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M eeting Opening and Administrative Items
Convened: 9:35am.

Wecome and Administrative:

The Chairperson welcomed the TWG members, aternates, and guests. All introduced themselves. A
quorum was established and attendance sheets (Attachment 1) were distributed.

Action ltems:

Carried over from Jan. 9-10, 2001 Mesting:

1. Clayton will send a copy of the Draft L SSF Report to Barry Gold and Randy Peterson - Not done.
Gary Burton said it cost $55M in purchased power this year but only $16-24M was attributed to the
LSSFtest. Clayton Pamer will report the results at the Science Symposium aswell as present to the
TWGin May.

[tems from Last Mesting:

1. Barry said he received some responses regarding needs for the TWG River Trip. For those
individuds he didn’t hear from, he is assuming they don’t need anything.

2. PEP Diagrams—> on the agenda for today.
3. Barry sent out copies of the IWQP Report as well as posted to the GCMRC web site.
4. Randy said areport on the Secretary Designee’ s letter will be part of the Legidative Updates today.

5. LIDAR agrid photography questions were posted to the TWG Discussion forum web Ste aswel as
mailed to the TWG members and dternates. It isaso on today’s agendafor further discussion.

6. Randy said he couldn’t post the questions to the discussion forum but is working with Mike
Liszewski on getting the problem fixed. However, the questions were sent to the Experimental Flows
Ad Hoc Group and the Sediment Ad Hoc Group.
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TWG Discusson Forum Update. Mike said he got the discussion forum operationa about a week
ago. It has been working for some but not for others. He asked for specific problems and will
address those in the next two weeks. He provided arevised set of ingtructions (Attachment 2).

MOTION: Move to approve the February 13-14, 2001, Minutes.
Pending one correction, the minutes were gpproved without objection.

L egislative Updates:

1. Secretary Designee's Letter to Secretary. Last Friday, Steve Magnussen sent a letter to the
Secretary reporting on the AMWG mesting in January 2001. The letter was Sgned by Steve and is
currently in the Assistant Secretary-Water & Science (AS'WS) Office. He anticipatesit will be signed
thisweek and then will go on to the Secretary. Copies were provided to the assstant secretariesin the
Department, the eight DOI agency headsinvolved with the AMP, aswdll to dl AMWG members.

The letter summarizes the recommendations made by the AMWG. In addition, it included a 2-page
addendum which went into greater detail about each of the recommendations. Randy, Steve, and
Bary are dso writing a briefing paper they will present to key officidsin April explaining the
importance of the AMP. The President’s budget will be released on April 4" and they fed it is agood
time to make a case for the program, before Congress starts to debate the President’ s proposals.

2. Reclamation Letter to WAPA. Randy reported that around Dec. 8, 2000, WAPA sought
comments on a proposed rate increase to CREDA for CRSP power. The rate increase was initiated
by WAPA running out of money and needing to raise additional cash to keep from going deficit. Key
to that decision was whether this year’ s hydrology was going to be dry or wet and if some type of
repesat of last year' slow steady summer flow test was going to be run which would further add financia
pressures to the basin fund. WAPA asked Reclamation, as part of their public comment period, to give
them some sense as to the nature of this year’ s hydrology. The Experimenta Flows Ad Hoc Group
had its first meeting about that time and it was the sense of the group that because of the inability to
monitor the effects of some type of experimentd flow this year for the Biologica Opinion, they
recommended that type of test not be conducted. Randy passed out copies of a letter from
Reclamation to the WAPA (Attachment 3) which relayed that information to WAPA. WAPA then
made its own decision about what to expect from revenues from this year as aresult of an expected
low release year from Glen Canyon Dam.

3. Murkowski Bill Language. Randy said he didn’t know anything more about the bill. Wayne Cook
sad he thought introduction of the bill was scheduled within the next few days. Randy will continue to
track the status of the bill and inform the TWG accordingly.

4. Tribd Funding. No action has been taken on the proposed draft letter coming from the Asst.
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Secretary, Policy, Management, and Budget dlocating to each of the departmenta agenciesin this
program their share of gpproximately $400K for Government to Government consultation. Thiswill
aso be part of the briefing and discussion in early April.

5. Cdifornia Power Crigs. Randy said he didn’t have any further informétion to offer.

Barry mentioned a recent article published on the front page of the Arizona Republic which didn’t
accurately state the facts about this program. He wondered if it was the feding of the TWG to
make a response to the paper or contact the reporter and give him the correct information. Pam
said she would be willing to talk with the reporter and asked if any other members wanted to join
her. Randy said this might also facilitate getting out timely information about the economic impacts
of such things as atest because had that paper been available in December, the newspaper article
would have had a very clear description of what caused the $55M loss. Gary said he will discuss
the issue with Clayton.

6. AMWG Renewa Letters. Randy reported the AMWG membership renewd letters have beenin
the Department for over amonth. They have cleared dl the required reviews and are in the Secretary’s
office waiting for sgnature. Reclamation has advised them on aweekly basis of the importance of
getting the letters Sgned and sent before the next AMWG mesting in April.

Strategic Plan - Mary Orton informed the members that the latest verson of the Strategic Plan
(Attachment 4) was provided with the meeting packet materids. She handed out two other
documents. Rework of Riparian Issue Paper (Attachment 5) and the Comments and Response Table
from the February meeting (Attachment 6). She dso said the Definitions weren't ready but would be
discussed at alater date.  She pointed out that the Strategic Plan document still has some redlining.

On page 4, there are two changes to goas that the AMWG asked the Ad Hoc Commiittee to take a
look at in their January meeting. The AHC is going to propose the redlined language back to the
AMWG for change. All the AMWG changes that they made and gpproved in January arein there and
are not redlined. The only other redlining isin Gods 6, and 8-12, which resulted from comments & the
last TWG meeting. She said the AHC is ready to recommend this to the AMWG for their gpprova at
the April meeting and the committee would like to have the TWG' s concurrence in that
recommendation; concurrence meaning support for moving forward using this document as a guide to
future actions and that al concerns have been addressed, discussed, and considered both by the TWG
and the AHC. Mary asked for additiona comments which were recorded on flip charts (Attachment
7). She sad the AHC has agreed to meet over lunch and discuss any changes and then bring back to
the TWG.

Writing Assgnments for the River Trip. Mary said there are two mgor things they want to do during
the retreat: (1) focus and resolve philosophical differencesin the Vison Narrative, and (2) focus on the
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narrative portions of the Strategic Plan gpart from vison misson, gods, objectives, the narrative
portions that have to do with philosophy and history, background, etc. She asked the membersto
identify those areas where they have philosophicd differences so they can be resolved on theriver.

Mary reported the AHC met over lunch. They suggested the following changes:

MO 8.3 - split “at some place” to below 5,000 cfs
between 5,000 and 25,000 cfs

MO 8.2 - Change “place’ to from 5,000 to 25,000 cfs
MO 8.1 - Change “place’ to below 5,000 cfs

MO 9.5 change“a some place’ to 2:
- CRE in Grand Canyon NP
- CRE below GCD in Glen Canyon NRA

Mary said the document will be going to AMWG asiit is written plus an addendum which will say the
AHC supports the above changes.

MOTION: TWG supports the AMWG Ad Hoc Group in recommending the Goals and Management
Objectives as modified today.

Motion seconded.

Discussion: None

Public Comments. None

Votingg Yes=20 No=0 Abstained=0

Motion carried.

Writing Assgnments - Narratives. Mary directed the members to read the section under
“Environmental Scan” located in the AMP Strategic Plan, History of the Adaptive Management
Program (Attachment 8). Thereisanote indicating this portion will be expanded with additiona ideas
and comments from both insgde and outside the AMP. She also passed out copies of the “GCD AMP
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) Report (Attachment 9). She asked the
membersto read it and noted there were some very positive comments about the process. One of
strongest was on the diversity of participants and the inclusonary nature of the process as well asthe
enthusiasm and dedication by the participants. Also, the level of open discussion was praised dmost
uniformly. Internd dissemination of information was dso a pogtive point. There were dso a number of
concerns that were expressed regarding trust among the participants, the issue of outside lobbying, lack
of resolution of conflict, lack of action, public outreach, etc. She suggested the TWG look at how to
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build the strengths that were identified to address the weaknesses, whether it is done by the TWG asa
whole or within the AHC. Randy sad that the intent was to include some of theideasin the
Environmental Scan portion into the Strategic Plan. Mary said the document may be given to the
AMWG a their next meeting.

Randy thanked everyone for their involvement in the writing assgnments. A one-page insert on the
NPS Ingtitutional Scope (Attachment 10) was distributed. In preparation for the river trip, the AHC
would like comments or philosophic viewpoints on any or al of the sections of the Strategic Plan. He
fedsit would be helpful for the facilitators to know ahead of time what the issuesare. Mary would like
comments sent to her by close of business on Monday, March 19, 2001.

ACTION: TWG membersto provide comments on the Vison Narrative and SP Narrative - by
section and a brief description of philosophica differences (a sentence) to Mary by close of busness on
March 19, 2001. Mary’se-mail address. mary@maryorton.com

Gary Burton explained that an dternative vison satement (Attachment 11) was sent in too late by the
Grand Canyon River Guides to be included in the “AMP Narrative of Desred Resources.”
(Attachment 12a). Rather than trying to incorporate in arush fashion, he sent it out separately. He
sad the Draft Versgon 2.0 is not a consensus document but was put together from comments he
received. It has't changed from the last TWG meseting with the exception of afew grammeaticd edits.
He aso provided a document (Attachment 12b) which included dl the dternatives for dl the sections,
gods, and management objectives. He said there were severd issues brought to his attention which
need to be discussed on theriver trip.

ACTION: Gary will send an e-mail message listing issues he has received that need to be addressed on
theriver trip to Mary by the COB on Monday, 3/19.

Pam Hyde questioned if the document is going where the group wants it to go? If it goesontobea
narrative description, she' s not sure if things are matching up, thet is, if the vison narrative matches what
the vision/mission/goa M Os together provide. It may not be giving a description of what is wanted.
She suggested stopping the use of words and use pictures instead, to get some artistic rendering of what
we want the system to look like. Barry said he dso shared Pam’s concerns and finds weaknessin the
description and resource areas, the words seem more generd. Mary suggested they send their
commentsto her.

Hydrology Update. Tom Ryan reported the basinwide snowpack is currently 84% of average
(Attachment 13a). The year started out quite wet, October thru the first part of November was
above average and then went into a dry pattern, got alittle bit back in December, and then trailed off
for January. It's been holding steady. There haven't been any big sorms, just little movements of
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moisture in the basin to keep it around 84% of average (Attachment 13b). The inflow forecast for
Lake Powdl for April thru July is 80% of average, 6.2 maf. Last year on April 1, there was an 85% of
average forecast for April thru July and ended up with 54% of average. In 1999, the April 1 forecast
was for 62% of average, and then ended up at 99% of average. He showed the timeline for
precipitation (Attachment 13c) and how it has gone month by month through the basin. We had a
redly dry period last Spring and Summer and then went above average in Aug-Sep-Oct, which was
important for replenishing the soil moisture. They take their forecast inflow and put it into their planning
mode and come up with monthly releases. Right now in WY 2001 the planned rel eases are 8.564 maf
which isvery close to an 8.23 maf release year. The pattern in the most probable scenario for the rest
of the year isvery close to an 8.23 maf release pattern. They will not go below 8.23 maf. If we do go
wet, thereis a 10% chance of the maximum probable playing out. Even under the maximum probable,
the operation is governed by equdization so they don't fill even under amaximum probable. Thereisa
less than 10% chance thet the reservoir will be filled this year (Attachment 13d). He aso showed a
graph depicting the projected April releases (Attachment 13e), the ROD hour to hour releases they
would have on weekdays and weekends. On weekdays it will be going from 6,800 up to about
12,800 which is the 6,000 cfs dlowable range. In May, the range shifts down alittle where the
proposed ROD operation will be between alow of 6,100 cfsto about 12,100 cfs.

LIDAR Discussion - Mike Liszewski said they are going to move forward with the LIDAR over
flightsfor 2001. Whether the flights are conducted depend on a couple of issues, one of whichis
whether or not they fed they have a contractor who can provide the data that meets the specifications
needed for the intended use of the data. He provided a schedule summarization of the delivery
schedule (Attachment 14). He asked if further clarification was required on any of the
guestions/answers which were sent out on the LIDAR contract.

Bob Winfree said he was unclear as to whether the contractor did not collect the data that was needed
or whether they’re not processed. Mike said the contractor did not collect the data in a manner that
dlowed them to meet the specifications. They have dedlt with the contractor but are not in aposition to
recoup funds from the loss of that data. Barry explained some of the steps which were involved in
dedling with the contractor but eventually GCMRC was advised by lawyersin the Department that they
didn't have acase.

Pam said she fdt it was ingppropriate in a program that has been developed under the GCPA that a
magor part of the ongoing management program at Glen Canyon Dam and Grand Canyon is being
compromised. Power does not have the right to say you can't run the flow at aleve that makes your
data accurate. She can see considerations about other aspects of the program that aren’t under the
normal operating criteria but finds it very hard to understand what is the potentid difference in accuracy
between running at the established flows that have been set up for doing the overflights and getting that
information and running it at some in-between flow where some modifications may have to be made to
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the data to ensure we have a dataset that we can operate under. Kerry concurred with Pam and asked
if Reclamation could go to Congress and get the money to pay WAPA to runiit at 8,000 cfs.

Randy stated that every year three days of steady flows are dlocated for an aerid overflight and that
has been in existence for decades. Typicdly, it's done over aLabor or Memoria Day weekend to try
and minimize the cogts and during periods of reasonable power rates. The economic impacts of those
three days of steady flowsisn't very high because they're done on a Sunday. If aLIDAR overflight
were done, those three days would probably be extended another three days so typicaly the
incrementally increasein anorma year wouldn't be that greet. Because of the power rates this year,
the increases are on the order $1.5M for those extra three days and that' s assuming the flights are
flown at 12,800 so the anomaly created by the power market right now has changed the dynamic by
which the power customers are agreegble to going along with some type of flow Stuation. He has
talked to CREDA over the past few days and they recognize the aeria photography is an annud thing
and part of long-term monitoring and even with the high power rates, it's something that needsto be
done every year or the dataset islost. 1t seemslike thered focusison the flow level. Does 12,800 cfs
work or doesit have to be 8,000 or 15,000? That's atechnica question for the GCMRC to answer.

Pam asked if there was away to increase power revenues that would offset losses to the basin fund.
Wayne sad it would take two weeks to relax the congtraints on load following and more regulation
could be transferred to power during that period of time and the revenue would be produced very
quickly. It would be rlatively easy to make that month come out revenue neutrdl. Randy said in an
effort to try and maximize the ability right now, WAPA istaking the ROD limitsto their full extent, the
full 6,000 cfs spread is what they are scheduling in the future whereas before it wasn't quite that. There
isno action outside of that which WAPA can take to increase the revenues.

Pam said there were two dternatives: (1) to look at what Matt was suggesting in terms of what the
possibility isfor taking the acquired and existing dataset for the reach down to Phantom and adding on
to that, and (2) look at what it would take to adjust rel eases outside of the 6.5 day period during that
same month to minimize or eliminate the cost to the power resource. She suggested finding out how
many days or hours, the time scae of flows fluctuating beyond the current ROD condraints, it would
take to reach certain levels of impact or some type of reduction, maybe 25%, 50%, 75% or rate
neutral. She asked if the dternatives could be explored and the information provided back to the TWG
inatimdy manner.

Robert Begay expressed concern about how power rates would impact Navgjo Nation customers and
suggested Gary ask Clayton about that as well.

Randy commented that WAPA has decided not to implement a rate increase based on its current
financid gtuation. It has avoided that by passing through dl additiond purchased power cods of their
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customers directly to the customers and not even bothering with the basin fund. That means that during
alow release year, it can't generate enough to meet dl its customers demands so it will have to go out,
buy additiond power, and charge the customers directly for it. The extenson of thisaerid photography
flight from 3 to 6.5 dayswill cost about an additiona $1.5-2 million to CREDA customers.

ACTION: Gary Burton will call Montrose and see what would happen if there were fluctuations
outsde the ROD and what economic impacts would occur. Gary will bring a response to the TWG
tomorrow morning.

Recovery Goals. Randy introduced Tom Czapla from the Recovery Program (USFWS in Denver)
and Henry Maddux, State Supervisor with the Recovery Program out of Utah. Henry said the
presentation they will be giving has been taken to federd, state, and other organizations. Tom Czaplais
the Propagation, Life History Monitoring Coordinator for the Recovery Program and has the
responsbility for overseeing the development of the recovery gods.

Tom said the FWS has the responsibility to develop recovery plansfor listed species. The FWStries
to update the recovery plans as necessary and the recovery godsthat are in draft now basicaly
supplement and amend the exigting recovery plans. Region 6 (Denver) has responsibility for dl four
species throughout their entire range. They began this process dmost two years ago asacal from
participants in the Upper Basin program as well as Congress as they were looking for funding and
funding authorization to develop specific criteria, bascaly achecklist that people could use so they
would know when they got to recovery. It's been along process and has involved federd, state, other
agencies, and scientists. The Recovery Program has been given the assgnment from FWS to develop
these. They hired a consultant, Rich Vadez, to work on them aong with Tom Czaplaand Bob Muth in
developing and revising the recovery gods. The god's have been reviewed by the regiond director, the
solicitor’ s office, and are till undergoing some minor technica edits as well asincorporating issues from
the road trip. They will be published in the Federal Regigter by the end of the month and will be posted
on the Upper Basin web page as well as on the San Juan program’s web page. He digtributed some
HBC refrigerator magnets containing the web address. He said he would send an e-mail message out
as soon as the information is available in the Federal Register and posted to the web pages. It will be
sent out for a45-day public review and after that it will probably take another three months to go
through the public comments and come up with afinal. He advised that things could change between
now and when the fina plan comes out because they expect alot of comments. When it comesout in
the Federd Regigter, they will aso brief congressond saffs from the seven basin states as well as work
with Regions 1 and 2 of the USFWS on mediardeases. He didtributed copies of the Briefing Schedule
and Executive Summaries, (Attachment 15a) aswell as copies of the PowerPoint presentation
(Attachment 15b). Tom presented the dides and answered questions.

ACTION: Lindawill send the TWG e-mail addresses to Henry.
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Sediment Ad Hoc Group Update: Ted Mélis said the Sediment Ad Hoc Group was established asa
result of a presentation he and Dave Rubin made to the TWG last November based on amemo
submitted to the GCMRC with recommendations on sediment conservation. Asaresult of that
presentation, the ad hoc group was formed to help the TWG formulate a response to the memo. The
first meeting was convened in February and the second meeting was held yesterday. They have had
some very good discussions and prepared a timeline and an outline for the draft response. Severd
people in the group will be taking turns writing the response. Mait Kaplinski has taken the lead to write
thefirg draft. Their plan isto have the draft sent out before the river trip and hope to spend some time
on the river trip talking to the TWG and ad hoc group about it. Their god isto get afind draft to the
authors of the memo for their comments in conjunction with the Science Symposum in April and then
have afina draft ready for presentation to the TWG at the May mesting.

Kurt Dongoske said that shortly after the Sediment Ad Hoc Group was formed, the TWG re-formed
its charge to the Experimenta FHlows Ad Hoc Group to have the Experimental Flows Ad Hoc Group
coordinate with the Sediment Group to develop a scenario or a suite of flows and asked if he was
planning on doing that. Ted said they are trying to and scheduled yesterday’ s meeting to coincide with
the Experimental Flows Ad Hoc Group so they are starting to promote that interaction. Ted said they
plan on having at least one to two meetings before the May meeting and if there were people who
haven't been able to attend the first two meetings but want to be involved, they should contact him.

Experimental Flows Ad Hoc Group: Randy reported the Experimenta Flows Ad Hoc Group has
had two meetings and one conference cal and said it was beneficid to follow after Ted' s sediment
meeting because they were able to identify a number of questions and concerns about the
Rubin/Topping hypotheses that might relate to experimentation. In fact, severd of the questions and
ideas related to dternate mechanisms for sediment conservation in the canyon. They are considering
those as they formulate a program of experimentation. They have aso started to link the concepts of
the Biologica Opinion flows with the BHBF testsaswell. In generd, they’re looking & BHBF testing
at alevd greater than 45,000 and in one case linked with an 8.23 maf release year Biologica Opinion
test flow, and in another year linked with a moderate release year in which aHMF were run in the Fall
immediatdly following tributary events. Thus, being able to compare the effectiveness of usng main
channd storage of the very low flows during the biologica opinion flows as a place to store sand to
then build sandbars through BHBFs vs. eddy storage that’s put in place by an HMF in the Fall and then
running a BHBF the following Spring. There are a number of things left to do including consideration of
al resources, not just sediment as they tak about the implications of these types of flows. They hopeto
have some scenarios sketched out in time for the Conceptual Moddling Workshop to be able to apply
the conceptua modd to, not only to the BHBF tests but dso various levels of HMF flowsin the Fal as
amechaniam for conserving tributary inputs. They expect by April-May to have the BHBF issue
locked in and will then turn their attention to the Biological Opinion flows but are trying to consder both
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at once.

Adjourned  4:55 p.m.
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M eeting Opening and Administrative | tems
Convened: 9:35am.

Welcome and Administrative:

The Chairperson welcomed the TWG members, aternates, and guests. All introduced themselves. A
guorum was established and attendance sheets (Attachment 1) were distributed.

L IDAR Discussion (cont.): Mike Liszewski said he created a couple of tables (Attachment 16) asa
result of discussons held yesterday and will post them to the TWG Discussion Forum web ste. Mike
explained the orthorectification process and talked about the products available from LIDAR.

Bob Winfree asked if isit appropriate to go above the ROD if it means more costs. He wants to see
the costs minimized in order to redo the overflights but does't want the flows to go above the ROD.
He s not sure the GCMRC is able to determine the effects of what one week will be.

Randy said he computed the costs of 8,000 cfs using the same methodology that is used to calculate the
$2.7M and he got less than $1M for the whole 6.5 days and it’ s because the average costsin
September are nearly equa to the on-peak costsin June. Thereis no loss by moving June on-peak
water into September. He asked if it makes senseto wait until WAPA can provide precise feedback.
It might be a case that they might not even be able to find the power anywhere for those June on-pesk
deliveries. That's the feedback Jeff Ackerman provided amonth ago. We just can't release less than
12,800 in June. Randy said he doesn't know if it's economics or availability but questioned if it made
sense to sort out some of the issues before moving forward. Randy said initial discussons with WAPA
was that there was no way they could release only 8,000 cfsin June so they never pursued it. They
pursued the 15,000 cfs and the 12,800 cfs but found that 15,000 cfs was too expensive and that the
12,800 cfs was probably 2/3 the cost. Tom said it was his understanding that because of the financia
crigs, the status of the basin fund, WAPA wouldn't have the dollars to go out and buy the replacement
cogdsin June.

River Trip Update. Barry Gold passed out copies of theriver trip roster (Attachment 17). He went
over the specifics of the trip, weether, gear ligt, carpooling arrangements, etc. He said March isthe
wettest month of the year and advised members to pay close attention to the gear list. He went over
the plans for take out off the river. There shouldn’t be any problems getting down and through in the
times proposed, however, the river is unpredictable and it is not uncommon for the end of March to get
somerain and for Diamond Creek to flash. Inwhich case, they might have the luxury of doing the
entire systlem and may need to have a contingency plan. He said he will work with those people
coming from Phoenix and suggested that some of them carpool to Flagstaff. He will make
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arrangements to have their vehicles available a Diamond Creek when they come off theriver. Barry
sad he will send out afina agenda on Friday, 3/16, with alist of issues.

PEP Compliance Diagrams. Dennis Kubly presented another iteration of the GCD AMP
Communication Network diagram (Attachment 18a). He acknowledged Kurt'sinsight into the AMP
Communication diagram that there are three levels and that the first level which involves scientigts, ad
hoc committees, and where GCMRC is sort of the information gathering synthesis part of the
communciation network. Asyou move up into the AMWG, DOI management team, through the
Secretary’ s designee, thereis an infusion of that information into recommendations that are formulated
at that level. Then there is the decision-making part with the Secretary and Asst. Secretaries sending
those decisions back down as recommendations.

He then presented the PEP Process diagram (Attachment 18b). It ismore linear than it was before
and garts with the GCMRC devel oping the PEP using a database they’ ve compiled with alarge
number of individuaswho have indicated a willingness to serve as peer reviewers. GCMRC a0
inquires of the TWG and cooperating scientists whether or not there are relevant questions or issues
that should be addressed by a particular pand in whatever program they are evaluating. The composite
of that information is then used to select the pandl and devel op the set of questions that they’re going to
address. Of course, the management objectives, the other information that has been created in the
adaptive management process, isadso infused. It'saconcern to GCMRC that the pand stays on track
s0 they want to give them guiddines to ensure that they are in fact evauating the program that is of
interest to usdl. The PEP convenesto review the protocols and during the course of that evauation
they may have unanswered questions that can be darified by GCMRC in the course of their meeting,
reviews are presented with information by the participating cooperating scientists, by GCMRC gaff,
they’ re again taken through the conflict of interest procedure. They are dso taken out into the fidld to
seethe areathey are evaluating. They go on ariver trip, they go up on Lake Powdll, vist Lees Ferry
and perhapstak to anglers or trout guides. From that, they have the information to sit down and begin
their deliberations and from that effort comes a report to the GCMRC. Then a presentation is made by
the PEP pand chair to the TWG and then the TWG dso recelves a copy of the report. That'sthe first
feedback loop from the panel to the AMP members. GCMRC assesses that report and makes a set of
recommendations that they think need to be incorporated and changes in the program, and seeks
feedback from the PEP chair during the course of that process. The TWG aso reviewsthe
recommended changes and provides a concurrence or exceptions to the recommendations that
GCMRC has advocated for. From that interaction, GCMRC develops the revised long-term and
annud plans of operation for that particular program, based on the TWG's comments. At this point
GCMRC may again want to inquire of the PEP chair their response to the GCMRC and TWG's
recommendations. In the end, GCMRC and TWG recommend the revised long-term and annud plans
to the AMWG. Dennis said he would like comments on the diagram but redlizes that snceiit is difficult
to read from the screen, it might be better to have the TWG respond once they receive the hard copy.
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Dave Cohen asked how the Science Advisory Board fitsinto the processes. Dennis said the SAB
would certainly come into the process dong with the PEP chair in providing response. He hasn't been
involved in the SAB ddiberations so wasn't sure how to include them. That is something thet will have
to be addressed as well. Barry responded that SAB is committed for alimited number of days ayear
and they will have to sort out how to alocate those days. He thought it would be a good topic of
discusson with the science advisors at the first meeting.

Barry said he and Dennistried to look at what's been done and what needsto be done. He was
surprised to see that some critical steps have been bypassed. 1t appears they’ ve gone from getting the
PEP recommendations to modifying the long-term or annua plan without getting recommendations from
the TWG. They put in a couple of boxes to strengthen that part of the dialogue and process.

ACTION: Denniswill have the diagrams posted to the TWG discussion forum web Ste aswell ason
the USBR web ste on Monday. He would like feedback from the TWG within the next three weeks.

Rick asked if the group wanted to wait until they had the diagrams completed or if they wanted to start
implementing some of the review that isin the review to bring to the AMWG. They agreed to Sart
working with them. Rick recorded the PEP pand s which have been completed thusfar:

PEP s that have been done:

KAS Pandl

Sediment

Culturd

IWQP

Terredtria

Trout

Aquatic Foodbase/Native Fish — occurring in May

Rick asked if there was one they wanted to run through the process. Barry recommended they use the
IWQP because that is the one that just came out. Their proposa isto bring recommendations to the
May TWG meseting and have the members review the additiona boxes. He aso suggested that the
Aqueatic Foodbase/Native Fish be added asit will begin on May 8 and the TWG could follow the
process from gart to finish. It would be a more formal process than they’ ve done in the past. The
GCMRC would need the TWG' sinput by the first week in April. Barry said the TWG could come
back to the other PEP s which have been completed but felt it was important to accomplish what they
could on the IWQP. Barry said the previous ones were dready modified in the annua plan and had
been brought to the TWG. He and Dennis redlized in working with the diagrams that the other boxes
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need to be added because when the 2001 (in the case of the Physical PEP) and 2002 annud plans (in
the case of Terrestrial and Trout PEPS), were presented, the TWG had aready reviewed those plans
and recommended adoption. However, the TWG wasn't aware that changes had been made from
what had been the past monitoring program. Now they need to go back and write a document to
explain that but it's having the time to go back and write it given dl that is hgppening right now. Pam
asked if he had atime frame. Barry said he could go back and talk with GCMRC gtaff about a
schedule.

ACTION: Bary and his gaff will prepare a schedule explaining how they took the PEP pand
recommendations and used those to make modifications in the long-term monitoring plan.

ACTION: Barry will send out an e-mail requesting comments on the IWQP for comments to be
received by April 15.

Section 7 Compliance. Discussion was hated until Dennis could provide paper copies.

Science Week. Barry reminded everyone that the Science Week is coming up in April. Hedso sad
he hasn't heard from everyone on the Modeling Workshop and would send out areminder this Friday.
The Modding Workshop will start on Tuesday, April 24 a 10 am., go through 5 p.m. on Wednesday,
April 25. The Science Sypmposium will start on Thurday, April 26 a 8 am., will have a poster sesson
on Thursday evening, and then will end on Friday at noon. For those interested in staying through
Saturday morning, they will start the meseting of the science advisors at 8 am. through 1-2 p.m. on
Sunday afternoon.

Statusand Trendsin LeesFerry Fishery. Bill Persons gave a PowerPoint presentation
(Attachment 19) which had aso been given at the TCD Workshop and included some of the data
provided for the State of the Colorado Ecosystem (SCORE) Report. The AGFD are providing
information on four different parameters for the SCORE Report that relate back to management
objectives for the trout fishery. One of the management objectives for the trout fishery is a population
esimate. They collected a population estimate in 1990 and 1998 and will be doing it again in 2001, but
are usng catch per unit effort or catch per unit eectrofishing as a surrogate in trying to establish that
relationship so he can report on CPUE. They have management objectives for relative condition or
relaive weight, growth, and Proportional Stock Dendity. He will o provide an update on natural
recruitment.

Temperature Control Device Workshop Update. Dennis passed out copies of the Preliminary
Findings of the TCD (Attachment 20a). Thiswas aso sent out to the AMWG in prepartion for thelr
meseting in April. Itisdill preliminary because he hasn't received feedback from the people who were
there. A summary was sent out to the participants and the presenters with an opportunity for them to
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comment on the answers to questions provided in the presentations and to respond to other statements
aswdl. That processisdill ongoing. There were 26 individuas from a variety of government,
colleges, etc. He gpologized to the tribes for not involving them in this workshop. Dennis proceeded
with a PowerPoint presentation (Attachment 20b).

Denniswill be meeting with the science engineers on April 11 to determine how long it will take to
congruct the TCD. He and Barry will make a presentation to the AMWG on April 12. He couldn’t
say when the EA will be completed until he has met with the engineers. Norm asked how the EA will
work. Randy replied that it will portray the effects, pros and cons, and present a science plan to
monitor those o it isin some ways a conveyance document to the Secretary of what the facts are.
Along with that, they will seek an AMWG recommendation to the Secretary on the issue so she can
look at the facts as presented in an EA and know what the AMWG thinks about those facts and the
risks involved.

LIDAR Discussion (cont) Gary sad the bottom line for 6.5 days of 8,000 cfs flow in early June
would be between $5-5.4M depending on what day you start in the week. These are rough estimates
snce they don’t know what the releases will bein June, what the market or basin fund isgoing to bein
June, and what the alocations to customers are going to be in June. If they were allowed to use the
8,000 cfs fluctuation, as opposed to the 6,000, in alittle over three weeks they would recover $4.5M.
If they did thisfor aweek, for 6.5 daysin the early part of June, it would take the rest of the month to
try and recover the costs and not al costs could be recovered. The problem for WAPA is not the cost
itsdf, it'saliquidity/cash flow issue: (1) They didn’t get the $40M back from last year, and (2) they are
taking aloan out from the Upper Basin and customers for $25M but it is only to cover their obligations
for April and May. Right now the basin fund will go deficit in May. By law, that can’'t be done so they
are working as hard as they can to make sure that doesn’t happen. They’ ve been directed by their
adminigtrator to not purchase power they don’'t have money for.

Gary sad it's not WAPA'’s intent to stand in the way of research and monitoring, collecting good data,
and maintaining consistency of data sets. Therefore, they have been in negotiations over the 12,800
cfs. If 12,800 cfsis no longer something they can do, then the suggestion isto get back with
Reclamation, GCMRC, and WAPA and work it out. There is some flexibility: (1) go to 15,000 cfs
because that’ s one of the data levels that we' ve collected historically, (2) do 8,000 cfs we would have
to push it off to some extent, or (3) moving the 8,000 cfs, 6.5 day flow to possibly early July. The
Stuation may improve by early July. Gary suggested Reclamation, GCMRC, and WAPA to go back
and see what options they can come up with that will make the 8,000 cfs flow work.

ACTION: Staff from Reclamation, GCMRC, and WAPA will get together next week and will send an
e-mail to the group on their decision.
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Note: A memorandum dated March 13, 2001, from Christine Karas, Subject: Kanab Ambersnall
Working Group Response to the Expert Panel Review (Attachment 21) was made available to TWG
members.

Future agenda items.

IWQP discuss on/concurrence
LIDAR follow-up

Hydrology

Narrative - off theriver trip
Strategic plan - off theriver trip
TCD update

Legidative updates

President’ s budget

WAPA datus of basin fund

L SSF econ. Report

MSCP activities - overlap reaches - RZB and SWWF
AGC report (Argonne)
Sediment AHC response
Experimenta Flows AHC

FY 2003 budget

Public Comments. None
Adjourned 11:.55 A.M.

Next Meeting: May 30-31, 2001
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2 Arizona Center , 400 N. 5" Street , Phoenix AZ

Hotel: Holiday Inn Express & Suites, 620 N. 6™ Street , 602-452-2020
Block closes: May 7, 2001
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General Key to Adaptive Management Program Acronyms

ADWR - Arizona Department of Water Resources
AF - Acre Feet

AGFD - Arizona Game & Fish Department
AGU - American Geophysical Union

AMP - Adaptive Management Program
AMWG - Adaptive Management Work Group
AOP - Annual Operating Plan

AS-WS- Asst. Secretary - Water & Science
BA - Biological Assessment

BE - Biological Evaluation

BHBF - Beach/Habitat-Building Flow

BHMF - Beach/Habitat Maintenance Flow
BHTF - Beach/Habitat Test Flow

BIA - Bureau of Indian Affairs

BO - Biologica Opinion

BOR - Bureau of Reclamation

CAPA - Central Arizona Project Assn.

cfs- cubic feet per second

CRBC - Colorado River Board of Caifornia
CRCN - Colorado River Commission of Nevada

CREDA - Colorado River Energy Distributors Assn.

CRSP - Colorado River Storage Project

CWCB - Colorado Water Conservation Board

DBMS - Data Base Management System

DOl - Department of the Interior

EA - Environmental Assessment

ElIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement

ESA - Endangered Species Act

FACA - Federal Advisory Committee Act

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement

FRN - Federal Register Notice

FWS - United States Fish & Wildlife Service

GCD - Glen Canyon Dam

GCMRC - Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research
Center

GCNP - Grand Canyon National Park

GCNRA - Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

GCPA - Grand Canyon Protection Act

HBC - Humpback Chub (endangered native fish)

HMF - Habitat Maintenance Flow

HPP - Historic Preservation Plan

IEDA - Irrigation and Electrical Districts

Association of Arizona
IN - Information Need (stakehol der)
IT - Information Technology (GCMRC program)
KAS - Kanab ambersnail (endangered native snail)
KAWG - Kanab Ambersnail Work Group
LCR - Little Colorado River
LCRMCP: Lower Colorado River Multi-Species
Conservation Program
MAF - Million Acre Feet
MA - Management Action
MO - Management Objective
NAAO - Native American Affairs Office
NAU - Northern Arizona University (Flagstaff, AZ)
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
NGS - National Geodetic Survey
NHPA - National Historical Preservation Act
NPS - National Park Service
NRC - National Research Council
NWS - National Weather Service
O&M - Operations & Maintenance (USBR funding)
PA - Programmatic Agreement
PEP - Protocol Evaluation Panel
Powerplant Capacity - 31,000 cfs
Reclamation - United States Bureau of Reclamation
RFP - Request For Proposals
RPA - Reasonable and Prudent Alternative
SAB - Science Advisory Board
Secretary(:s) - Secretary of the Interior
SWCA - Steven W. Carothers Associates
TCD - Temperature Control Device (for Glen
Canyon Dam water releases)
TCP- Traditional Cultural Property
TES - Threatened and Endangered Species
TWG - Glen Canyon Technical Work Group (a
subcommittee of the AMWG)
UCR - Upper Colorado Region (of the USBR)
UCRC - Upper Colorado River Commission
UDWR - Utah Division of Water Resources
USBR - United States Bureau of Reclamation
USFWS - United States Fish & Wildlife Service
USGS - United States Geological Survey
WAPA - Western Area Power Administration
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WY - Water Y ear (acaendar year)



