 18 CFR 84.41(h) of the Commission
regulations, your license application is required to include a proposed project boundary map
(exhibit G) that conforms to 18 CFR 84.41(h) of the Commission regulations and that shows all
Tribeof the principal works necessary for the operation and maintenance of the proposed project.
In addition, include the location and acreage of all federal lands and all recreation facilities
enclosed within the proposed project boundary in your exhibit G.

UDWRe Response:

The license application includes a project boundary map (Exhibit G) that conforms to 18
CFR 84.41(h) of FERC regulations and shows all of the principal works necessary for the
operation and maintenance of the proposed project. In addition, the location and acreage of
all federal lands and all recreation facilities enclosed within the proposed project boundary
have been included in Exhibit G.

Comments on PLP:

General Comments:
Reclamation Comment 1:

In reviewing the PLP the following need to be added: Indian Trust Assets and Environmental
Justice. Under Environmental Justice see question on page 5-1094.

UDWRe Response:

A specific study plan was not prepared nor required by FERC for Indian Trust Assets and
Environmental Justice. Exhibit E of the license application will form the basis for preparing
the draft EIS. Preparation of the FERC Draft EIS, with Reclamation and other DOI
agencies participating as cooperating agencies, will include preparation of Indian Trust
Asset and Environmental Justice sections.

BLM Comment 1:

Document structure — for future reviews a better system needs to be employed. The TOC provides
sections however it does not ID what volume the review needs to go to. This makes it very hard to
go directly to a section. With the number of volumes and pages involved with each volume, a
better system needs to be addressed.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted. The limitations on the size of computer files associated with
submitting documents render developing a better system infeasible.
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BLM Comment 3:
General-- all documents including study reports: The State of Utah needs to procure a copy
editor to fix all of the spelling, awkward sentences, and formatting issues with these reports.
These documents are much too “raw’” for this stage in the process.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

BLM Comment 4:

In many instances details of this project are only disclosed in Chapter 5. This makes it quite
difficult for the various resources to even find content needed for their review.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

BLM Comment 5:

In numerous effects sections associated with the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative, it is noted
that lawn watering with potable water in St George contributes to ground water recharge to the
degree that it is key to the water quality and quantity, and ecological health (vegetation, aquatic
species, etc.) of the Virgin River. Please provide the data and research to back up these
conclusions.

UDWRe Response:

The data and analyses have been provided in the final study report on Alternatives Development.

BLM Comment 6:

In several effects sections associated with the No Lake Powell Pipeline Alternative, it is noted
that replacing the current high water use landscaping in St. George with drought-tolerant
landscaping would create adverse effects such as dust, air pollution, and the inability of residents
to use their yards or parks. Please provide the data and research to back up these conclusions.

UDWRe Response:

| Refer to Section 3.5 of Chapter 3 of the text.

BLM Comment 7:
Throughout the document there are sections for Potential Effects Eliminated From Further
Analysis — isn’t it that alternatives and resources are eliminated from further analysis, not
effects?

UDWRe Response:
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Potential effects eliminated from further analysis are identified where applicable and include those
potential impacts that are addressed as part of the Proposed Action or alternatives through design,
Standard Operating Procedures, and Best Management Practices, or may be outside of the area of
effect for that particular resource. This helps focus the impact analysis on resources that would
have potential impacts from the project and identify mitigation measures as applicable to avoid,
minimize, or reduce the impacts to a level below the significance criteria.

BLM Comment 8:

Historic Trails, ACECs, and Wilderness/WSAs are discussed throughout the document in other
resource sections. Please also address them as independent stand-alone resources.

UDWRe Response:

The document was organized and written in accordance with FERC guidance

BLM Comment 9:

Concerned with where the line crosses the Kanab Creek. This is where the relief is. IT also is
within a Kanab Creek ACEC as the document states has visuals as a concern but no guidance on
how to deal this visuals. And most of this crosses is within Class 4 with a small segment within
Class 2. This area receives very little visitation and isn't viewable from anywhere but within the
canyon. Visual Simulations are referenced for the Kanab Creek but not found in the document.

UDWRe Response:

Visual simulations of the Kanab Creek crossing area have been added to the text.

General Comments on Figures:

BLM Comment 11:

Figures should be in the document for this review. In the folder for figures not all figures have
been included.

UDWRe Response:

All figures have been included in the license application.

TOC Comments:

BLM Comment 10:
PRELIMININARY LICENSING PROPOSAL - should be Preliminary.

UDWRe Response:
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| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

Preface Comments:
BLM Comment 12:
(Page P-1)
First paragraph, third line. Insert “direct/indirect” after “minimize™.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 13:
(Page P-1)

Paragraph after the first bullet list. What is the referenced “recent necessary change in the
Proposed Action alignment™? The BLM is not aware of this change

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 14:
(Page P-2)

First paragraph, 5th/6th lines: What about field surveys of dry washes on BLM land? They
shouldn’t just have been done on Arizona State Land Department lands.

First paragraph, 10th line: If this is the first time the acronym “UBWR”” is used, it should be
defined here.

Second paragraph, 4th line: The acronym “LPP** has already been defined (in the previous
paragraph), so don’t do so again here.

Paragraph following 2nd bullet list:

1) 1st line: Should be ““revised draft study reports™;

2) 2nd line: Page P-1 uses “Commission’ to refer to FERC .... be consistent in whatever this
agency is called.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 15:
(Page P-3)

This is currently a blank page ... please delete.

UDWRe Response:

The blank page has been deleted.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms Comments:
BLM Comment 16:

The following acronyms were cited in the text of the PLP but not included in the list of
abbreviations and acronyms. Please add them.
e AAC
ACHP
ADOT
AFY
ARRA
ASFO
ASLD
AZPDES
BA
BEPA
BMP
BO
CFR
CRSS
CWA
CZMA
DOl
DWQ
EFH
FEMA
FIRM
fps
FONSI
FRS
GW
GWh
HCH
HCL
HPMP
ILP
KBPI
KFO
Km
LROC
LTEMP
MAF
Mgd
Mm
MMbtu
NAAQA
NFIP
NHPA
NPDES
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NRCS
NTU
NVC
NWSR
PA
PAD
PEIS
PGA
PIF
PLP

Psi
RMR
ROD
RM
RQD
RWSA
SCORP
SGFO
SGWRP
SHPO
SPCCP
TMDL
TSS
UAMPS
ubDOoT
UPDES
VFD
VRDSM
USGS
WECC
WSR
WSRA
WWTP

UDWRe Response:

The abbreviation and acronym list has been revised to address the comment.

Chapter 1 Comments:

Reclamation Comment 3:
(Section 1.1, Page 1-1)

Bureau of Reclamation abbreviated is Reclamation throughout most of the text but in a few
places the acronym USBR is used. The list of acronyms in Table 4-1, page 4-1, is USBR. In
referencing documents both Reclamation and USBR are used. Should be consistent and use
Reclamation throughout the document.
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UDWRe Response:

The Bureau of Reclamation has been referred to as “Reclamation” throughout the
document.

Reclamation Comment 4:
(Section 1.2, Page 1-1)

The PLP states that: The EIS prepared by the Commission, based on the Exhibit E to be filed by
UBWR, will be intended to function as the EIS for Reclamation, NPS and BLM in meeting their
respective NEPA compliance requirements on their decisions to grant rights-of-way for the LPP.

It should be noted that Reclamation needs FERC’s EIS to act as NEPA compliance and cover
Reclamation’s actions of whether Reclamation should issue a water service contract and a realty
agreement to allow for construction and operation of the intake structure on Reclamation land
near the dam. Reclamation’s focus is to assure that the eventual EIS will support a Record of
Decision on Project-related actions required by Reclamation.

UDWREe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

Reclamation Comment 5:
(Section 1.2, Page 1-4)

Communications facilities (SCADA) — Define SCADA (supervisory control and data acquisition)
acronym at first use.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 17:
(Section 1.1, Page 1-2)

2nd line: Change “who have™ to “which has” (UBWR is not a person).

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 18:
(Section 1.2, Page 1-1)

First paragraph, line 2: Add a space between “18”” and “CFR”’.

Second paragraph, line 19: Delete “Utah” (before ““SITLA”) —there is no SITLA in Arizona.
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UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 19:
(Figure 1-1, et al)
Designate this and all maps using the NEPA term *““Proposed Action”

UDWRe Response:

The Figure has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 20:
(Figure 1-1, et al)

Uses ““Hydro system™, but the text talks about the ““penstock™, need to be consistent and indicate
this on the maps

UDWRe Response:

The figure and text have been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 21:
(Figure 1-1)

Project Map — Wilderness Areas, WSA and any other special designations should be incorporated
into the main project map for reference.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that it is not appropriate to show Wilderness Areas and WSASs on this
figure, which is intended to give a general overview of the Proposed Action in relation to
major political boundaries.

BLM Comment 22:
(Section 1.2, Page 1-3)

First paragraph, line 7: Change to “... state agencies, American Indian tribes, ...” Bullet list:
1) 4th bullet under “Water Conveyance System’” — change to “KCWCD” (either use the acronym
or not ... don’t alternate between using and not using).

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 23:
(Section 1.2, Page 1-4)

4th bullet under *““Electric Power Transmission System”” — define here what the acronym
“SCADA” is.
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Last paragraph in section, line 6: Page P-1 (and Section 1.3) use “Commission” to refer to
FERC ... be consistent in whatever this agency is called — “FERC”” or “Commission”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit s have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 24:
(Section 1.3, Page 1-4)

2nd paragraph, line 4: Section 1.2 uses “FERC” (vs. “Commission’) ... be consistent in
whatever this agency is called — “FERC”” or “Commission”.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 25:
(Section 1.4, Page 1-4)

1st paragraph, line 1: Replace ““Scoping Document” with ““SD”” (acronym has already been
defined).

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 26:
(Section 1.5)

Identified Issues. Cedar Valley pipeline (CVP) is no longer involved.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 1:
(Section 1.2)

The UBWR describes the project area as including lands administered by various federal
and state agencies, but does not include tribal lands administered by the Kaibab Tribe and
the Bureau of Indian Affairs ("BIA"), for the Department of the Interior ("Department™).
PLP at 1- 1. The Existing Highway and Southeast Corner Alternatives would each cross
Kaibab lands, so the PLP must mention this fact, and must include the BIA among the
federal administrative agencies.

The UBWR states that the PLP "incorporates input from .. .Native American Tribes .

acquired as part of extensive consultation activities completed during the pre-filing Ilcensmg
and permitting activity phases for the LPP Project,"id. at 1-3, but the UBWR does not
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describe any consultations or provide information on how it considered the input it received
from the Kaibab Tribe to address its concerns. As described above, and in the comments below
on the individual revised draft study reports, the UBWR does not meaningfully consider the
Kaibab Tribe's significant concerns and the recent revisions to the draft study reports are
inadequate. Although the UBWR claims it incorporated and addressed the concerns that the
Kaibab Tribe repeatedly expressed during consultations and in its prior comments, the PLP
and revised draft study reports do not support the UBWR's claim. The Tribe's concerns remain
unaddressed.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

Ongoing discussions between UDWRe and the Kaibab Tribe as well as the tribe’s previous
comments have used to prepare final study reports and Exhibit E.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 1:

Chapter 1 — Introduction
1.2 Preliminary Licensing Proposal Purposes (Page 1-3)
The following summarizes the LPP Project facilities and features proposed by UBWR:
» Water Intake System
- Intake tunnels, shafts and forebay chamber
- Intake pump station
- Intake substation
» Water Conveyance System
- Water conveyance pipeline
- Four booster pump stations
- Regulating tank
- Kane County Water Conservancy District pipeline
* Hydro System
- Hydroelectric penstocks
- Four in-line hydroelectric generating stations
- Pumped storage forebay reservoir
- High-pressure water shaft and surge shaft
- High-pressure penstock
- Hurricane Cliffs Pumped Storage Hydroelectric Generating Station
- Pumped storage afterbay reservoir
- Water tunnel and penstock
- Terminal hydroelectric generating station
* Electric Power Transmission System
- Overhead transmission lines
- Primary and secondary electrical substations
- Switching stations
- Communications facilities (SCADA)

COMMENT

The information provided by Applicant clearly indicates that the “pumped storage” (PSP)
component of the Lake Powell Pipeline Project (LPPP) is included. Yet, during discussions
about the LPP and in information provided during meetings and information provided to the
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public about LPP, there is little information pertaining to the PSP features and cost. The
Washington County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) continues to assert the project
will cost in the $1 billion range when the Draft Study Report 10 on Socioeconomic-Water
Resource Economics clearly shows higher cost with this feature.

When asked at an October 2015 LPP management meeting in Kanab, Utah, WCWCD
manager Ron Thompson said that basically there is no business plan at this point and had no
other details to share. Is this feature being included only to make this a project that would
fall under FERC'’s licensing authority? It would seem so, since it only gets attention during
licensing activities. With the Utah legislature disputing over paying for the project even
without the additional PSP costs, FERC should put additional scrutiny on this to determine if
it really is part of the project.

From page ES-2 of 2015 Draft Study Report 10 Socioeconomic-Water Resource Economics:
An initial set of analyses have taken into account relying on the natural gas generation
alternative for pipeline water pumping (see Tables 5-3 and 5-4). The pumped storage
LPP Project with natural gas generation pumping would have benefits of about $2.9
billion, with cost at about $2.6 billion (4.14% discount rate); or benefits at about $4.3
billion, with costs at about $3.2 billion (3.0% discount rate). This yields B/C ratios of
1.12 and 1.33, respectively.

Applicant must provide more detail to back up these cost/benefit calculations for the PSP. As
a tax payer of Utah and Washington County, the only thing that would be a *““certainty”” to
me is the cost incurred as a result of this project. The ““benefits’ used to calculate a B/C
are not “givens” and, in fact, B/Cs are often fraught with problems due to double dipping on
certain benefits.

UDWRe Response:  (WCWCD, with input from UDWRe)

Your comment has been noted.

Chapter 2 Comments:

Reclamation Comment 6:
(Section 2.1, Page 2-1)

The Department of the Interior (DOI) cooperating agencies each have a specific purpose of
action regarding the proposed LPP. Reclamation’s purpose of action is: (1) whether to approve a
water service contract for water diversion from Lake Powell; and (2) whether to approve a ROW
license agreement for constructing and operating the pipeline and other LPP facilities within the
Reclamation Primary Jurisdiction Area near Glen Canyon Dam.

Add/replace underlined text:

The Department of the Interior (DOI) cooperating agencies each have a specific purpose of
action regarding the proposed LPP. Reclamation’s purpose of action is: (1) whether to approve a
water service contract for water stored in Flaming Gorge, delivered down the Green River
providing in-stream benefits, and diverted from Lake Powell into the pipeline; and (2) whether to
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approve a ROW license agreement for constructing and operating the pipeline and other LPP
facilities within the Reclamation Primary Jurisdiction Area near Glen Canyon Dam.

Note: Since the Lake Powell Pipeline diversions are anticipated to occur under a water right that
was segregated from the Flaming Gorge Storage water right (Water Right No. 41-2973), it is
crucial to both Utah and Reclamation that this pipeline water originates in and is contracted
from Flaming Gorge Reservoir. Consequently, it is important that the EIS describes it as water
first stored in Flaming Gorge Reservoir by Reclamation and then released down the Green River
to be diverted from Lake Powell. Reclamation does not need to modify the current stored water
releases from Flaming Gorge Dam to convey the necessary water to Lake Powell to satisfy this
contract. Since these releases occur under the 2006 ROD, Reclamation has already analyzed the
effects of these releases from Flaming Gorge Reservoir and through the Green River to Lake
Powell in the 2005 Flaming Gorge EIS.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested language has been inserted to replace the current language.

Reclamation Comment 7:
(Table 2-1, Page 2-5)

Agency = Bureau of Reclamation - Permit/License/Approval/Review Column: Add Clean Water
Act Compliance

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

Reclamation Comment 8:
(Section 2.3.2, Page 2-7)

Section 404 and 402 of the Clean Water Act should also be mentioned in subheadings as these
sections govern the Stream Alteration Permits and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits that will likely need to be acquired for the project.

UDWRe Response:

Sections 402 and 404 are not required under the Federal Power Act and are referred to
under the responsible regulatory agencies in Table 2-1.

BLM Comment 27:
(General)

Please always refer to TWO participating water conservancy districts...since Iron County dropped
out some time ago.

UDWRe Response:
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The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 28:
(Section 2.1)

Planned and Potential Future Work — need to include supply projects in this NEPA document, but
indicate if they have “independent utility”” if the LPP were not to be built.

UDWRe Response:

Planned and potential future work is discussed in Final Study Report 19 - Water Needs
Assessment. Reuse of water from the proposed action would not be possible without the
action and therefore does not have independent utility. Reuse of local water resources will
occur with or without the proposed action and thus has independent utility. All other
planned and potential future work is unconnected to the proposed action and has
independent utility. Reports will be updated as necessary to clarify the independent utility
of planned WCWCD and KCWCD water supply projects.

BLM Comment 29:
(Section 2.1, Page 2-1)

First paragraph, third sentence. the “phrase developing a waterway” What is meant by a
waterway? Would “pipeline” be a better word choice and more explicit?

UDWRe Response:

“Waterway” is a generic term for a means to convey water. Since LPP Project water would
pass through pipelines, penstocks, tunnels, and surface water impoundments, UDWRe’s
view is that the text is appropriate as written.

BLM Comment 30:
(Section 2.1, Page 2-1)

Fourth paragraph, first sentence. Change ““Some of the project-specific issues addressed in this
PLP are focused on the following proposed measures:...”” Change to “Some of the project-
specific measures addressed in this PLP are focused on the following resource issues:...”

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to read, “Some of the project-specific elements addressed in this
Exhibit E are focused on the following resource issues: ...”

BLM Comment 31:
(Section 2.1, Page 2-1)

The Department of the Interior (DOI) cooperating agencies each have a specific purpose of
action regarding the proposed LPP Project. Reclamation’s purpose of action is: (1) whether to
approve a water service contract for water diversion from Lake Powell; and (2) whether to
approve a ROW license agreement for constructing and operating the pipeline and other LPP
Project facilities within the Reclamation primary jurisdiction area near Glen Canyon Dam. The
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NPS purpose of action is whether to approve a ROW grant for constructing and operating the
pipeline and other LPP Project facilities on federal land administered by the NPS. The BLM
purpose of action is whether to approve a ROW grant for constructing and operating the pipeline
and other LPP Project facilities on federal land administered by the BLM. Are these DOI
agencies truly a ““cooperating agency” Is there a signed Cooperating Agency MOU?

UDWRe Response:

A Cooperating Agency MOU has been on file since March of 20009.

BLM Comment 32:
(Section 2.1 Page 2-2)

1. To deliver 86,249 acre-feet of the UBWR’s Colorado River water rights on an annual basis
from Lake Powell to Washington County (82,249 acre-feet) and Kane County (6,000 acre-feet of
diversion or 4,000 acre-feet of depletion) to meet future municipal and industrial (M&I) water
demands in southwest Utah. 2. To develop hydropower generating works and incidental
electrical facilities along the Lake Powell Pipeline to sell the electric energy not needed for
project operation to public utilities.

Purpose
Including the Agencies ““Purpose”

UDWRe Response:

The “purpose” of each of the various agencies is stated in the fifth paragraph of Section 2.1.

BLM Comment 33:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)

Item #2. ““To develop hydropower generating works and incidental electrical facilities along the
Lake Powell Pipeline to sell the electric energy not needed for project operation to public
utilities.”

Please verify the accuracy of the statement above indicating that that this project would generate
excess electric energy.

UDWRe Response:

The project hydroelectric generation facilities would generate energy in excess of that
required to operate the hydroelectric generation facilities. Such excess energy would be
supplied to the electrical grid.

BLM Comment 34:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)

First paragraph, last sentence. “The UBWR would deliver wholesale electricity to regional
transmission operators for use in the grid using power produced from the LPP Project.”” Please
verify the accuracy of the statement above indicating that that this project would generate excess
electric energy.
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UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 33.

BLM Comment 35:

(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)

Second paragraph, last sentence. Change ““...district’s service areas.” to *“...districts’ service
areas

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 36:

(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)

Hydroelectric power from the LPP would be produced at six project powerhouses with a
combined total installed capacity of 307.7 megawatts (MW). The LPP would produce an annual
average of 146.21 gigawatt-hours (GWh) at the design conveyance of 86,249 acre-feet per year.
The total annual flow through the LPP would gradually increase to the design flow rate as the
M&I water demand increases with increasing population in the southwest Utah water
conservancy district’s service areas. UBWR’s power output would be sold to PacifiCorp, Deseret
Generation and Transmission Cooperative, Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems
(UAMPS), Garkane Energy Cooperative, Dixie Power, Western Area Power Administration and
Washington County municipal power systems interconnected through existing electric
transmission systems. All generated electricity would be delivered to existing transmission
systems at LPP Project switchyards and substations located at nearby powerhouses. UBWR
would negotiate power purchase contracts with each power company. Energy from the LPP
Project would be used to meet the region&€™s growing energy demand and renewable energy
goals. The energy would be used in the Northwest Power Pool of the Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). The Northwest Power Pool covers the states of Utah, northern
Nevada, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, most of Montana and Wyoming. The Basin subregion
encompasses Utah, Idaho and northern Nevada. The Basin subregion experiences summer
peaking demands that are primarily dependent on coal-fired, gas-fired, and hydroelectric
generation. Coal-fired, gas-fired and hydroelectric generation is forecast to increase during the
period from 2020 through 2060. Forecasts of WECC peak demand and annual energy generation
capacity are projected to grow at an approximate annual rate of 2.6 percent during the forty-year
period from 2020 to 2060. Peak summer load within the WECC area is projected to increase
from 170 gigawatts (GW) in 2020 to 347 GW in 2060. Hydroelectric generation is projected to
comprise approximately 78 percent of renewable energy resources in the WECC area from 2020
through 2060, growing by 11.8 GW in generation capacity (Argonne National Laboratory 2008).
Operation of the LPP would provide hydroelectric generation to meet part of the regional power
demand. The LPP would have a total installed capacity of 307.7 MW and would produce an
annual average of 146.21 GWh. Fifty-six percent of the LPP power generation would involve
pumped storage used to help meet summer peaking demands during afternoon and early evening
hours. Power generated by the LPP would be used to help maintain reliable operations of the
transmission grid by fine-tuning the flow of electricity in the grid to balance supply and demand.

The LPP Project will meet the following UBWR needs:
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1. Todevelop awater resource to meet the demands for existing and projected
population beyond the existing water resources supplying Kane and
Washington counties.

2. To maximize use of existing available and identified municipal and industrial
(M&I) water supplies in Kane and Washington counties to meet current and
future population demands.

3. Toensure implementation of water conservation, reuse, and recycling measures by
project water recipients to meet or exceed the State of Utah’s goal of 25 percent
reduction in per capita water use by 2025.

4. Todevelop clean, renewable energy sources wherever possible.

The DOI agencies each have a specific need for federal action associated with the proposed
LPP. The BLM’s need for federal action arises from its responsibility under the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended (FLPMA) and other legislation to respond to
the UBWR’s ROW request. The BLM’s multiple-use mission includes managing activities on
federal land such as ROW authorizations, while conserving natural, historical, cultural, and
other resources on public lands in accordance with federal laws and BLM policies, guidance
and management plans. The FLPMA gives the Secretary of the Interior general authority to grant
ROW across public lands administered by the BLM, including ROW for reservoirs, canals,
ditches, flumes, laterals, pipes, pipelines, tunnels and other facilities and systems for the
impoundment, storage, transportation or distribution of water (43 USC 8 1761). The NPS’ need
for federal action arises from its responsibility in administering land use authorizations under its
Special Use Permit program to respond to the UBWR’s ROW request in accordance with federal
laws and NPS policies, guidance and the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area management
plan. The NPS mission is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. The NPS Special Use
Permit program authorizes activities including ROW that provide benefit to specific users and
that require formal authorization and provide management conditions in order to protect park
resources and the public interest. Reclamation’s need for federal action arises from its
responsibility under Federal Reclamation Law to respond to UBWR’s requests for a long-term
water service contract and ROW license agreement. Reclamation’s mission is to manage,
develop, and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound
manner in the interest of the American public. Reclamation operates Glen Canyon Dam and
Lake Powell, which would be the source of the LPP Project water under the Colorado River
Storage Project Act, the enabling legislation that helps ensure each Western state in the
Colorado River basin receives its legal share of Colorado River water.

Need
Including the Agencies “Need”

UDWRe Response:

The “need” of each of the various agencies is stated in the sixth paragraph of Section 2.2.

BLM Comment 37:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)
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Energy from the LPP Project would be used to meet the region’s growing energy demand and
renewable energy goals. Please define region. The text discussion includes much of the western
United States. Please provide documentation that this project will really support the grid
system. This statement makes it seem as this is a major Hydroelectric project. This isa water
conveyance project.

UDWRe Response:

While it is true that this project is a water conveyance project, the project includes
proposed hydropower facilities. The power generated by the project may support the grid
system in several alternative ways. The use of power from the project for project power
needs would offset demands on the grid that might otherwise be made by the project. The
power generated by the project could be delivered to other power generators or users in
the system and offset their demands on the grid. The region that could be affected by
these deliveries could extend as far as contract parties’ service areas as those contracts
may be negotiated after permits for the project are issued. Accordingly, the region may be
considered to extend throughout the western United States insofar as the contracted power
services for WAPA, Garkane Energy Cooperative, Inc., Page Electric Utility, St. George
City, Hurricane City, Dixie Power and Rocky Mountain Power may extend.

BLM Comment 38:

(Section 2.2, Page 2-2)

Fourth paragraph, sixth sentence. ““Coal-fired, gas-fired and hydroelectric generation is
forecast to increase during the period from 2020 through 2060.”” This is not accurate...what is
the source of this statement? The understanding is that coal-based power generation is on the
decline.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 39:

(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Sixth paragraph in Sec. 2.2, second sentence. Change *“...and other legislation to respond...
Change to ““...and other federal laws to respond...”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 40:

(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Sixth paragraph in Sec. 2.2, third sentence. Change ““...guidance and management plans.”
Change to ““...guidance and resource management plans.”

UDWRe Response:

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -159- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources



The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 41:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Sixth paragraph in Sec. 2.2, 4th sentence (occurs in two places) and 7th sentence. Change
“ROW” to “ROWSs.”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 42:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Sixth paragraph in Sec. 2.2, last sentence. ”’Reclamation operates Glen Canyon Dam and Lake
Powell Reclamation operates Glen Canyon Dam, but does it really ““operate” Lake Powell? Isn’t
it at least jointly managed with the National Park Service? Please clarify this.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 43:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Item #2. The acronym “M&I”” has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 44
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

The Need for Action — the text of the section focuses primarily on the hydro-electric need however
at the bottom of page 2.3 there are four bullet points; 3 on water demands and the last on hydro
opportunities. It appears that the need for the action is not clear in the section. What is the issue
to be resolved? To this review it seems that Hydro-power is the need, and water conveyance is
the by-product. This is actually the opposite. Since this is primarily a water delivery system,
water is the needs and the hydro portion is secondary to getting the water to the delivery point.

UDWRe Response:

Since the document is part of an application to generate hydroelectric power it was decided
to emphasize the hydroelectric power generation components of the project in this section.
UDWRe’s view is that the text is appropriate as written.

BLM Comment 45:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-4)
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First paragraph, first sentence. Change ““...Clean Water Act (CWA), Endangered Species Act
(ESA), National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

(WSRA)...” Change to ““...Clean Water Act (CWA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) as amended, Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA)...”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 46:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-4)

First paragraph, second sentence. *“...Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)...” Is this
acronym used elsewhere? If not, delete acronym.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 47:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-4)

First paragraph, fourth sentence. Change “will” to “would”’.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 48:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-4)

Table 2-1, second row, second column. After “Right-of-Way Grant” add the acronym
“(FLPMA).”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 49:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-5)

Table 2-1, fourth row on page: Is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service a cooperating agency? If
so, add this to Column 2.

UDWRe Response:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is not a cooperating agency.

BLM Comment 50:
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(Section 2.3, Page 2-6)
Table 2-1, sixth row on page, second column: Define the acronym ““(AZPDES).”

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 51:
(Section 2.3, Page 2-6)

Table 2-1, third row on page, second column: Define the acronym ““(UPDES).”

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 52:
(Section 2.3.1, Page 2-7)

First line: The acronym “FPA™ has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 53:
(Section 2.3.1, Page 2-7)

Second line: This PLP alternates between using the term “Commission” and ““FERC”. Please
be consistent on which term is used (use one or the other, but not both.

UDWREe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 54:
(Section 2.3.1.1, Page 2-7)

Second and third lines: This PLP alternates between using the term “Commission” and
“FERC”. Please be consistent on which term is used (use one or the other, but not both.
Eighth line: Pages A and A-2 of this PLP defines this acronym as “Rural Electric Association,”
not as “Ready for Environmental Analysis.” Thus, please delete use of the “REA” acronym
here.

Last sentence. Please delete “BLM” before “Kanab Field Office,” “Grand Staircase-Escalante
National Monument,” and “St. George Field Office.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated. |
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BLM Comment 55:
(Section 2.3.1.2, Page 2-7)

6th line: Pages A and A-2 of this PLP defines this acronym as ““Rural Electric Association,” not
as ““Ready for Environmental Analysis.”” Thus, please delete use of the “REA’ acronym here.
First paragraph, last two sentences: Change “...including the US Fish and Wildlife Service,
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and Arizona Department of Fish and Game. The draft
environmental analysis (Chapter 5) of this PLP documents the analysis of potential effects on fish
and wildlife resources.” to “...including the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWLR), and Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD). The
draft environmental analysis (Chapter 5) of this PLP documents the analysis of potential effects
on fish and wildlife resources, including special status species.”

UDWRe Response:

The correct acronym for Utah Division of Wildlife Resources is UDWR. This has been
corrected throughout the text. The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 56:
(Section 2.3.2, Page 2-7)

First line: The acronym “CWA” has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so again
here.
o Fifth line: Insert “(EPA)” after “United States Environmental Protection Agency”.
o Sixth line: Insert “(ADEQ)” after “Arizona Department of Environmental Quality”.
o Seventh line: Replace “United States Environmental Protection Agency” with the
acronym “EPA”.
e Eleventh line: Pages A and A-2 of this PLP defines this acronym as “Rural Electric
Association,” not as “Ready for Environmental Analysis.” Thus, please delete use of
the “REA” acronym here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 57:
(Section 2.3.3, Page 2-8)

First paragraph:

o First line: The acronym “CWA?” has already been defined, so don’t do so again here.

e Second line: Rewrite end of sentence to read “... existence of endangered,
threatened, or candidate species”.

e Sixth and Seventh lines: The acronym “USFWS” has already been defined, so don’t
do so again here.

¢ Nineth line: The acronym “BA” has already been defined, so don’t do so again here.
Tenth line:  Acronym should be “USFWS” (not “FWS”). Please change this.

e Lastline: Please define the acronym “IPaC”.
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Second paragraph:

e First sentence: Middle of sentence should read “... and terrestrial resources
(including threatened, endangered and candidate species and designated critical
habitats)...”

e Second sentence: Beginning of sentence — the acronym “PM&E” has already been
defined, so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 58:
(Section 2.3.4, Page 2-8)

First paragraph, first sentence: The acronym “NHPA” has already been defined in this PLP,
so don’t do so again here.

Third paragraph, 6th and 8th lines: Change “Native American tribes™ to “American Indian
tribes”.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 59:
(Section 2.3.4, Page 2-9)

First paragraph, second sentence. *“...LPP Project license addresses and treats all historic
properties...” This thought seems incomplete...”’treats” how?

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 60:
(Section 2.3.5, Page 2-9)

First paragraph, first line: The acronym “WSRA” has already been defined in this PLP, so
don’t do so again here.
Second paragraph, second sentence. Change “‘has” to ““have.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 61:
(Section 2.3.5, Page 2-9)

Text is a mix of terms. Please include legal terminology from WSR ACT and BLM legal guidance.
Text edits in track changes included.
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2.3.5 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act

Segments of the Paria River and Buckskin Gulch have been identified and recommended suitable
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River (NWSR) system. The Paria River is also listed
in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory requiring federal agencies involved with water resource
projects to consult with affected land management agencies to avoid or mitigate any possible
effects. Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) requires federal agencies to make
a determination as to whether a project will threaten suitability or tentative classification or
would diminish any outstanding remarkable values (ORV) such as those related to geologic,
historical, scenic, recreational, or riparian documented and identified as present in a river
corridor designated, eligible or suitable for inclusion as a Wild and Scenic River (WSR).

2.3.5.1 Upper Paria River — 2 Segment...

Under the WSRA, an eligibility determination nor eventual designation neither gives nor implies
government control of private lands within the river corridor. Although Congress (or the
Secretary of the Interior upon request of the Governor for WSRA 2(a)(ii) rivers) could include
private lands within the boundaries of the designated river area, federal WSR management
restrictions would not apply.

2.3.5.2 Lower Paria River — 1 Segment

The GSENM Management Plan/EIS (February 2000) identified and recommended the main stem
of the Lower Paria River — 1 Segment as 3.3 miles long and suitable for Recreational
classification under the WSRA. Section 23, which includes a proposed LPP transmission line
crossing of the Paria River.

2.3.5.3 Buckskin Gulch Segment

The GSENM Management Plan/EIS (February 2000) identified and recommended the Buckskin
Gulch/Wire Pass segment as 18 miles long and suitable for Wild classification under the WSRA
in the reach within the Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness beginning at T43S, R2W,
Section 15to the confluence with the Paria River.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 62:
(Section 2.3.5.1, Page 2-9)

3rd line: Change “...T42S, R1W, Section 28...” to *“...T. 42 S., R. 1 W., Section 28...”

Last sentence: Revise middle of sentence to read “... suitable for designation but would not be
affected by designation or subject to GSENM management restrictions as a WSR (BLM 2000).”
Note: Citations have no comma between the author name and the document date.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 63:
(Section 2.3.5.2, Page 2-9)
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3rd and 4th lines: Change ““...Highway 89 in T43S, R1W, Section 10 and continues to the Paria
Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness boundary in T43S, R1W, Section 23...” to

“...Highway 89inT.43S., R. 1 W., Section 10 and continues to the Paria Canyon-Vermilion
Cliffs Wilderness boundary in T.43 S., R. 1 W., Section 23...”” Note: “Vermilion” only has one
l‘l’!

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 64:
(Section 2.3.5.2, Page 2-10)

10th line on page: Change “...river area suitable...”” to ““...river segment suitable...”
Last line in section: Remove comma from the ““(BLM 2000)” citation.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 65:
(Section 2.3.5.3, Page 2-10)

First sentence: Change ““...Paria Canyon-Vermillion Cliffs Wilderness beginning at T43S, R2W,
Section 15.” to *“...Paria Canyon-Vermilion Cliffs Wilderness beginningat T. 43S.,R. 2 W.,
Section 15.” (Again, only one ““L”” in “Vermilion™.)

Second sentence: Change “...T42S, R3W, Section 26...” to **...T. 42 S., R. 3 W., Section 26...”
Last sentence in section: Change ““...river area suitable...” to *“...river segment suitable...”
Last line in section: Remove comma from the ““(BLM 2000)” citation.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 66:
(Section 2.3.6, Page 2-10)

Line 4: Should read **...designated wilderness or within a wilderness study area. The LPP
Project”. (Unless using a proper name, “wilderness and “wilderness study area’ should
not be capitalized.

Line 5: End of line should read ““... two designated wilderness areas”.

Line 6: Beginning of line should read ““three wilderness study areas.”

Line 7: Should be *“... the Cottonwood Point Wilderness in its alignment ...”

Line 9: Should be *“... the Paria Canyon-Vermilion Cliffs Wilderness, parallel to ...” (delete
“Area”, and spell “Vermilion” with only one “L”).

Line 12: The word “the” before “Cockscomb’ should not be capitalized.

Last line: Does Chapter 5 also include an analysis of potential effects on designated
wilderness (which is different than WSASs)?

UDWRe Response:
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| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 67:
(Section 2.3.6, Page 2-10)

This section leaves out the discussion of impacts of construction and pump stations in proximity
to the Cockscomb WSA as well as Wahweap WSA.

2.3.6 Wilderness Act

Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1133(c), states that there shall be no commercial
enterprise and no permanent road within any wilderness area designated by the Act and no
structure or installation within any such area. In addition, BLM Wilderness Study Areas are
Congressionally mandated to be managed ““so as not to impair suitability of such areas for
preservation as wilderness”.

The proposed LPP project water conveyance system and paralleling US Highway 89 and would be
aligned within two miles of the Wahweap Wilderness Study Area, within 500 feet of the
Cockscomb Wilderness Study Area, and within one mile of the Paria-Hackberry Wilderness Study
Area. One proposed project pump station location lies within ¥ mile of the Cockscomb WSA
boundary. A second proposed project pump station lies within ¥ miles of the Wahweap Wilderness
Study Area boundary.

UDWRe Response:

No construction is proposed to be undertaken in these areas and there will be no direct or
indirect impacts on AQ, Noise, and other resources which will return to baseline conditions
outside of the WSAs.

BLM Comment 68:
(Section 2.3.6, Page 2-10)

Wilderness areas and WSA should be separated as they have separate authorizing legislation and
guidance. It was not apparent until chapter 5 that they are lumped. In such a large document this
needs to be disclosed up front.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

BLM Comment 69:
(Section 2.3.6, Page 2-10)

“...within one mile of The Cockscomb Wilderness Study Area ...”” On the north side of the road,
in the Paria River area, the WSA boundary is within 1/10th (587 feet) of a mile from the highway.
Very little margin for error as compared to “within one mile.”” Concern that there would be
errors on distance in construction / implementation when generalized.

UDWRe Response:
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Your comment has been noted. None of the LPP Project facilities would be located in a WA
or WSA.

NPS Comment 1:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

Second paragraph: Rights-of-way are issued through the use of a right-of-way permit, not a
special use permit. Consider changing the references of "Special Use Permit program" to
"Special Park Uses program". Issuance of ROW permits is considered as part of the Special Park
Uses program, but the use is authorized through a ROW permit, not a special use permit. See
recommended edits below:

“The NPS' need for federal action arises from its responsibility to issue an ROW permit
to the Utah Board of Water Resources ROW permit request in accordance with federal
laws (list laws, 36 CFR 814.1-14.96, GLCA enabling legislation) and NPS policies
(Director's Order 53, NPS Management Policies 8.6), guidance and the GLCA General
Management Plan. The NPS Special Use Permit Special Park Uses program authorizes
activities including the issuance of ROW permits that provide benefit to specific users
and that require written authorization and some degree of management control in order
to protect park resources and the public interest."

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

NPS Comment 2:
(Section 2.2, Page 2-3)

First paragraph: Additional laws to be listed include or may include: Clean Air Act, Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, National Environmental Policy Act,
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA).

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

NPS Comment 3:
(Table 2-1, Page 2-5)

National Park Service Area of Table:

e Under "Permit/License/Approval/Review", change "Right-of-Way Grant" to "Right-of-
Way Permit". Process note: if the pipeline is crossing state roads within the GLCA
boundary, the permits will need to show co-location with the applicable state department
of transportation.

e Under "Permit/License/Approval/Review", the NPS requests additional information on
Cultural Resource Use Permit.

e  The NPS would require using permits such as the "ARPA Permit and Scientific Research
Permit"?

UDWRe Response:
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The text has been revised to address the comment.

NPS Comment 4:
(Section 2.3.1.2, Page 2-7)

Experimental 10(j) populations include plants as well as animals.

UDWRe Response:

UDWREe’s view is that the reviewer is incorrect.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 1:
(Section 2.1)

The UBWR describes the purpose of action for itself and the Department cooperating agencies,
id. at 2-1 to -2, but does not describe the purpose of action for the Kaibab Tribe, which also
obtained cooperating agency status. See generally Memorandum of Understanding between the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and the Kaibab Band of Paillte Indians of Arizona (filed
Jan.7, 2009). The UBWR must consult with the Kaibab Tribe on this matter, and the final PLP
must accurately describe the Kaibab Tribe's purpose of action.

UDWRe Response:

The MOU does not describe a purpose of action for the Kaibab Tribe.

Kaibab Tribe Comment 2:
(Section 2.3)

The UBWR states that the original license for the pipeline project must satisfy all applicable
federal and state laws, and it lists the major regulatory and statutory requirements. Id. at 2-4 to -
10 & tbl. 2-1. The UBWR does not list the Commission's "Policy Statement on consultation with
Indian Tribes in Commission proceedings,” 18 C.F.R. § 2. Ic, or other sources of law requiring
tribal consultation and consideration of tribal concerns in this matter. E.g., Presidential
Memorandum on Tribal Consultation, 74 Fed. Reg. 57,881 (Nov. 5, 2009); Exec.Order No.
13,175, 65 Fed.Reg. 67,249 (Nov.6, 2000) ("Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments"); Secretarial Order N0.3206 (June 5, 1997) ("American Indian Tribal Rights,
Federal-Tribal Trust Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act"). The UBWR must
include these major sources of law regarding tribal consultation in the PLP and strictly comply
with their terms.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

LPP Coalition Comment 1: The PLP Section 2.3.1 Economic Analysis
(Section 2.3.1)

The PLP states:
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“It is an annualized analysis of the costs and revenues to the licensee under the existing
license and the proposed new license. This section estimates costs for: any construction,
operation and maintenance of the project facilities; property and income taxes; each
proposed environmental measure; and any such measure proposed by a participant and
rejected by the licensee. Costs include: out-of-pocket payments, as well as foregone
revenues associated with alternative flow schedules and other operational restrictions.
Revenues include: proceeds from sale of capacity and generation in the electricity
markets, as well as miscellaneous revenues associated with recreational and other uses
of project facilities.””®

The PLP does not include the actual analysis of costs and revenues referenced above and are
incomplete. This data should be available to Commission Staff and stakeholders so they
independently can verify the analysis.

In addition, UBWR has not demonstrated it has the funding necessary to build the pump storage
project. Despite this, it is used in the benefit/cost analysis of the Project to show more benefit
than cost. We explain how the PLP does not include complete information on the Project in our
comments in Study Report No.10 below.

Most importantly, the PLP was released Dec.1, 2015 for public comment. Then UBWR submitted
a letter to FERC Dec. 18, 2015 which changed the cost of the Project. The pump storage
project’s cost decreased significantly from a range of $2.6 billion-$3.2 billion to $1.5 billion-$1.8
billion. Therefore, the lower cost estimate makes the economic analysis in Study Report No.10
erroneous. In addition, the costs of the project have not been released yet which makes a
creditable cost/benefit analysis impossible.

° Content requirements for Exhibit E of the license application (18 C.F.R. § 5.18[b]) (emphasis added)

UDWRe Response:

The projected costs and revenues for the project have been updated in Final Study Report
10 — Socioeconomics and Water Resource Economics.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 2:
Chapter 2 - Purpose of Action, Need for Action and Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

Ch 2 — Purpose of Action (Page 2-1)

Issuing a FERC license for the LPP Project would enable the UBWR to generate electricity in
project facilities to help offset electrical power consumed in pumping the water from Lake Powell
to St. George, Utah. UBWR would generate hydroelectric energy at multiple points along the
Hydro System for the term of the license, making electric power available to electric utilities.

COMMENT

What amount of power would not be available to electric utilities without the PSP? If the PSP is
integral to the FERC licensing, Applicant should be required to show it will be included and
not just used to sell the project to FERC.

UDWRe Response:

| This comment is addressed in Exhibits A, B, D, and E of the License Application to FERC. |
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Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 3:

(Page 2-1)The UBWR’s purposes for the LPP Project are:

2. To develop hydropower generating works and incidental electrical facilities along the

Lake Powell Pipeline to sell the electric energy not needed for project operation to
public utilities.

COMMENT

If FERC approves the project with the PSP feature and that portion of the project is never
completed, given the funding challenges facing the project in Utah’s legislature, what effect

does that have on the LPP approval? WCWCD’s manager Ron Thompson said he didn
have a firm business plan for PSP at the October 2015 LPP management meeting in Ka

t
nab,

Utah. Applicant should be required to have definite plans and agreements in place before

being approved by FERC.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 4:

(Page 2-2) Hydroelectric power from the LPP would be produced at six project powerhou

ses with

a combined total installed capacity of 307.7 megawatts (MW). The LPP would produce an
annual average of 146.21 gigawatt-hours (GWh) at the design conveyance of 86,249 acre-feet per
year. The total annual flow through the LPP would gradually increase to the design flow rate as

the M&I water demand increases with increasing population in the southwest Utah water
conservancy district’s service areas.

COMMENT

Given the slower growth rate in Washington County — down from 8% and above to 2.9%
currently — and the lack of need for LPP water currently, the design flow rate may not be
attained for many years, even decades. With FERC’s approval being based on energy and
that energy production based on flow rate, why can’t approval of this project be delayed until

need is shown for the water?

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that that a sufficient need for water (and the project) has been
demonstrated.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 5;

(Page 2-2) UBWR’s power output would be sold to PacifiCorp, Deseret Generation and

Transmission Cooperative, Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (UAMPS), Garkane

Energy Cooperative, Dixie Power, Western Area Power Administration and Washington

County

municipal power systems interconnected through existing electric transmission systems. All

generated electricity would be delivered to existing transmission systems at LPP Project

switchyards and substations located at nearby powerhouses. UBWR would negotiate power

purchase contracts with each power company.
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COMMENT

Power purchasing entities would not receive much “hydroelectric’” power if the 86,249 afy is
not realized for quite some time — perhaps decades. The companies listed above are not
firm since it was admitted by WCWCD’s manager at the October 2015 LPP management
meeting that no plan is in place.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Lisa Rutherford and Paul Van Dam Comment 6:

(Page 2-3) Operation of the LPP would provide hydroelectric generation to meet part of the
regional power demand. The LPP would have a total installed capacity of 307.7 MW and would
produce an annual average of 146.21 GWh. Fifty-six percent of the LPP power generation would
involve pumped storage used to help meet summer peaking demands during afternoon and early
evening hours. Power generated by the LPP would be used to help maintain reliable operations of
the transmission grid by fine-tuning theflow of electricity in the grid to balance supply and
demand.

COMMENT

How much power would be produced during the time period when the LPP is not carrying
the total 86,249 afy? PSP feature of the project gets little attention by way of funding or
discussion, but Applicant asserts that it would produce 56% of the LPP power generation. If
the PSP component is not constructed and 56% of the LPP power generated relies on PSP,
then Applicant should be required to provide details to assure FERC that PSP is actually
planned or FERC should reject approving this project.

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

Chapter 3 Comments:

Reclamation Comment 9:

(Section 3.1.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

The PLP states that: Fish screens would be mounted on the end of each tunnel where it connects
with Lake Powell (Figure 3-3).

There is no reference in the PLP addressing the need for a 404 permit for the installation of 6 fish
screens below the ordinary high water mark of Lake Powell. This should be addressed
somewhere.

UDWRe Response:
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Text has been added in Chapter 2 of Exhibit E regarding the requirement for a USACE
Section 404 permit to install the fish screens in Lake Powell.

Reclamation Comment 10:
(Section 3.1.3, Page 3-78)

PME is used as the acronym. The acronym used in chapter 1 and defined in the text is PM&E
(Page 1-3).

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

Reclamation Comment 11:
(Section 3.1.3.1.2, Page 3-79)

The PLP states that: In accordance with Clean Water Act permitting requirements, Best
Management Practices (BMPs) would...

BMP’s are discussed heavily when referring to stream crossings but Stream Alteration Permits
are not mentioned specifically. It may be a good idea to make mention of Stream Alteration
Permits in conjunction with BMP’s.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

Reclamation Comment 12:
(Section 3.1.3.2.6.13, Page 3-99)

The PLP states that: Dewatering is not anticipated to be required for project construction on
BLM- or NPS-administered land.

This statement seems inconsistent with the rest of the PLP as dewatering is discussed during the
construction of the intake tunnels on Reclamation lands, at all tributary crossings, and a possible
cofferdam/dewatering at Sand Hollow Reservoir.

UDWRe Response:

Note that the intake facility is on Reclamation-administered land and Sand Hollow
reservoir is on private land. Dewatering is anticipated to not be required at the vast
majority of the stream crossings due to their ephemeral nature. Nonetheless, the text has
been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 70:
(General)

Overall, the entire Alternatives section does not appropriately address impacts on BLM public
lands. This major shortfall has been previously discussed with the State, and included major
comments on Alternatives Report 22.
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UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that that the proper content of Chapter 3 of Exhibit E does not include a
discussion of the impacts on BLM-Administered lands but rather a description of the
Proposed Action and Alternatives considered.

BLM Comment 71:
(General)

Please include a section on valid existing rights that may be impacted by this project. How would
project construction ensure that it would not interfere with existing rights-of-ways such as access
roads, buried telephone lines and fiber optic cables and overhead power lines?

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that that the proper content of Chapter 3 of Exhibit E does not include a
discussion of the impacts on valid existing rights but rather a description of the Proposed
Action and Alternatives considered.

BLM Comment 72:
(Introduction, Page 3-1)

Note: Appendix E shows “access road upgrades,” but no description of that included
here...please include.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to include a general description of the access roads within the
description of the various project features.

BLM Comment 73:
(Introduction, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, first sentence. The acronym “UBWR has already been defined in this PLP, so
don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 74
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, first sentence. The acronym “GSENM" has already been defined in this PLP,
so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated. |
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BLM Comment 75:
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, first sentence. Change “... parallels Arizona Route 389..."
Change to ““... parallels Arizona State Route 389...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 76:
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, first sentence. Change ““... Utah-Arizona boundary, and runs northwest...”
Change to ““... Utah-Arizona boundary, and then runs northwest...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 77:
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, first sentence. Change ““...Sand Hollow Reservoir near Hurricane City, Utah.”
Change to ““...Sand Hollow Reservoir near Hurricane, Utah.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 78:
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, second sentence. ““Proposed electric transmission lines west of the
topographical high point would transfer hydroelectric power generated at stations along the
penstock alignments to existing transmission lines or planned substations. Proposed electric
transmission lines east of the topographical high point...”” Where is the referenced topographical
high point?

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to read “system high point” which is located at High Point
Regulating Tank-2.

BLM Comment 79:
(Section 3.1, Page 3-1)
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The LPP Project Proposed Action linear facility alignment generally parallels Highway 89 from
the water intake system at Lake Powell to the west boundary of the Grand Staircase-Escalante -
LPP would enter the southern boundary of the monument.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that it is correct to state that the LPP Project traverses the southern
portion of GSENM. The referenced text is describing where the alignment is generally
located in relation to Highway 89 and where it diverges from the Highway 89 alignment.
This happens to occur at or near the western boundary of GSENM. No change to the text is
needed.

BLM Comment 80:
(Section 3.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

7th line. *“... Water Intake System site would be surrounded by security fencing...”” Describe
what kind of security fencing would be used.

UDWRe Response:

The security fencing is described in Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text.

BLM Comment 81:
(Section 3.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

Fourth sentence. Change “...within the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (GCNRA)
boundaries (Figure 3-2).”” to **...within the boundary of GCNRA (Figure 3-2).”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 82:
(Section 3.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

10th line: The acronym “ROW’” has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 83:
(Section 3.1.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

First sentence on page. “The underground features of the Water Intake System would consist of
six submerged horizontal intake tunnels, two vertical intake shafts, two forebay connector
tunnels, a forebay chamber, six vertical pump well shafts, and one isolation gate shaft.”” These
features are not shown on Fig. 3-3....the figure needs to display all of these. The figure displays
only three out of the six submerged horizontal intake tunnels, one of two vertical intake shafts,
one of two forebay connector tunnels, and only one of six vertical pump well shafts. The one
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isolation gate shaft is not shown on the figure at all.

UDWRe Response:

Figure 3-3 is showing a cross section of the facility. In such a view elements that are either
in front of or behind the elements shown would not be visible. This is the case for most of
the “missing” elements listed in the comment. Viewing Figure 3-3 in conjunction with
Figure 3-4 will assist the reviewer with familiarization with the site.

The project design is approximately 10% complete, which is what is called for at this stage.
Further details would be provided at the appropriate stage in the application and design
processes.

BLM Comment 84:
(Section 3.1.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

First paragraph, third sentence. “The six submerged horizontal intake tunnels include two
parallel tunnels at each of three elevations connecting with Lake Powell: 1) upper intake tunnels
at elevation 3,575 feet mean sea level (MSL) and 325 feet long; 2) middle intake tunnels at
elevation 3,475 feet MSL and 365 feet long; and 3) lower intake tunnels at 3,375 feet MSL and
385 feet long.” Display this (clarify) on Fig. 3-3.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 83.

BLM Comment 85:
(Section 3.1.1.1.1, Page 3-1)

Underground Features paragraph. Also need to discuss the potable water well and wastewater
storage tank mentioned on p. 3-72.

UDWRe Response:

Text has been added to address the comment.

BLM Comment 86:
(Figure 3-1, Page 3-2)

Where is the “topographic high point”? Show that on this figure.

Legend. Change ““Hydro System — South Alternative™ to ““Hydro System — Proposed
Action”

Legend. Itis hard to distinguish the National Park/Monument and GSENM-Boundary
symbols.

UDWRe Response:

The “topographic high point” text has been revised to “system high point” which is located
at High Point Regulating Tank-2.
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The legend has been revised to address the comment.

The drawing has been revised so that the same symbol shows the National Park/Monument
and GSENM-Boundary.

BLM Comment 87:
(Section 3.1.1.1.1, Page 3-4)

Sixth line: Figure 3-3 only shows one vertical intake shaft, not two.
Eleventh line: Figure 3-3 only shows one forebay connector tunnel, not two.

Seventeenth and Eighteenth lines: “Where is the *““vertical isolation shaft extending
from the pump station”” displayed on Fig. 3-3?

Twenty-third line: Figure 3-3 only shows one vertical pump well shaft, not six.

Twenty-sixth line: Change ““...well shafts would be location south of the vertical
isolation...”” to ““...well shafts would be located south of the vertical isolation...”

UDWRe Response:

The figure is a cross section so elements either in front of or behind the elements shown
would not be visible.

The vertical isolation shaft is shown in plan view in Figure 3-4.

The suggested edit from the fifth paragraph of the above comment has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 88:
(Figure 3-3, Page 3-5)

In both places that it shows “Valve or Gate,”” add the word ““Isolation” in front.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 89:
(Section 3.1.1.1.2, Page 3-6)

Water Intake Pump Station. Where is this on Fig. 3-3?

UDWRe Response:

Note that Figure 3-3 is meant to show underground features. Nonetheless, the pump station
would be located where the “Slurry Separation Plant” and “Microtunnel Control Cabin”
are shown in Figure 3-3.

BLM Comment 90:
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(Section 3.1.1.1.2, Page 3-6)
First paragraph. None of the following are shown on Figure 3-4: **six 3,000 horsepower vertical

turbine pumps,” ““horizontal pump discharge piping,” ““electrical room,” ““mechanical room,”
“chemical room,” “bridge crane,” and ““office room.” Please add them.

UDWRe Response:

Note that Figure 3-4 is a site plan. Typically design elements on the interiors of facilities are
not shown on site plans. While not labeled, the *“six 3,000 horsepower vertical turbine
pumps” and “horizontal pump discharge piping” are shown in the Figure. UDWRe’s view
is that Figure 3-4 is appropriate as presented.

BLM Comment 91:
(Section 3.1.1.1.2, Page 3-6)

First paragraph, line 19. Delete ““aquatic’ (there is no such thing as ““non-aquatic mollusks™.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 92:
(Section 3.1.1.1.2, Page 3-8)

Discuss shortfalls of adequacy of water supply for both Kane and Washington Counties. Needs
to discuss any benefits. (e.g., fish, wildlife, etc.)

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted.

BLM Comment 93:
(Section 3.1.1.1.2, Page 3-8)

8th line on page: Insert ““as described in Sec. 3.1.3.2.3 of this PLP”” after ““surrounded by
security fencing”.

Last sentence in this section: Add the following text to the end of this sentence — ““All facilities

would utilize architectural details and be painted or constructed of colored materials to blend
with the colors of the surrounding landscape.”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit to the 8th line has been incorporated.

The suggested edit to the last sentence will be considered to the extent it is called for.

BLM Comment 94:
(Section 3.1.1.2, Page 3-8)
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5th line: Show ““the LPP Project topographic high point™ on Fig. 3-3 since it is mentioned
earlier in this chapter.

8th line: Calling the ROW “permanent” is a bit misleading (since a ROW is technically
revocable). A better term would be “long-term” (or explain what is meant by “permanent” in a
footnote).

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 86 regarding the “topographic high point.”

The text has been revised to address the comment concerning the ROW.

BLM Comment 95:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1, Page 3-8)

Second paragraph, Second line: Change *“...land to the GCNRA administered by the NPS
before crossing...”” to ““...land to GCNRA before crossing...”

Third paragraph, Third line: Delete “the’” before “GCNRA” (it is not proper to use “the”
when referring to a proper name).

Third paragraph, second sentence. ““A rock ridge extending to the edge of Highway 89
immediately west of Blue Pool Wash would involve either tunneling under the rock outcrop for
approximately 600 feet, or a 200-foot long pipeline crossing north under the highway, a 450
foot long pipeline north of the highway, and a 200-foot long pipeline crossing south under the
highway west of the rock outcrop.” Which option is it? That should be figured out by now.

Third paragraph, third sentence. The acronym ““SITLA” has already been defined in this
PLP, so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits from the first, second, and fourth paragraphs of the above comment
have been incorporated.

It is unknown at this time whether the pipeline would be installed by tunneling under the
rock outcrop or by crossing Highway 89. An analysis will be conducted and a
determination would be made during the detailed design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 96:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1, Page 3-8)

A rock ridge extending to the edge of Highway 89 immediately west of Blue Pool Wash would
involve either tunneling under the rock outcrop for approximately 600 feet, or a 200-foot long
pipeline crossing north under the highway, a 450 foot long pipeline north of the highway, and a
200-foot long pipeline crossing south under the highway west of the rock outcrop.” The proposed
action should include which of these options is proposed. Are both being analyzed?

UDWRe Response:
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It is unknown at this time whether the pipeline would be installed by tunneling under the
rock outcrop or by crossing Highway 89. An analysis will be conducted and a determination
would be made during the detailed design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 97:
(Figure 3-5, Page 3-9)

Legend. Change ““Hydro System — South Alternative™ to ““Hydro System — Proposed
Action”. Is this figure representing the Proposed Action? If so, just say ““Hydro System”
in the legend and add ““Proposed Action” to the figure title instead.

UDWRe Response:

The figure has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 98:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1, Page 3-10)

First paragraph, Sixth line: ““...administered by the BLM (U.S. Congress 1998).”
Remove “U.S. Congress” and give the Public Law # instead.

Second paragraph, Second line: Delete “the”” before “GCNRA” (it is not proper to use ““the”
when referring to a proper name).

Second paragraph, Sixth line: Insert “be” before “widened towards”.

Fourth paragraph, Twelfth line: Rewrite to read “length, permanent ROW area (in acres),
temporary construction ROW area, and total ROW area (in acres).”

Fourth paragraph, last sentence: Would there then be temporary fencing? Describe this.

UDWRe Response:

The text referred to in the first paragraph of the comment above had been revised.

The suggested edits from the second and third paragraphs of the above comment have
been incorporated.

BLM Comment 99:
(Figure 3-6, Page 3-11)

Highway Right-of-Way Construction

What is the brown object to the left of the pipeline? Please explain what the “Clear
Zone is. Is the black polygon at the left of the figure (dissected by the CL)
representing the highway? If so, add that label. Add “CL= Center Line.”” under
“TCA= Temporary Construction Area”.

Non-Highway Right-of-Way Construction
Why is the pipeline shown both buried and above ground?
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UDWRe Response:

The brown object is the soil pile from the excavation for the pipeline. Clear zone is an area
adjacent to the roadway that where no construction activity would occur to allow for
vehicles that leave the roadway to occupy. The pipeline is shown above the ground to
indicate where it would be “staged” prior to placement in the ground.

Revisions to the various figures showing the above-referenced features have been made for
clarity.

BLM Comment 100:
(Figure 3-6, Page 3-11)

Annotate each map with each feature, pipelines, spoils, etc.

UDWRe Response:

Revisions have been made to the figure to address the comment.

BLM Comment 101:
(Table 3-2, Page 3-12)

“Land Ownership/Management’ column, segments 2 and 3. There is no “AZ SITLA” so
delete the word “Utah” before SITLA.

Notes
e SITLAentry: Add *“(Utah)” at the end of the line.

Footnotes
Need to add the location of the staging areas to the maps in the appendix.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits from the first paragraph and first bullet of the above comment have
been incorporated.

The APE maps in the appendix have been revised to show the staging areas with a unique
hatching as defined in the map legends.

BLM Comment 102:
(Table 3-2, Page 3-12)

“Includes 18.94 acres for construction area at Cockscomb crossing cut.” Please explain where is
this and what will it look like.

UDWRe Response:

The Cockscomb is a prominent geological feature along the pipeline alignment west of the
Paria River. It is adjacent to Hwy 89 near the northernmost point of the pipeline alignment.
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The construction area would be located along the pipeline alignment and would look like
the construction area on Figure 3-6 with the exception that part of the ground surface
would be on a significant slope.

BLM Comment 103:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1, Page 3-13)

Second line on page: Rewrite end of line to read “ROW limits (including the temporary
construction area). Any”.

Lines 14-15: Need to make it clear that (on BLM lands) the seed mix must be approved by the
appropriate authorizing officer.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit from the first paragraph of the above comment has been incorporated.

The project applicant would propose a seed mix to be approved by the appropriate BLM
officer.

BLM Comment 104:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1.1, Page 3-13)

Third paragraph, eighth and nineth lines: Need to identify the “local natural drainages™
referenced because this unnatural water drainage could have impacts on resources.

Third paragraph, last line on page: Also need to identify the ““local natural drainages”
referenced here — this water discharge from the pipeline system could have impacts on resources.

UDWRe Response:

The locations of the drain valves — and hence the local natural drainages into which they
would drain — are unknown at this time and would be determined during the detailed
design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 105:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1.1, Pages 3-13 and 3-15)

The text says “Rock riprap would be placed immediately downstream of each discharge to help
control erosion. The preliminary design identified 49 drain valves along the water conveyance
pipeline.” How often would these drain valves likely be used; how much water might be released
during these occasions; how are these drain valves located or aligned in terms of natural washes;
and how might these water releases affect public safety, recreation, quagga mussel introductions,
wildlife, and the potential creation of seasonal ponds or riparian/wetland vegetation?

UDWRe Response:

The drain valves would be used during routine maintenance and inspection activities or
when making emergency repairs. It is anticipated that the period of time between when they
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are used would be measured in years. The amount of water released would vary according
to the volume of water in the pipeline that would drain to each particular valve. The valves
would be operated manually and the discharge would be monitored to prevent erosion in
the receiving drainage. It is not anticipated that public safety or quagga mussel
introductions would be an issue. Seasonal ponds would not be created and riparian/wetland
vegetation would not be affected.

BLM Comment 106:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1.1, Pages 3-13 to 3-15)

There are no images or diagrams of “Water Conveyance Pipeline Appurtenances (manways,
values, markers, and ““other appurtenances”. These are needed to understand proposal and
analysis of their visual effect. Particularly concerned with the ““other appurtenances’ which is
not specified. Design standards will be necessary to ensure these elements are meet VRM
objectives.

UDWRe Response:

All such appurtenances would be located in buried vaults or manholes with no elements
placed above ground. Manhole covers on the ground surface would allow for access to the
appurtenances.

BLM Comment 107:
(Section 3.1.1.2.1.1, Page 3-15)

Second line on page: Need to describe the proposed rip rap.

Second complete paragraph on page: Delete “the”” before “GSENM”.

Third complete paragraph on page: Concrete monument markers or similar identifiers are
mentioned as being installed (up to 1,000) — is it known approximately how many markers would
actually be installed? More information is needed on these markers so it can be determined if we

have a preference for the type of marker.

UDWRe Response:

Rip rap would be coarse aggregate sized to provide erosion protection. The rock would be
specified to have durability. It would be produced from quarry sources (commercial or
private) or produced from trench excavation materials as appropriate.

The suggested edit from the second paragraph of the above comment has been
incorporated.

Regularly spaced permanent monument markers would be necessary to identify the route
of the pipeline to protect against unnecessary disturbance in excavating. They must be of a
size and durability to be effective to prevent unnecessary disturbance in replacement.
More frequent markers would be necessary where deflections in the pipeline take place or
where the pipeline would cross features like fences, property lines, roads, powerlines, etc.
Until the actual route of the pipeline is determined, an estimate of up to 1,000 markers is
the best information available.
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BLM Comment 108:

(Section 3.1.1.2.2, Page 3-16)

First complete paragraph on the page, Second line:
»  Delete “the” before “GCNRA™.
»  Theacronym “ADOT” has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so
again here.
First complete paragraph on the page, lines 11, 12: Delete “aquatic”.

Second complete paragraph, lines 1, 2: Change to “... located on SITLA land west of ...”

Second complete paragraph, lines 10, 11: Delete ““aquatic”.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 109:

(Section 3.1.1.2.2, Page 3-18)

o First complete paragraph on the page, second line: Change end of line to read “...
near the eastern boundary of GSENM on the south side”.

o First complete paragraph on the page, lines 11, 12: Delete “aquatic™.

Second complete paragraph, lines 10, 11: Delete “aquatic”.

e After second complete paragraph: Add ““Project facilities would utilize architectural
details and be painted or constructed of colored block or colored materials to blend
with the colors of the surrounding landscape.”

e Third to last line on page: Change end of line to be *“... temporary construction ROW
area for the booster™.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 110:

(Section 3.1.1.2.2, Page 3-18)

The pumping station (BPS-3 Alt) on Kanab Field Office jurisdiction within T.43S.,R. 1 W.,
section 6, lot 3 should be placed on adjacent SITLA land. This is a very isolated piece of KFO
immediately adjacent to miles of SITLA property. To date, the proposal has not yet
demonstrated why this pumping station for this State of Utah-proposed facility is on public land
instead of the immediately adjacent SITLA property. (See Appendix, Map panel 15, page 23;
figure 3-10; and page 3-18 of the draft.) Typically, BLM would not authorize a facility on
public land when the proponent owned land suitable for that same facility immediately
adjacent to the public land.

UDWRe Response:
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The project applicant does not own SITLA land. It is held in trust for Utah school children
and cannot be treated as applicant-owned land.

BLM Comment 111:
(Section 3.1.1.2.2, Page 3-18)

Under BPS-3, last sentence: The Cottonwood Road does not extend south of Hwy 89, it only
exists north of Hwy 89.

UDWRe Response:

The text has been revised to address the comment.

BLM Comment 112:
(Figure 3-10, Page 3-20)

Detention basin spillway empties onto Hwy 89. Shouldn’t it be designed so that it empties away
from the highway?

UDWRe Response:

The detention basin spillway would be designed so that it empties into the ditch of Hwy 89.

BLM Comment 113:
(Figure 3-10, Page 3-20)

Why isn’t BPS-3 located on State land a few hundred feet to the east instead of on BLM-managed
lands?

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 110.

BLM Comment 114:
(Figure 3-11, Page 3-21)

Fig. 3-11: There is symbology depicted on the map with no explanation - please include a legend.
Please fix this in all maps and figures.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that the figure is appropriately labeled.

BLM Comment 115:
(Section 3.1.1.2.3, Page 3-22)

Third line: Delete ““the” before “GSENM™. Add the following language to this paragraph:
“Project facilities would utilize architectural details and be painted or constructed of colored block
or colored materials to blend with the colors of the surrounding landscape.”
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Line 15: Insert “as described in Sec. 3.1.3.2.3” after “security fencing”.
Line 16: Change end of line to read “... temporary construction ROW area”.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 116:
(Section 3.1.1.2.4, Page 3-22)

First paragraph, first paragraph. Change to “The Water Conveyance System ROW
requirements are summarized in Table 3-4 by land ownership and management. Permanent ROW
area would be 652.90 acres, construction ROW area would be 339.44 acres, and total ROW area
would be 992.34 acres.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 117:
(Table 3-4, Page 3-24)

Delete the word ““Utah” before SITLA under the Land Ownership/Management column.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 118:
(Table 3-4, Page 3-24)

“Includes 18.94 acres for construction area at Cockscomb crossing cut on Bureau of Land
Management — GSENM-administered land.” Explain where this is and what it looks like.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 102.

BLM Comment 119:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-25)

Second paragraph
e Line2: The acronym “SITLA” has already been defined in this PLP, so don’t do so
again here.
e Line 3: Delete “the” before “GSENM”".

Third paragraph
e Line 3: Change end of line to *“... land in GSENM and the Arizona Strip™.
e Line4: Changeto “... Arizona State Land Department...”
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e Line5: Change end of line to *“... Kane County, Utah to the western boundary of
GSENM”’.

e Line9: Changeto *“... extend southwest through the BLM utility corridor to the eastern
boundary of ...”

e Lines 10-14: Change to “Indian Reservation where it turns south then west along the
boundary of the Reservation (outside the designated utility corridor) to where it would
rejoin the utility corridor (Map Panels 31, 32, 33, and 37 in Appendix E), in Mohave
County, Arizona, approximately parallel to the south boundary of the Reservation (Map
Panels 36, ...”

Fourth paragraph
e Line 2: Spell out Utah instead of abbreviating.
e Line4: Change to “and Arizona State Land Department”.
e Line7: Spell out Arizona and Utah instead of abbreviating.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 120:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-27)

Second line on page: Spell out Utah instead of abbreviating.

First complete paragraph on page, line 4: Delete “and Utah> before “SITLA”.

Third complete paragraph on page, line 4: WCWCD - if this is the first place this acronym is
used, define it.

Fourth complete paragraph on page, line 6: Delete “(i.e., a slope that rises one foot vertically
for every 0.75 to two feet horizontally)” — this has already been explained on p. 3-10.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 121:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-28)

Last sentence on page. Would there be temporary security fencing and/or access restrictions on
the penstock segment of the ROWSs? If so, describe that here.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 for a description of the security fencing.

BLM Comment 122:
(Figure 3-14, Page 3-28)

Highway Right-of-Way Construction
What is the brown object to the left of the pipeline? Please explain what the “Clear Zone™
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is.

Is the black polygon at the left of the figure (dissected by the CL) representing the highway?
If so, add that label.

Add “CL= Center Line.” under “TCA= Temporary Construction Area”.

Non-Highway Right-of-Way Construction
Why is the pipeline shown both buried and above ground?

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 99.

BLM Comment 123:
(Table 3-5, Page 3-29)

Notes: Footnote “a’ — please identify where this staging area on public land would be located.

UDWRe Response:

The staging areas are shown with a unique hatching as defined in the legends on the APE
maps in Appendix E.

BLM Comment 124:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-30)

2nd line on page: Change to ““... within the ROW limits including the temporary construction
area).”

Lines 14, 15: Need to make it clear that (on BLM lands) the seed mix must be approved by the
appropriate authorizing officer.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit from the first paragraph of the above comment has been incorporated.

The comment in the second paragraph is noted. The project applicant would propose a
seed mix to be approved by the appropriate BLM officer.

BLM Comment 125:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-30)

Second paragraph, last sentence. “The preliminary design identified 72 manways along the
Hydro System penstocks.” Need to know where these would be.

UDWRe Response:

The locations of the manways are unknown at this time and would be determined during
the detailed design phase of the project.
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BLM Comment 126:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1, Page 3-30)

Third paragraph, last sentence on the page: Change “can’t” to ““cannot.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 127:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1.1, Pages 3-30 to 3-32)

There are no images or diagrams of Penstock Appurtenances (manways, values, markers, and
“other appurtenances”. These are needed to understand proposal and analysis of their visual
effect. Particularly concerned with the *““other appurtenances’ which is not specific. Design
standards will be necessary to ensure whatever these are meet VRM objectives.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 106.

BLM Comment 128:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1.1, Page 3-32)

First two sentences on the page. ““Reservoir would be discharged from the drain valves through
energy dissipaters as necessary to local natural drainages. Rock riprap would be placed
immediately downstream of each discharge to help control erosion. The preliminary design
identified 55 drain valves along the penstock segments.”” Need to know NOW where these would
be so an impacts analysis can be done.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 104.

BLM Comment 129:
(Section 3.1.1.3.1.1, Page 3-32)

Third complete paragraph on page. Concrete monument markers or similar identifiers are
mentioned as being installed (up to 1,000) — Is it known approximately how many markers would
actually be installed? Need more information on these markers to determine if we have a
preference for the type of marker.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the end of the response to BLM Comment 107.

BLM Comment 130:
(Section 3.1.1.3.2, Page 3-33)
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First paragraph, last sentence. “Each hydro station site would be surrounded by security
fencing with a locked gate on the access road.”” Describe the security fencing - what type, height,
etc.?

UDWRe Response:

The security fencing is described in Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text.

BLM Comment 131:
(Section 3.1.1.3.2, Page 3-33)

Second paragraph, first sentence. Delete ““the’” before “GSENM".

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 132:
(Section 3.1.1.3.2, Page 3-35)

Second complete paragraph on page:
e Line1: Insert “(in the St. George Field Office)”” after ““BLM-administered land™.
e Lines11,12: Delete ““on BLM St. George Field Office administered land™.
o Add the following language to the end of this paragraph: “Project facilities would utilize
architectural details and be painted or constructed of colored block or colored materials
to blend with the colors of the surrounding landscape.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 133:
(Section 3.1.1.3.3, Page 3-35)

First paragraph, first sentence. Insert ““(in the St. George Field Office)” after ““BLM-
administered land™.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 134:
(Section 3.1.1.3.3, Page 3-42)

5th line:

. This line states ““An emergency spillway would be designed into the right abutment of
the south embankment, with drainage to a wash south of the Hurricane Cliffs Pumped
Storage Hydro Station site and tributary to Fort Pierce Wash.” For public safety, there
needs to be some sort of emergency notification system if water volume above a certain
amount is diverted into this drainage (since Fort Pierce Wash is heavily used for ATV
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recreation, and the wash goes right through St. George).
. Describe this perimeter security fence — what type, height, etc.?

Last line of section: Delete “on BLM St. George Field Office- administered land.”

UDWRe Response:

The Emergency Action Plan (EAP) for the reservoir, as required by Utah’s Division of
Dam Safety requires that emergency notification systems be in place for each of the
regulated reservoirs. This requirement would be implemented.

Refer to Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text for a description of the security fencing.

The suggested edits from the last paragraph of the above comment have been
incorporated.

BLM Comment 135:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-42)

Second paragraph on the page, last sentence. “The hydroelectric energy generated during peak
demand periods would be sold at a relatively high rate compared to the power required to pump
the water back to the forebay reservoir purchased at a relatively low rate, with the differential
between the rates resulting in revenue.” Where is this revenue going?

UDWRe Response:

Power generated by the project would be used to offset operating costs.

BLM Comment 136:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-45)

10th line on page: Add the following text after *“... yard ground elevation™.
“The powerhouse building and appurtenant facilities would utilize architectural details
and be painted or constructed of colored block or colored materials to blend with the

colors of the surrounding landscape.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 137:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-45)

First paragraph on the page, second to last sentence. ““The powerhouse yard would be
surrounded by security fencing, with access through a lockable, swinging gate at the turnout to
the access road.”

. Describe the security fencing — what type, height, etc.?

UDWRe Response:
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Refer to Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text for a description of the security fencing.

BLM Comment 138:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-45)

First paragraph on the page, last sentence. “Motion-detection lighting would be installed within
the powerhouse yard as part of the site security system.”” Be sure this lighting uses “‘night sky
sensitive™ lighting (to include things such as directing all lights downward, using shielded lights,
minimum illumination necessary, etc.).

UDWRe Response:

Your comment has been noted. Such considerations would be incorporated into the design
as practicable.

BLM Comment 139:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-46)

Second line on page. “A chain-link security fence with a lockable gate would be constructed
around the switchyard perimeter.” What would be the height of this security fence?

UDWRe Response:

Refer to Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text for a description of the security fencing.

BLM Comment 140:
(Section 3.1.1.3.4, Page 3-46)

Fifth line on page. The “lighting system” should have night sky considerations (to include things
such as directing all lights downward, using shielded lights, minimum illumination necessary,

etc.).

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 138.

BLM Comment 141:
(Page 3-46)

After carefully scrutinizing this construction drawing, there are no measurements that list the
actual height of the Afterbay Dam. Use of an engineering scale was required to determine that it
was 120 feet tall. This is significant. A 120 foot tall structure in an otherwise natural area will be
significant and imposing. This structure does fit into the existing VRM Class 1V, but given the
volume of traffic on the Hurricane Cliffs Road and the intense recreation pressure this area
receives, a lot of people will see this structure. It is important that the public understands how
this project will change the area and the actual height of the structure is the first thing people
will be looking for.

UDWRe Response:
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Your comment is noted. Please note that to date no construction drawings have been
submitted. All drawings submitted have been and are at this time conceptual in nature and
thus lacking in design details.

BLM Comment 142:
(Section 3.1.1.3.5, Page 3-48)

First paragraph on the page, third sentence. “The emergency spillway would drain south to a
dry wash that is tributary to Fort Pierce Wash below the Hurricane Cliffs.”” For public safety,
there needs to be some sort of emergency notification system if water volume above a certain
amount is diverted into this drainage (since Fort Pierce Wash is heavily used for ATV recreation,
and the wash goes right through St. George).

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 134.

BLM Comment 143:
(Section 3.1.1.3.5, Page 3-48)

9th line on the page. ““A perimeter security fence would surround the afterbay reservoir and
embankment.” Describe the security fence.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to Section 3.1.3.2.3.2 of the text for a description of the security fencing.

BLM Comment 144:
(Section 3.1.1.3.8, Page 3-52)

Second line. Insert ““area’ after “Permanent ROW”’.

3rd line: Insert “area’ after ““construction ROW’” and after ““total ROW”.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 145:
(Table 3-7, Page 3-52)
Notes. Footnote ““a” references three construction staging areas — need to know NOW where
they would be.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 123.

BLM Comment 146:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1, Page 3-53)
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Second paragraph, 12th line. Change to *... permanent ROW area, temporary construction
ROW area, and total ROW area.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 147:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1, Page 3-53)

Third paragraph, first sentence. Change to “The water conveyance pipeline construction would
be performed in segments, each starting with clearing, grubbing and grading within the ROW
limits (including the temporary construction area).”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated. The text “areas as necessary” was added after
“temporary construction”.

BLM Comment 148:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1, Page 3-53)

Third paragraph, lines 14, 15. Need to make it clear that (on BLM lands) the seed mix must be
approved by the appropriate authorizing officer.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the last item in the response to BLM Comment 124.

BLM Comment 149:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1, Page 3-54)

Highway Right-of-Way Construction

What is the brown object to the left of the pipeline? Please explain what the “Clear Zone™ is.
Is the black polygon at the left of the figure (dissected by the CL) representing the highway?
If so, add that label.

Add “CL= Center Line.” under “TCA= Temporary Construction Area”.

Non-Highway Right-of-Way Construction
Why is the pipeline shown both buried and above ground?

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 99.

BLM Comment 150:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1.1, Page 3-56)
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Second paragraph, sixth and seventh sentence. “The low points of the water conveyance
pipeline system that can’t be drained back through the pump stations would be discharged
through energy dissipaters as necessary to local natural drainages. Rock riprap would be placed
immediately downstream of each discharge to help control erosion.” Need to identify these
drainages because this unnatural water drainage could have impacts on resources.

UDWRe Response:

The locations of the drain valves — and hence the local natural drainages into which they
would drain — are unknown at this time and would be determined during the detailed
design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 151:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1.1, Page 3-56)

Second paragraph, 9th line: Change “can’t be’” to “cannot be.”

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 152:
(Section 3.1.1.4.1.1, Page 3-57)

Third paragraph, last sentence. Concrete monument markers or similar identifiers are
mentioned as being installed (up to 1,000) — Approximately how many markers would actually be
installed? Need more information on these markers to determine if we have a preference for the
type of marker.

UDWRe Response:

Refer to the response to BLM Comment 107.

BLM Comment 153:
(Section 3.1.1.5, Page 3-57)

First paragraph, fourth sentence. “The Electrical Transmission System would consist of
overhead electric power transmission lines, buried electric power transmission lines, three-ring
switch stations, electrical substations, and staging areas for power facility construction.” Fig. 3-
1 needs to show which lines would be overhead and which would be buried, and then need a table
to show miles of each (there are different environmental impacts from overhead versus buried).

UDWRe Response:

It is unknown at this time which, if any, transmission lines would be buried. Such
determinations would be made during the detailed design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 154:
(Section 3.1.1.5, Page 3-58)
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Electrical transmission System — several transmission line structures are shown — Please know
that BLM will be the entity who will decide which structures are used on BLM-managed public
lands, based upon visual resource management and other resource impacts.

UDWRe Response:

| Your comment has been noted.

BLM Comment 155:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1, Page 3-58)

First paragraph, first sentence. “The existing Glen Canyon Substation would be upgraded by
Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) to the meet load increases resulting from the LPP
Project by Page Electric Utility (PEU) and Garkane Energy (Garkane).”” This is a confusing
sentence...will the Substation be upgraded by WAPA or PEU/Garkane?

UDWRe Response:

WAPA would upgrade the Glen Canyon Substation. The text has been revised for clarity.

BLM Comment 156:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1, Page 3-58)

First paragraph, last sentence. Change *“...Arizona on public land administered...”” Change to
*“...Arizona on land administered...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 157:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.2, Page 3-58)

First paragraph, last sentence. Change to ““The Intake Switch Station would require 0.10 acre
and would be located in Coconino County, Arizona on NPS lands within GCNRA...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 158:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.3, Page 3-58)

First paragraph, second sentence. Change to “The 69-kV overhead transmission line on single-
pole towers would require a 60-foot wide ROW (see Figure 3-32) for approximately 0.83 miles in
Coconino County, Arizona on land administered by WAPA, NPS, and Bureau of Reclamation...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated. |
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BLM Comment 159:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.4, Page 3-61)

Lines 2-5: Change to “The 69-kV overhead transmission line on single-pole towers would
require a 60-foot wide ROW (see Figure 3-32) for approximately 0.80 miles in Coconino County,
Arizona on land administered by the NPS within GCNRA)...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 160:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.5, Page 3-61)

Second sentence. Change to “The 230-kV overhead transmission line...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 161:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.5, Page 3-61)

Third sentence. Change to “The transmission line would require a 150-foot wide ROW (see
Figure 3-33) for approximately 36 miles through Coconino County, Arizona, and Kane County,
Utah, within the West Wide Energy Corridor through Township 43 South, Range 2 West, Section
2 on lands administered by WAPA, BLM (ASFO and GSENM), NPS (GCNRA), and SITLA...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 162:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.6, Page 3-61)

First paragraph, last sentence. Change ““...BLM — GESNM...” to *“...BLM (GSENM)...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 163:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.7, Page 3-61)

Second sentence. Change *“...new 138-kV transmission...”” Change to ““...new 138-kV overhead
transmission...”

UDWRe Response:
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| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 164:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.7, Page 3-61)

Third sentence. Change to ““This 138-kV transmission line would require a 100-foot wide ROW
(see Figure 3-34) for approximately seven miles across SITLA land...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 165:
(Section 3.1.1.5.1.8, Page 3-61)

Second sentence. Change to “This 138-kV overhead transmission line would require a 100-foot
wide ROW (see Figure 3-34) for approximately 5.9 miles in Kane County, Utah, on public land
administered by the BLM (Kanab Field Office) (see Figure 3-31 and Map Panels 11 through 13
in Appendix E) per Table 3-9, also on SITLA land.”

Per Table 3-9, this transmission line is also on SITLA land ... please add that here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edits have been incorporated.

BLM Comment 166:
(Section 3.1.1.5.2, Page 3-64)

Second sentence. Change to “The permanent ROW area would be 828 acres, construction ROW
area would be 56.08 acres, and total ROW area would be 884.08 acres.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 167:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.1, Page 3-64)

Second sentence. Change to *“...approximately 0.10 mile in Kane County, Utah...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 168:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.2, Page 3-64)

Second sentence. Change to *...0.95 mile in Mohave County...”
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UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 169:
(Table 3-9, Page 3-65)

Columns need to be added to this table listing the length of overhead versus buried lines.

Transmission Line Lengths (miles)
Overhead Buried

UDWRe Response:

It is unknown at this time which, if any, transmission lines would be buried. Such
determinations would be made during the detailed design phase of the project.

BLM Comment 170:
(Table 3-9, Page 3-65)

Remove the word “Utah” before ““SITLA” on rows 5, 7, and 8.

Notes. Change ““SITLA = School Institutional Trust Lands Administration™ to “SITLA = Utah
School Institutional Trust Lands Administration”

Notes. Footnote ““b” refers to *““two construction staging areas on public land administered by the
Bureau of Land Management — Arizona Strip F.O.”” Need to know NOW where these are.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edits from the first and second paragraphs of the above comment have been
incorporated.

The staging areas are shown on the APE maps in Appendix E.

BLM Comment 171:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.4, Page 3-68)

First line on the page, first sentence. Change *“...0.6 mile long...”” to ““...0.6 mile...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 172:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.6, Page 3-68)

Second sentence. Change ““...8.35 miles long...” to *...8.35 miles...”

UDWRe Response:
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| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 173:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.6, Page 3-68)

Second sentence. Change *“...BLM — St. George Field Office, Utah SITLA...” to **...BLM - St.
George Field Office, SITLA...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 174:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.7, Page 3-68)

Second sentence. Change to “This 345-kV overhead transmission line would require a 150-foot
wide ROW (see Figure 3-37) for approximately 10.9 miles in Washington County, Utah...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 175:
(Section 3.1.1.5.3.7, Page 3-68)

Second sentence. Change to “This 69-kV overhead transmission line on singlepole towers would
require a 60-foot wide ROW (see Figure 3-32) for approximately 3.48 miles in Washington
County, Utah...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 176:
(Section 3.1.1.5.4, Page 3-68)

Second sentence. Change to “Permanent ROW area would be 293.39 acres, construction ROW
area would be 62.44 acres, and total ROW area would be 355.83 acres.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 177:
(Table 3-10, Page 3-70)

Columns need to be added to this table listing the length of overhead versus buried lines.

Transmission Line Lengths (miles)
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Overhead Buried
Remove the word ““Utah” before ““SITLA’ on row 6.

Notes. Change “SITLA = School Institutional Trust Lands Administration” to ““SITLA =
Utah School Institutional Trust Lands Administration™

Notes. Footnote “C” refers to ““one construction staging area on public land administered by the
Bureau of Land
Management — Arizona Strip F.O.”” Need to know NOW where

UDWRe Response:

It is unknown at this time which, if any, transmission lines would be buried. Such
determinations would be made during the detailed design phase of the project.

Map Panel 62 has been revised to show the staging area with a unique hatching as defined
in the map legend.

BLM Comment 178:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-71)

First paragraph, first sentence. Change to “The Water Intake System would be operated on a
water demand-basis to meet M&I demands by the WCWCD and KCWCD.”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 179:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-71)

First paragraph, last line. Change “district’s” to “districts’”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 180:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-71)

Second paragraph, sentences one and two. “The Water Intake System horizontal tunnels would
be operated to selectively divert the highest quality water from the top 100 feet of Lake Powell.
The three levels of intake tunnels (high = 3,575 feet MSL; middle = 3,475 feet MSL; and low =
3,375 feet MSL) would provide flexibility to divert Lake Powell water between water surface
elevations 3,700 feet MSL and 3,400 feet MSL.” Is this at full capacity, or reduced lake levels (as
is more likely)? And what is the current lake level?

UDWRe Response:

Lake Powell Pipeline Project -202- 04/30/16
Responses to Participant Comments on PLP and Draft Study Reports Utah Board of Water Resources



The intake tunnels are designed to divert water from Lake Powell when the lake is at full
capacity and when the lake levels are reduced. According to the website “lakepowell.water-
data.com”, the elevation of the water surface was 3591.21 above msl on Saturday, April 16™,
2016.

BLM Comment 181:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-71)

Third paragraph, fourth sentence. The acronym “EPA’ has already been defined in this PLP,
so don’t do so again here.

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 182:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-72)

Fourth paragraph on the page, first sentence. ““...500 psi...” Is this the first use of the term
“psi”’? If so, define it and also add to the list of acronyms.

UDWRe Response:

The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 183:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-72)

Fourth paragraph on the page, last sentence. ““...return pipeline that would infrequently
discharge into the right spillway...”” What is meant by “infrequently”’?

UDWRe Response:

The time period between occurrences would most likely be measured in years.

BLM Comment 184:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-72)

Sixth paragraph on the page. ““Potable water would be supplied from the aquifer intercepted by
the intake shafts or a separate deep well on the Water Intake Pump Station site. Potable water
would be used for drinking, washing, toilet flushing, hose-down washing, chemical motive water,
and fire sprinklers. Wastewater would be collected in a buried storage tank with a level monitor
for early notification of required pump-out. The pumped-out wastewater would be transported to
the Page wastewater treatment facility for treatment.”” Add these to Fig. 3-4 and to Sec. 3.1.1.1.1.

UDWRe Response:

It is unknown at this time where the buried storage tank for the wastewater would be
located. Text has been added to Section 3.1.1.1.1.
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BLM Comment 185:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Page 3-72)

Seventh paragraph on the page, first sentence. Change “...by Page Electric Utility to power...”
Change to ““...by PEU to power...”

UDWRe Response:

| The suggested edit has been incorporated.

BLM Comment 186:
(Section 3.1.2.1, Pages 3-72 and 3-73)

Last paragraph on the page, first sentence. ““The electricity generated to meet the Water Intake
System demand would have been previously analyzed and documented for NEPA compliance on
regional electric power production and transmission facilities.”” Remove this whole sentence
because it contradicts Sec. 3.1.1.5.1.

UDWRe Response:

UDWRe’s view is that the two statements are not contradictory. One statement refers to
power supplied to the Water Intake System and the other refers to power generated to meet
Water Intake System demand. No change has been made to the text.

BLM Comment 187:
(Section 3.1.2.2, Pag