----- Original Message-----

From: Mary Barger <BARGER@wapa.gov>

To: bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov <bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov>

Cc: BURTON@wapa.gov <BURTON@wapa.gov>; CSPALMER@wapa.gov <CSPALMER@wapa.gov>
Date: Friday, September 17, 1999 3:47 PM

Subject: Western's comments on 2001 Budget

Barry,
Here are our comments. If you have questions, please call Clayton or me.

Mary

Attachment Converted: "\\Gcmrc\Mail\smankiller\EMAIL STUFF\Budora\2001GCMR.doc"

Printed for SERENA MANKILLER <smankill@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov>



Barry,

We are commenting on what we know about GCMRC’s 2001 budget. We are interested
in getting a detailed work plan so that we can make meaningful comments. In the
meantime, we would like to make some comments on what we have so far.

Biological Resource P :
There is an issue about trout populations above Lee’s Ferry. We may want to include
monitoring above Lee’s Ferry as part of the trout monitoring program.

We suggest that the native/non-native interaction study be increased in priority and be
funded.

What funding is available for the proposal by SWCA?

The funds for unsolicited proposals, in-house research, and TWG requests should be
combined for all programs and placed in an unallocated general area. We propose
dropping in-house research dollars unless GCMRC can demonstrate a need for funds.

Cultural Resource Projects

Photographic Terrace Monitoring: this project should really be funded out of the
Sediment budget. Although the original photographs were taken to evaluate damages to
archaeological sites from terrace erosion, at this point, this project is unrelated to
archaeology.

Monitoring Isolated Occurrences: this project is focused on relocating isolated
occurrences, determining if they are buried sites, and then monitoring them since they are
not covered under the Programmatic Agreement activities. Actually, this would be
related to PA activities. First, if they are identified as sites, then site forms would need to
be completed, which comes under NPS’ purview to evaluate eligibility and effect. At
that point, they are part of the PA. Also, the PA is currently conducting monitoring
activities. There would clearly be overlap and concerns related to having comparable
monitoring data. The 2000 Isolated Occurrence study has yet to begin, and Western
recommends this project be cancelled. Locating isolated occurrences is very difficult, at
best, and the SWCA synthesis report stated that the NPS surveys were not consistent in
recording isolated occurrences, so the data is flawed. Certainly, there are more important
research issues in the canyon than re-evaluating isolated occurrences.

Tribal Projects: TWG and GCMRC should evaluate tribal proposals during the
budgeting process for both need and funding. Since there are no tribal proposals at this
time, these dollars should be removed from the budget. This does not preclude the tribes
from going after the unsolicited proposal dollars.

Data Dissemination and Access: this project is the evaluation of tribes’ technological
capabilities. Western doesn’t think a project is necessary to make this determination.
This project should be cancelled. Plus, this is not an archaeological issue, but an



Information Technology concern crossing all programs. It would be more appropriate to
just call the tribes to make this determination.

PEP: this PEP is only for the cultural program at GCMRC and does not apply to the PA
program. There are huge overlaps with the PA program, and it should be combined to
assess research needs in the canyon, monitoring, who should be doing the monitoring,
and all other archaeologlcal research being conducted in the canyon. There is no merit in
separating out the PEPs since they will be collecting similar data.

Tribal Participation Funding: The funding level for the PA and tribal participation
needs to be resolved in the budget based on the findings of the PA meetmg on Sept 20-
21.

Information Technology
Systems Administration: We are unclear on the details of this expenditure and want

further justification.

Remote Sensing: The GCMRC needs to make a specific proposal for its remote sensing
initiative this year.

Logistics

NPS Permitting: We do not believe we should be paying the NPS to permit these trips
and this should be dropped from the GCMRC budget. If NPS needs some
reimbursement, it should be in the administrative part of the budget.

General Comment

Motor vs. Oar River trips: In the logistics budget, put in the dollars related to motor
trips, and in addition, how those dollars would be different if you were restricted to oar
trips.

Contingency Planning: GCMRC must provide some level of detail on contingency
planning for an experimental flow. They can identify the types of equipment necessary
and support personnel. The plan can identify where the equipment and personnel are
available should in-house staff and equipment be unavailable. Also, all RFPs for
contractors who could participate in the research could address that they could be called
upon to conduct research on short time frames related to an experimental flow. We still
need a “Science Plan” for an experimental flow so we can estimate a budget for it.

Format:

We would prefer you consider a format used for SOWs by the Upper Basin RIP, an
example of which we will provide under separate cover. This would specifically address
contract costs.

The current information provided to TWG is inadequate for a full evaluation of each
project and is not set up in a way that makes it easy to cancel a project and move funds to



another. Each FY should show the past two years for projects, level of effort, and cost.
We also need a 5-year budget which would have a discussion by program area in order to
evaluate trends in research.

We are also interested in more details addressed for in-house costs as they relate to
contracts. The current format doesn’t allow for a review of each contract for level of in-
house effort in support of those contracts, only for contract costs. One potential new
format is below which would allow TWG to evaluate in-house costs for contracts.

PROGRAM (E.G. INFORMATION TECHNOLOG

Program Clerical | Other |# Cost Istrip | Misc | Contract
Name of | Staff* staff* staff* river | of motor | costs | cost
Contract | support (in | support | support | trips* | river | or (attach
total hours) | (intotal | (intotal | * trips oar? | list)
hours) hours) | i

Travel
costs
for in-
house
staff

¢ * this should identify individual by position or name. This would help in identifying
work load needs and FTE.
e ** This is part of the contract cost.

The above program/project format also needs to be shown for the two previous years.



From: Matt Kaplinski <matt.kaplinski@NAU.EDU>

To: bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov <bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov>
Cc: botero@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov <botero@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov>
Date: Friday, September 24, 1999 2:24 PM

Subject: Re: GCMRC FY2001 Work Plan Comments Due

Barry,

| tried to send the center these comments yesterday, but was thwarted.

This time, | just pasted into this email message. | hope it works and

these comments are not too late. Also, | wrote these after re-re-reading

the NRC review and they may not specifically apply to the FY2001 work plan,
but | included them anyway. In light of the NRC review, | hope these
comments are viewed as constructive criticisms, not a TWG attempt to
micromanage the center.

GCRG Comments on TWG FY2001 work plan:

GCRG applauds the efforts to promote integration between the programs.
However, budget numbers are still compartmentalized within specific
programs. How does the plan to integrate translate through programs? For
example, geomorphic research is being conducted under the cultural program.
Will reviews of this research/monitoring be carried out under the cuitural

or physical program? Will this research, if continued, be funded through

the cultural program, but managed/ overseen by the physical program?

Good job with the PEP Seds. We look forward to future program reviews.

How is the center responding to the NRC comment that “The center should
develop expertise and budgeting for modern techniques of nonmarket
valuation of ecosystem services. The scope of economics inquiry in the
strategic plan is out of balance with the level of research on other

features in the GC ecosystem” ? T~

IT program:

The IT program needs to develop a clear statement of: 1) what data/GIS
exists and is available now; 2) what is the procedure for agcuiring the
data; 3) what is the role of the IT program and researchers in developing
this information in the future.

1) Most of what was presented at the sept. meetings dealt with the

development of various components such as a database management system, and
a GIS. What is the status of existing databases and GIS coverages? What is
available to investigators, stakeholders, the public, right now? A GIS was
developed by the GCES program and subsequently inherited by GCMRC (Werth,
1993; Kaplinski et al., 1994). Obviously, a GIS system within a monitoring

and research program is constantly being “developed” and added to, but

little emphasis has been placed on what already exists. | think the IT

program needs to express what the GIS consists of, what is still in

development, and what's taking so long. Basic.data such as streamflow

should be easily accessible through the IT program. A simple question

like, “what was the flow on sept. 7, 1997" should be easily answered.
Unfortunately, its not that easy.

9/24/99
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2) Several reesearch groups trying to acquire information have been stumped.
Two groups we know of were not able to meet contractual deliverables,
largely because information requested from the IT program was not delivered
in a timely manner. Perhaps a clear outline of the process for obtaining
information needs to be developed.

3) The role of the survey and GIS department is not clearly defined for

individual researchers. The survey department needs to clearly define its

role and level of support for individual researchers and do a better job of
screening incoming proposals for the level of support needed. Also, can a
monitoring/research project plan to develop GIS coverages with the GCMRC
group, then have the GCMRC group produce the coverages? Or, is the GCMRC
GIS group simply an archive of GIS coverages developed by outside
contractors? A clear definition of the GCMRC's role in that development

would be extremely helpful.

Thanks for the obportunity to comment on your work plan.

9/24/99



o: bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov <bgold@flagmail.wr.usgs.gov>
ate: Thursday, September 16, 1999 5:51 PM
Subject: FY-2001 Integrated Science Plan

Eom: Norm Henderson <Norm_Henderson@nps.gov>

Page {orf

Barry -

Based on the information provided at the last TWG, | wanted to give you some
specific comments on the subject science plan related to the IWQP and Lake
Powell:

1. Lake Powell Conceptual Modeling - This is the history of the agreement by
GCMRC to develop a conceptual model for Lake Powell is as follows:

- On 1/15/98 AMWG approves the '98 Report to Congress which includes a
description of work to be accomplished in '88. That report specifies that a
conceptual model for Lake Powell will be developed during '98 (see page 10).

- Also on 1/15/98, AMWG approves the FY-99 GCMRC workplan that includes a
conceptual model for Lake Powell (see page 96).

- To my knowledge, no work was accomplished during either '98 or '99.

- 7/99, AMWG approves the Integrated Water Quality Program which includes only
hydrodynamic modeling to be worked on tangentially with the BOR. It makes no
mention whatsoever of the conceptual modeling obligations made previously. (I
made repeated comments to the authors about this discrepancy.)

- 9/99, GCMRC presents the FY-2001 science plan with no mention of either the
hydrodynamic or conceptual modeling obligations.

Based on the above chronology that includes some pretty solid committment by
GCMRC to develop the conceptual model for Lake Powell, it seems appropriate to
include such work in the FY-2001 program.

2. Lack of detail on research endeavors - None of the INs were specified in the
proposed FY-2001 program. Implied, | guess, is that the current monitoring
program will address them all. When bringing up this point before, | was told
that the monitoring program was not designed to address specific INs directly
and that those information needs would be addressed through specific research
projects. | see no research proposed to address these specific information
needs. Further, such lack of direction calls into question the need for $300K
(plus salries) for a strictly basic monitoring program.

| suggest that GCMRC/IWQP specify a specific IN to be addressed in FY-2001.
That way a study plan can be developed during 2000 for implementation the
following year.

3. Analysis of biology data - This obvious need should be specified as a goal in
the FY2001 plan. GCMRC has been collecting such data for a long time and no
assessment has been made.

The above comments sort of document why | was a little taken back at the TWG

9/24/99
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presentation on Lake Powell. You sort of implied that | hadn't brought these
issues up before. But if you check my comments on the IWQP, you'll see that |

have. | voted to approve the plan as written to get it out the door. Let's
talk more...

nrh

- 9/24/99
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RE:  The Hopi Tribe's Comments on the Proposed FY2001 Integrated Science Plan
Dear Dr. Gold,

MHMTWMMMM&MWW[MWWW(GMQ
proposed FY2001 Integrated Science Plan and is pleased to offer the following comments to the
GCMRC. .

The Hopi Tribe is concerned with the contiming trend in the development of the science program for
cultural resources to ignore the real need for integration with the Programmatic Agreement program,
‘The Hopi Tribe recognizes that the issue of legal compliance with the Programmatic Agreement rests
with the Buresn of Reclamation, and that the GCMRC's_rgsponsibility is in implementing 4 long term
monitoring and research program that is specified in the Grand Canyon Protection Act. However, the
category of resource concern is the same for both programs, and the information generated by each
individual program i vital to the other, Moreover, the mansgement objectives for cultnral resources
that were developed back in 1995 (before GCMRC) were designed to specifically incorporate the
broad parameters of the Programmuatic Agreement, To develop a cultural resource program that tends
to divorce itself from the isrformation needs and information generated by the Programmatic
Agreement program is to disregard an entire category of vital data. For the past five years the Hopi
Tribe has been advocating the imtegration of these two programs, however, no one appears to be
listening. The proposed FY2001 cultural resources program clearly demonstrates that there is
currently little if any integration between these two programs. The resalt of this lack of
communication and comsolidation is in the generstion of proposed superfiuous regearch activities at the
expense of needed research. It is also very spparent that the GCMRC is developing its futore research
and moaitoring activities for cultural resources program with little or no input fram the participating
Native American tribal stakeholders. ‘

For example, the Hopi Tribe believes that the proposed photographic monitoring of terraces with
cultural deposits in the Glen Canyod is currently unnecessary, It is our understanding that mitigative
actions are being proposed for FY2000 for all archacological and historic properties currently being
adversely effected within the Glen Canyon reach. Therefore, by FY2001 all significant cultural
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Page 2 - 17 September 1999
Letier to Barry Gold, Acting Chief, GCMRC
RE: Hopi Tribe's Comments oa the FY2001 Science Plan

resources within the Glen Canyon reach should have been addressed and the need for this monitoring
activity diminutive. Moreover, it is not clear how this proposed monitoring activity will differ from
the National Park Service's ongoing mouitoring program. It is also questionable to support an activity
where the sole inteat is to photograph-ongoing adverse impacts, if in fact it is already known that
these impacts are occurring. It is the Hopi Tribe’s recommendation to reprogram the slated $35,000
for this project into more needed and relevant monitoring or rescarch endeavors,

The Hopi Tribe also does not support the proposed monitoring of isolated occurrences for several
reasons. First, the existing data on isolated occurrences generated by the Natioual Park Service's
inventory of the river corridor it unreliable, incontistent, and not comparahle. This point is well
articulated in the draft synthesis repart by SWCA under contract to GCMRC. Therefore, the dsta
base on which this monitoring is proposed is deficient and until this data base is made more religble
the proposed monitoring activity would be useless. Secondly, relocating isolated occurrences it an
exiremncly difficult task at best and then based on the Ievel of descriptive information recorded for
each isolated occurrence determining if this is the same isolated occurredre is even more problematic.
The focus of the FY2000 research project on isolated occurrences is to determine if these isolated
occurrences are the first vestiges of an archasological site or the last. This basic assumption is flawed.
The majority of isolated occurrences, depending on their classification, most likely reflect the general
prehistoric and historic utilization of the Grand Camyon landscape, not habitation or repeated activity
locations. The probability of any specific isolated occurrence representing & buried archaeological site
is very slim. Furthermore, the ability to determine if an isolated occurrence is the last vestige of an
archaeological site is even more problemstic, Rather than lizniting this to the preseace or loss of
archaeological sites, a suggested reduced scope of this research activity would be to look at types of
isolated occurrences and working with the participating Native American tribes determine if there are
types of isolated occurrences (e.g., rock caims, rock piles, enigmatic rock features) that tribes would
like to investigate to determine if they represent shrines, clan markers, or offering places. The Hopi
Tribe recommends that this project as carrently envisioned be deleted from the FY2001 science plan
and that this funding could be better served by answering more vital information needs (i.e.,
developing historic context studies, historic properties typology synthesis, etc.).

The Hopi Tribe does not support the Dissemination and Access to GCMRC Cultural Data project.
There is $35,000 slated for this project of which one aspect is to assess the technological capabilities
of the participating tribes. The Hopi Tribe does not see a need to0 support a contractor to research the
technological needs of each tribe when the GCMRC could easily pick up the phone and ask the tribes
what their current technological capabilities are. If the GCMRC were in 1 habit of communicating
more with the tribes they might already know the answer to this question!

Additionally, the Hopi Tribe does not see the utility of training tribal personnel on access and use to
GCMRC data and modeling information if the tribes do not possess the tectmological capability to

access or use thig information. The development of proposed GCMRC activities that incorporste the
tribal stakeholders would be better designed if the GCMRC commmunicated with the tribes during the
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Page 3 - 17 September 1999 .
Letter to Barry Gold, Acting Chief, GCMRC
RE:  Hopi Tribe's Comments on the FY2001 Science Plan

initial stages of planning. Currently, the interaction of the participsting tribes with the GCMRC tends

mmmmmmmmenmthMmumGMCmum
-trend around in future planning efforts.

The Hopi Tribe appreciates the opportunity to comment on the GCMRC's FY2001 science plan.

Should you have any comments or concerns regarding this lester plesse contact me at 520/734-3751 or
at 520/734-3761.

wmlh ma, D T

Cultural Preservation Office
TheHop:Tnbe

xc: Technical Work Group

wWu4
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To: Barry Gold
Acting Chief, Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center, Flagstaff

From: Randall Peterson
Manager, Adaptive Management and Environmental Resources Division

Subject: Comments on the Prgposed FY 2001 Integrated Science Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on GCMRC’s proposed FY 2001 budget. Your
presentation at the last Technical Work Group meeting was helpful in understanding your
monitoring and research efforts in 2001, and the Center’s efforts at an integrated approach to the
program comtinue to improve the Center’s program. The designation of how each proposal
addresses particular management objectives and information needs are also appreciated. With
respect to specifio program areas, 1 offer the following comments:

Physical Resources

I continue to believe that the development of both conceptual and specific sediment process
computer models are key to improving our understanding of physical processes in the canyon.
These are wise investments and are very likely to repay the initial costs by reducing the number of
experimental flows, i.e. specific hypotheses could be modeled to screen various alternative
experimental flow patterns. The mere development of such models forces us to address complex
physical processes and resolve difficult interactions with other resources. The proposed
continuation of Steve Weile’s work and refinement of the conceptual model are especially critical
to this work.

As an prerequisite to this model development, an analysis of the the need for additional digital
clevation data should be performed. "This data is not necessarily required for the entire canyon,
but at least some key reaches identified with all resources in mind should be selected in order to
answer prime integrated resource questions, particularly with respect to sediment aggredation and
habitat formation during high flow events and the effects of such disturbances on biologic
resources. Jack Schmidt’s presentation at the recent SEDS PEP review made a compelling case
for the use of longer reaches to better understand linkages rather than narrowly scoped site

. specific prooesses.

The recent PEP review was very helpful in understanding the current state of scientific
understanding. Overall, I strongly support the proposed research activities identified in the
proposed budget.

Biologic Resources

The biologic resource program is currently facing significant demands in the next few years as the
result of the proposed temperature control device and low steady summer flow test specified in
the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Biological Opinion. In addition, recent concern surrounding the
biologic baseline (native and non-native species) calls attention to the need for greater
understanding of key processes in order to make informed management decisions. I am
concerned that your FY 2001 proposed budget does not place sufficient emphasis on addressing



the baseline issue and on resolving some of the native/non-native controversy present in the current
conceptual model. Perhaps some explanation of what work in these areas would remain after FY
2001 would help evaluate the validity of this concern. '

Cultural Resources’

The cultural program could be strengthened with closer integration with both Programmatic
Agreement activities and other GCMRC program areas. This comment seems justified by
comparing the scientific “strength™ of the proposed contracts with the contracts in other program
areas. There are pressing needs for additional funds for monitoring and treatment of cultural sites
throughout the canyon, yet the proposed cultural resource program contracts addresses such issues
as dissemination and access to cultural data, photographic monitoring of sites in the Glen Canyon
reach, and isolated occurrences. It is likely that stronger proposals could be generated through
closer consultation with the Programmatic Agreement group. While there may be some
disagreement about GCMRC contracting for mitigation work in the canyon, the Grand Canyon
Protection Act and accompanying report language is clear that Congress intended a broad suite of
actions, including mitigative actions, to improve the values for which the park and recreation areas
were created. I believe GCMRC has the statutory authority to fund such activities.

Specific ideas for contracts to accomplish this broad suite could include:

(1) development of statistical criteria for site-class evaluation and treatment of affected cultural
sites,

(2) development of a tribal values study to integrate tribal spiritual values in canyon management
and scientific research,

(3) research into effectiveness improvement and implementing criteria for the important Zuni
check dam construction to counter gully erosion,

(4) a more thorough integration and evaluation of the National Park Service cultural site data base,
(5) development of a program for long-term treatment of cultural sites impacted by dam
operations,

(6) a combined effort with physical resources in modeling pre-dam sediment deposition processes
at sites above current dam release levels to better understand historic gullying processes,

(7) a literature survey of current knowledge of canyon cultural sites to prioritize future treatment
actions, and . o .

(8) an analysis of the effect of proposed canyon wilderness designation on tribal, scientific, and
recreational activities.

Information Technology

This program area seems primarily directed to GCMRC support and to the recent remote sensing
proposal. While the remote sensing effort has the potential for increased program efficiency and
reduced costs, there may be other technology areas that should be given greater emphasis or a
higher priority. The electronic cataloging and integration of existing reports and data, the web
publishing of such data, digital elevation mapping of specific reaches, and the upgrading of tribal
technology are areas where the information technology program could provide greater value to the
science effort. However, the rigorous analysis of cost efficiency of surveying and logistics
programs are particularly appreciated.



Thanks again for this comment opportunity,  /s/ Randall Peterson

cc: TWG members
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I have reviewed the September 8, 1999 presentation and handouts on the Grand Canyon

Monitoring and Research Center's FY2001 Integrated Science Plan and offer the following
comments.

Protocols Evaluation Program (PEP)

Appropriately, this is a major part of the Center's activities for the coming years, and should be
reflected in the next version of the Strategic Plan. The Physical Program has a clearly defined
and scheduled PEP. However, the Biology Program PEP needs the same level of detail in order
to evaluate activities that are planned for FY2001 and out years. To ensure integration between
resources I think it is important to conduct some of the PEP reviews concurrently, especially
with regard to the aquatic food base and the fishery monitoring. I realize that some components
of the monitoring program are farther along than others, but urge that the PEP for the
recreational trout-fishery monitoring program and the aquatic food base monitoring program be
‘evaluated together, since we have demonstrated such tight linkages between the two (McKinney
and Persons 1999; McKinney et al. 1999). Your figure "Integrated Long-Term Science
Program" illustrates those linkages; hopefully the integration will be part of the PEP for
biological resources. ’

Conceptual Modeling

I'm glad to see this work continuing. I think it has been very valuable, at least for resources that
we can provide data for.

Grand Canyon Monitoring
ard Cagearai Canter
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Dr. Barry Gold
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Water and Sediment Resources

MOs & INs:
Dam Operations: Measure and report GCD flow releases relative to Record-of-Decision.

Obtaining Dam Operations data is still somewhat difficult. Bill Vernieu has been helpful in the
past supplying SCADA data from the Dam. Data from the Lee's Ferry gage is readily available
through the USGS web site, but obtaining actual Dam release data is still somewhat difficult.
Western has indicated that they will address this issue, and I wondered what GCMRC's strategy

was towards reporting GCD flow releases. Can you clarify how this will be accomplished in the
FY2001 Plan?

Streamflow and Sediment Transport Monitoring
Linkages

[ suggest you include a linkage between tributary flows and fish monitoring (recruitment),
especially re: Paria and Little Colorado Rivers where gage data are available. Investigations into
relationships between tributary flow and recruitment of native fishes are currently underway;
perhaps the linkage could be made with the Streamflow program. Both the Paria and the LCR

gages are problematic and appear to go off-line a times, frequently during high flow events. Is it
a priority to address fixing or moving those gages?

Biological Resources
Current Knowledge

I had hoped we knew more about fish and other biological resources. I realize that it's hard to put
on one page,. didn't see this for other resources. I think a discussion of current knowledge and
how the Plan for FY2001 relates to that knowledge would be good, especially if it helps justify
or explain why certain work tasks were given priority over others.

Terrestrial Ecosystem: Management Objectives and Targeted Information Needs for
FY2001

Protect, restore and enhance native and special status species.

- -Define and specify ecology of native faunal component (IN 11.1).

-Determine species population characteristics to detect departures from natural range (IN
11.2).

-Identify and characterize riparian wildlife habitat types along the river corridor (IN11.4).



Dr. Barry Gold
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I assumed that these were prioritized from our April 1998 exercise with the last set of MO's and
IN's, but after looking at the April 30,1998 "Information Needs Prioritization April 23, 1998"
document, they do not appear to be prioritized the same way. Iunderstand that the priorities may
change, and not all may be addressed each year. Would it be useful to justify why certain work
tasks will be conducted in a given year? Are terrestrial ecosystem components included in the
Biology Program PEP?

Aquatic foodbase monitoring
Is this scheduled for PEP in FY2001?
Fisheries monitoring

Does "long-term monitoring trout fishery" mean that this activity will have completed the PEP
by FY2001?

"Continued downstream monitoring of fish - condition, abundance, composition,
distribution, productivity" -

Inasmuch as there is not a 'long-term' monitoring program in place for fish other than trout, I
question the "continued" part of this task. Need to clarify that this is still "transition" monitoring
until a valid long-term design is in place, following the Protocol Evaluation Program.

Terrestrial and Fisheries Research
The full scope of some of these activities may not be clear until the Biology PEP, specifically
"Evaluate spawning substrates in Glen Canyon Reach". Depending on the PEP, this could be a

large-scale project or a very small project depending on the level of resolution needed in the
data.

Terrestrial and Fisheries Research - Section 8 Funds
Objectives: To evaluate effects of operations (TCD, SASF) on resources

Activities

- Baseline data collection for seasonally adjusted steady flows to augment current monitoring
programs :

- Baseline data collection/research for TCD prior to operation

I assume some of these activities will become clearer following the TCD workshop. Conducting
a PEP on the current monitoring program prior to initiation of additional data collection would
be wise in my estimation. Do we know that the current monitoring protocols are inadequate to
collect baseline data to address SASF and TCD questions?
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FY 2001 Management Objectives and Information Needs- Recreational Resources

Provide recreation experiences consistent with other resource objectives (MO1)
Determine criteria for the recreational experience (IN 1.1)

Define methods to insure quality experiences (IN1.3)

Determine angler satisfaction, use and harvest (IN 1.4)

I assume we will have results from Dr. Stewart's studies to address some of these questions. IN
1.4 has been monitored by Arizona Game & Fish Department in the past, and I think it is a
strong candidate for PEP, but it will require some work to get the data ready for power analysis
and other evaluations.

Information Technology Program
Flow chart:

The flow chart indicates Surveying and Remote Sensing data will be "fed" into the Monitoring
and Research Program. The chart does not indicate how other data will be handled. For
example, we have extensive databases on fish (rainbow trout monitoring) that I assume will be
turned over to the Center at some point. Where does data like that fit into the picture?

What is the timeframe for developing and populating the Oracle databases? I assume this is
ongoing activity that will happen every year that new data comes in. We have sent data to GCES
before and had it disappear into a black hole (otherwise known as a network server). I'm
confident that won't happen again! T~

Library

I was glad to see the Library.coming along nicely in the Bank Building! Do you expect it to be
ready for online access by FY2001?

Logistics Program

Electrofishing: (FYI) We have worked with your staff to train AGFD personnel to operate the
electrofishing boat in the Lees Ferry reach, and have not relied upon the Center for those services
this year. Boat maintenance is still a problem.

Budget

Presentation is being addressed, assume that recommendations from the AMWG will be
incorporated.
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Sincer.z;ly,

M ~

Bill Persons X
Research Program Supervisor
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Dear Barry, [

This letter is to provide comments on the FY2001 work plan and budget. The Hualapai
Tribe continues to have concerns over the lack of funding for tribal participation in the Adaptive
Management Program (AMP). Unlike federal and state agencies, we do not receive funds from
federal and state legislatures to allow us to participate in the AMP. Our previous participation
has placed a significant hardship on our tribal administration, and our future participation is

tenuous at best unless adequate funding is provided by GCMRC, BOR or elsewhere.

With regard to on-the-ground activities, the Hualapai Tribe provided input into the

development of management objectives both within the Glen Canyon Dam Environmental Impact
Statement and during the process guided by the GCMRC. The Hualapai Tribe cannot understand
why there is no funding to implement the objectives. For example, one management objective is
to maintain riparian vegetation in a state of multiple successional stages dominated by native
species. Why are we not eradicating tamarisk and planting willows? Another example is that we
have an objective to minimize interactions between native and non-native fishes. Why are we not
removing carp, catfish and stripers from the river? In addition, recent RFP’s are not based on the
management objectives. To date, we have not used the management objectives in any manner, nor
have we adaptively managed resources in Grand Canyon.
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In all, the Hualapai Tribe, as a major landowner of Grand Canyon and the Colorado River,
feels that the AMP is not working to improve conditions in Grand Canyon in an effective and
efficient manner. Too many dollars are spent on the AMP bureaucracy and too little is spent on-
the-ground. We feel that the Hualapai Tribe’s Department of Natural Resources could much
more effectively operate the Adaptive Management Program and would welcome the opportunity.

Please contact myself or Mr. Clay Bravo in the Hualapai Department of Natural Resources
(520-769-2255) to further discuss these issues.

Sincerely,
HUALAPAI TRIBAL COUNCIL
qﬁ?ﬁé{o’ééﬁﬂ\m
%Hu apai Tribe
cc: Mark Schafer

Assistant Secretary’s Office, U.S. Department of the Interior

Charles Calhoun, Regional Director
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation



