Proposal to Develop a Research Plan to Analyze the Response of Natural
Resources below Glen Canyon Dam to a Beach Habitat Building Flow Greater
than 45,000 cfs and Fluctuati(i‘ns During Periods of High Powerplant

eleases,
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The objectives of a Beach Habitat Building Flow described in the Glen Canyon Dam EIS are to
“mmm?m%zeus,an%n rovide scme wgemedynafoml.‘imgf tg:’nalisységf (GCDEIS
backwater provide some o ofa ” )
Specific research questions addressed by the test flow included (BHBFEA):

3) Increase height and area of existing sandbars, followed by erosion at rates that decrease
4) Reduce nearshore vegetation,
5) Preserve and restore camping beaches,
6) Protect cultural resources from erosion,
Result in more navigable rapids, and _ .
g; NmmdgﬁﬁmmadvemeMmmeaquancfoodbase,mﬁshmg,endangm
species, cultural resources, and economics.

While benefiting many natieai, cultural, and recreational resources, the experimental Beach
mm&gmgmmmhlmmwmmofmwm
(GCMRC, 1997). Following that test flow, many researchers suggested that a BHBF of these
rejuvenation of backwater babitats without significant adverse impacts (GCMRC, 1997). In
i i O accelerate beach erosion

(Moody, lm.RmdnsthMmdamﬁmmaymmismof
erosion at high flows (Kaplinski, 1998) while increased ability for the hydropower resource to
follow electrical loads has economic value (Palmer, 1998).

This paper proposes a process for determining the parameters for flows that would better
mmmahmim—mm,mammm
m&:m@tﬂows,andevalmﬂethepotmﬁalmpacts‘oﬁmphmﬁng such a test. Thi
information will be used by the TWG and AMWG in deciding whether to carry out the
proposed rescarch.

The Proposal:

%ggndCanymMordmingandRthmta(GMC),incomulmﬁonwithﬁn
, 18 tO2

A. Recommend the itude, timing, duration, and pre and post flow regimes for a test flow
betmIammyan%Julythatbmtmee}stheobjecﬁmofaBHBF.’I‘hisshmﬂdincmde

B ﬂowsgrmmrﬂ;;ﬁanﬁ,wo&s. ¢ high

. Define a test regime to reduce beach exosion rates during periods of hi powerplant
reicases (>1.5 maf/mo). These should include fluctuating flows, (within current daily,
upramp, and downramp limits) above 25,000 cfs up to powerplant capacity.

C. As:fsuwadvisabiﬁty of conducting rescarch on A and B sequentially and/or separately,

an
D. Evaluate, based on best current knowledge, the positive and negative impacts of
implementing the proposed test flows.



Issues to consider:
+ ESA consuitation requirements
« NEPA compliance
= NHPA compliance
= Impacts to unlisted native fish
= Impacts terrestrial biological resources
~ Impact on sediment resources
+ * Impact to cultural resources
+ Impacts t© aquatic resources
Impaasmm wality
to water g
Recreational resources including boating and fishing
Economic impacts including power production and recreation
GCMRC budgetary impacts
 And others as appropriate

Based on the GCMRC evaluation and suggestions, the TWG will recommead to the AMWG

whether this proposal should or should not be implemented. If the AMWG approves the

implementation of this proposal, the Monitoring Center will be asked to develop a detailed
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