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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 12.
member council advises the Secretary of
the Interior, through the BLM, on a
variety of planning and management
issues associated with public land
management in the Central California
District, which includes the Bishop,
Bakersfield, Hollister, Ukiah and Mother
Lode Field Offices.

The meeting will include
consideration by the RAC ofproposed
campground fee increases for the Bishop
Field Office. The RAC charter states:

Upon the request of the Designated
Federal Official (DFO), the Council may
make recommendations regarding a
standard amenity recreation fee or an
expanded recreation amenity fee,
whenever the recommendations related
to public concerns in the State or region
covered by the council regarding:

(A) The implementation of a standard
amenity recreation fee or an expanded
amenity recreation fee or the
establishment of a specific recreation fee
site;

(B) The elimination of a standard
amenity recreation fee or an expanded
amenity recreation fee; or

(C) The expansion or limitation of the
recreation fee program.

The Council may make these
recommendations for the BLM when the
BLM's amenity recreation fees are at
issue and it would facilitate
implementation of the REA (Federal
Lands Recreation Enhancement Act).
With the concurrence of the Forest
Service (FS) when their amenity
recreation fees are at issue, the Council
may also make these recommendations
for the BLM and/or FS if that would
facilitate the effective implementation of
the REA.

The RAC will meet from B a,m. to 3

p,m. There will be a presentation on the
fee proposal at 8:30 a.m. There will be
a time for public comment on that and
other issues from g a.m. to 10 a,m,

Information on the proposed fee
increase is available on the web at
http : / / ruvvw. blm. gov/ ca / st / en / fo /
bishop.html.

Additional ongoing business will be
discussed by the council, All meetings
are open to the public. Members of the
public may present written comments to
the council. Each formal council
meeting will have time allocated for
public comments, Depending on the
number of persons wishing to speak,
and the time available, the time for
individual comments may be limited.
The meeting is open to the public,
Individuals who plan to attend and
need special assistance, such as sign
language interpretation and other

reasonable accommodations, should
contact the BLM as provided above.

Este Stifel,
District Manager.

IFR Do-c. 2O1.6-O't 74s Filed 1-29-16; B:4s aml

BILLING CODE 431O-4(FP

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management

[LLNV91 2000 Ll 3400000.PQ0000
LXSS006F0000; MO#45000898441

Not¡ce of Public Meetíng: Bureau of
Land Management Nevada Resource
Advisory Councils

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of public meeting.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Federal Land Policy and Management
Act and the Federal Advisory
Committee Act of 1,972 (FACA), the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) Nevada will
hold a joint meeting of its three
Resource Advisory Councils (RACs), the
Sierra Front-Northwestern Great Basin
RAC, the Northeastern Great Basin RAC,
and the Mojave-Southern Great Basin
RAC in Las Vegas, Nevada. The meeting
is open to the public and a public
comment period is scheduled for
February 11.
DATES: The three RACs will meet on
Wednesday, February 10, from I a.m. to
3:15 p,m, and Thursday, February L1,
from 8 a,m. to 4:30 p,m, A public
comment period will be held on
Thursday, February 11, at 3:30 p,m, The
agenda and additional information and
will be posted at http://on.doi.gov/
LbkJm1g.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chris Rose, telephone: (775) 861-6480,
email: c¡ose@blm.gov. Persons who use
a telecommunications device for the
deaf (TDD) may call the Federal
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-
BOO-877-8339 to contact the above
individual during normal business
hours. The FIRS is available 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week, to leave a message
or question with the above individual.
You will receive a reply during normal
business hours.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The thTee
15-member Nevada RACs advise the
Secretary ofthe Interior, through the
BLM Nevada State Director, on a variety
of planning and management issues
associated with public land
management in Nevada, The meeting
will be held at the Alexis Park Resort,
375 E. Harmon Ave., Las Vegas, Nevada.

Agenda topics include an update on
sage grouse, grazir'g and wild horses
and burros; closeout reports ofthe three
RACs; breakout meetings of the three
RACs; and scheduling meetings of the
individual RACs for the upcoming year,
The public may provide written
comments to the three RAC groups or to
an individual RAC,

Comments may also be submitted by
email to blm nv communicotions@
blm.govwilh the subject 2016 Tri-RAC
Comment or by mail at the address
provided below. Written comments
should be received no later than Feb. B.

BLM Nevada Tri-RAC Comments, c/o
Chris Rose, 1340 Financial Blvd., Reno,
NV 89s02,

Individuals who plan to attend and
need further information about the
meeting or need special assistance such
as sign language interpretation or other
reasonable accommodations may
contact Chris Rose at the phone number
or email address above.

Steve Clutter,
Chief, Office of Communicotions.

[FR Doc. 201,6-01,743 Filed 1-29-16; B:45 aml

BILLING CODE 431o-HC-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Reclamation

[RR04073000, xxxR4081x3,
RX.0594091 3.7000000I

Notice of Public Meeting for the Glen
Canyon Dam Adaptive Management
Work Group

AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Glen Canyon Dam
Adaptive Management Work Group
(AMWG) makes recommendations to the
Secretary of the Interior concerning
GIen Canyon Dam operations and other
management actions to protect resources
downstream of Glen Canyon Dam,
consistent with the Grand Canyon
Protection Act, The AMWG meets two
to three times a year.
DATES: The meeting will be held on
Wednesday, February 24, 2O16, from
approximately 9:30 a,m. to
approximately 5:30 p.m.; and Thursday,
February 25, 201,6, from approximately
I a.m. to approximately 3 p.m.
ADDFESSES: The meeting will be held at
the Embassy Suites Phoenix-Tempe,
4400 S, Rural Road, Tempe, Arizona,
85282.

FOR FUFTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Beverley Heffernan, Bureau of
Reclamation, telephone (8O1,) 524-37 1,2:
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facsimile (801) 524-3807; email at
bheffernan@usbr.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The GIEN
Canyon Dam Adaptive Management
Program (GCDAMP) was implemented
as a result ofthe Record ofDecision on
the Operation of Glen Canyon Dam
Final Environmental Impact Statement
to comply with consultation
requirements of the Grand Canyon
Protection Act (Pub. L. 102-575) of
1992. The GCDAMP includes a Federal
advisory committee, the AMWG, a
technical work group (TWG), a Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research
Center, and independent review panels.
The TWG is a subcommittee of tlre
AMWG and provides technical advice
and recommendations to the AMWG.

Agenda: The primary purpose of the
meeting will be to receive updates on:
(1) The Long-Term Experimental and
Management Plan Environmental
Impact Statement, (2) current basin
hydrology, operations, and the 2017
hydrograph, (3) The Hopi Tribe's
monitoring regimen, summary of key
research results, and recommendations,
and (+) science results from Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research Center
staff. The AMWG will discuss the
Science Advisors' Workplan, the
Adaptive Management Program
Assessment, and the Western energy
grid and the evolving mix of power
sources. The AMWG will also address
other administrative and resource issues
pertaining to the GCDAMP.

To view a copy of the agenda and
documents related to the above meeting,
please visit Reclamation's Web site at
http : / / vvww. u sbr. gov / uc / rm / amp / o mwg/
mtgs/ttfebz+. Time will be allowed at
the meeting for any individual or
organization wishing to make formal
oral comments, To allow for full
consideration of information by the
AMWG members, written notice must
be provided to Beverley Heffernan,
Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado
Regional Office, 125 South State Street,
Room 8100, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84138;
telephone (Bo1) 524-3712; facsimile
(s01) 524-3807; email at bheffernan@
usbr.gov, at least five (5) days prior to
the meeting. Any written comments
received will be provided to the AMWG
members.

Public Disclosure of Comments

Before including your address, phone
number, email address, or other
personal identifying information in your
comment, you should be aware that
your entire comment-including your
personal identifying information-may
be made publicly available at any time.
While you can ask us in your comment
to withhold your personal identifying

information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

Dated: lanuary 77, 2016.

Beverley Heffernan,
Ma nager, Envi ronme ntal Re source s Division,
Upper Colondo Regional Office.

IFR Doc. 2076-01742 Filed 1-29-16; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 4332-9FP

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION

llnvest¡gat¡on No. 731-TA-298 (Fourth
Review)l

Porcelain-on-Steel Cooking Ware From
China; Inst¡tution of a F¡ve-Year
Beview

AGENCY: United States International
Trade Commission.
ACTIONT Notice.

SUMMARY: The Commission hereby gives
notice that it has instituted a review
pursuant to the Tariff Act of 1930 ("the
Act"), as amended, to determine
whether revocation of the antidumping
duty order on porcelain-on-steel
cooking ware from China would be
Iikely to lead to continuation or
recurrence of material injury, Pursuant
to the Act, interested parties are
requested to respond to this notice by
submitting the information specified
below to the Commission; 1 to be
assured of consideration, the deadline
for responses is March 2,2016,
Comments on the adequacy of responses
may be filed with the Commission by
April 14, 2016.
DATES:, Elfective Date: February 1.,201.6.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mary Messer (202-205-31.93), Office of
Investigations, U,S. International Trade
Commission, 500 E Street SW.,
Washington, DC 20436, Hearing-
impaired persons can obtain
information on tlris matter by contacting
the Commission's TDD terminal on 2O2-
205-1810, Persons with mobility
impairments who will need special
assistance in gaining access to the
Commission should contact the Office
of the Secretaty aI 2O2-2O5-2 000,
General information concerning the
Commisbion may also be obtained by

1 No response to this request for infomation is
required if a cunently valid Oflìce of Management
and Budget (OMB) nmber is not displayed; the
OMB number is 3117-0016/USITC No, 16-5-350,
expiration date fune 30,2077. Public reporting
burden for the request is estimated to average 15
hours per response. Please send coments
reguding the accuracy of this burden estimate to
the Office of Investigations, U.S. International Trade
Commission, 500 E Street SW., Washington, DC
20436.

accessing its internet server (http://
wvvw.usitc.gov). The public record for
this proceeding may be viewed on the
Commission's electronic docket (EDIS)
aI http : / / e dis.u sitc. gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background.-On December 2, 1986,
the Department of Commerce
("Commerce") issued an antidumping
duty order on imports of porcelain-on-
steel cooking ware from China (51 FR
4341,4). Following first five-year reviews
by Commerce and the Commission,
effective April 14, 2000, Commerce
issued a continuation of the
antidumping duty order on porcelain-
on-steel cooking ware from China (Os

FR 20136). Following the second five-
year reviews by Commerce and the
Commission, effective November 22,
2005, Commerce issued a continuation
of the antidumping duty order on
porcelain-on-steel cooking ware from
China (zo FR 70581). Following the
third five-year reviews by Commerce
and the Commission, effective March
1,4,201'1,, Commerce issued a

continuation of the antidumping duty
order on imports of porcelain-on-steel
cooking ware from China (20 FR 13602).
The Commission is now conducting a
fourth review pursuant to section 751(c)
of the Act, as amended (19 U,S.C.
1675(c)), to determine whether
revocation of the order would be likely
to lead to continuation or recurrence of
material injury to the domestic industry
within a reasonably foreseeable time.
Provisions concerning the conduct of
this proceeding may be found in the
Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure at 19 CFR parts 201, subparts
A and B and tg CFR part 207, subparts
A and F, The Commission will assess
the adequacy of interested party
responses to this notice of institution to
determine whether to conduct a full
review or an expedited review. The
Commission's determination in any
expedited review will be based on the
facts available, which may include
information provided in response to this
notice,

D efi nitio ns.-The following
definitions apply to this review:

(1,) Subject Merchondise is the class or
kind of merchandise that is within the
scope of the five-year review, as defined
by the Department of Commerce.

(2) The Subject Country in this review
is China.

(3) The Domestic Like Product is T}:.e

domestically produced product or
products which are like, or in the
absence of like, most similar in
characteristics and uses with, the
Subject Merchandise. In its original
determination, its full first five-year



WEBEX "Participant" I NFORMATION

Wednesdav, February 24, 2016

PARTICIPANT lnformation:
https : //ucbor-events.webex.com/ucbor-
events/onstaoe/q. php?MTID =e0 lfe5a 5303cb3a 1 ad 59afcc caf637 9L3

Phone #: 877-913-4721
Passcode: 3330168

Thursdav, FebruaN 25, 2016

PARTICIPANT lnformation:
cbor-

Phone #: 877-913-4721
Passcode: 3330168
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DRAFT AGENDA

Technical Work Group Report: Vineetha Kartha, Anzonaand TWG
Chair; Bill Stewart, AGFD TWG member and Trout Ad Hoc Group
Chair; and Larry Stevens, Grand Canyon Wildlands Council AMWG
and TWG member

Information, discussion, and possible action
o Presentation (30 minutes)

o Annual Reporting Meeting
o Findings from TV/G's consideration ofthe Lees Ferry Trout

recreational trout fishery recommendations from the angler
groups

START
TIME I

@uration)

Wednesday, February 24, 2016
Topic, Presenter, and Purpose 2

Materials/
Tabs

9:30
(:30)

Welcome and Administrative: Jennifer Gimbel, Secretary's Designee
Inþrmation and di s cus s ion

o Introductions arìd Determination of Quorum (15 members)
. Approval ofAugust26-27,2015, Meeting Minutes
o Action Item Tracking Report
o Progress onNominations and Reappointments
o Long-Term Experimental Management Plan (LTEMP) Draft

Environmental Impact Statement update
o Farewell to Beverley Heffeman, Manager, Environmental Resources

Division as she retires
o lntroduction of Kathleen (Katþ) Callister, Beverley Heffeman's

replacement as Manager, Environmental Resotrces Division
o Introduction of KatrinaGrarÍ2, Glen Knowles' replacement as chief

ofthe Adaptive Management Group

Agenda

Draft
Minutes/

Action Items

10:00
(:45)

Hopi Tribe's Monitoring Program: Leigh Kuwanwisiwma and Mike
Yeatts, Hopi Tribe

Inþr m at i on and di s cus s io n
o Presentation (30 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion (15 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding of the Hopi Tribe's monitoring program.

Budget

10:45
(1:00) TV/G

Chair
Report

The Mary Orton Company, LLC l lPage



START
TIME '

@uration)

Wednesday, February 24, 2016
Topic, Presenter, and Purpose 2

Materials/
Tabs

o Spring HFEs

Q&4, discussion, and possible action (30 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding of discussion and actions from the TWG
meeting; consider motions recommended by the full TWG and AMWG members.

Motions to be considered during this agenda item (see Agenda Item Form
for more information):

Motion #l:
The AMWG accepts the December 9, 2015, Grand Canyon
Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC) Technical Memo
(Memo) of the Lees Ferry Trout Fishery Management
Recommendations @ecommendations) subject to the following:
1. Any actions resulting from the Recommendations must be fulþ

consistent with the "Law of the River" and Depar"tment of the
Interior (DOD policy considerations.

2. Recommendations that fall under the purview of water and
natural resource management agencies such as Bureau of
Reclamation, National Park Service, United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and
ANI\ryG Tribes will require additional evaluation with these
management agencies for further consideration.

3. Recommendations that address dam operations are expected to be
considered and evaluated in light of the ongoing Long-Term
Experimental and Management Plan (ITEMP) Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

In addition, the AMWG directs the TWG to consider these
Recommendations and the Memo as future work plans are developed.

Proposed addition to Motion #1:
The AMtilG directs the TWG to consider the Lees Ferry Trout
Management Recommendations and the GCMRC Technical Memo
when it reviews the GCDAMP Triennial WorkPlan and Budget for
FY 2017 and makes a recommendation to AMWG in June, and to
report the results of that review with any recommended changes to
the FY 2017 budget and work plan at the August 2016 AIVIWG
meeting.

Il:45
(1:30)

LUNCH

Final revised v. February 8
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START
TIME I

@uration)

Wednesday, February 24, 2016
Topic, Presenter, and Purpose 2

Materials/
Tabs

1:15
(1:30)

2016 Annual Reporting Meeting Update: Scott VanderKooi and Paul
Grams, GCMRC

Inþrmation and discussion
o Presentation (60 minutes)
o Questions, responses, and discussion (30 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding of research and monitoring results from the

last year that was presented at the Annual Reporting Meeting.

GCMRC
Updates

2:45
(:30)

HumpbackChub Recovery Team Update: RichValdez, SWCA,
Recovery Team Leader (inperson), Tom Czapla and Tom Chart, U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service (via telephone)
Infor m at i on and di s cus s i on

o Presentation (20 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion (10 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding of the activities and plans ofthe new USFV/S
Humpback Chub Recovery Team.

Science

Updates

3:15
(:15)

B REAK

3:30
(:30)

Basin Hydrolory, Operations, and 2017 Hydrograph: Lee Traynham,
Bureau of Reclamation

Infor mat i on and di s cus s ion
o Presentation (15 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion (15 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding of water supply, forecasted hydrologic
conditions, and projected reservoir conditions and operations for the current and

upcoming water years, to assist the AMWG in developing recommendations to the
Secretary on the operation of Glen Canyon Dam for water years 2016 and20l7 .

Begin to prepare the AMWG to consider a recommendation onthe20l7
hydrograph later this year.

Hydrology &
Hydrograph

4:00
(1:00)

Adaptive Management Program Assessment: Mary Orton, The Mary
Orton Company, LLC

Inþrmation and dis cussion
o Presentation (20 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion (40 minutes)

Purpose: Provide an overview of the AMP Assessment Report and an opportunity
to discuss the report, so that stakeholders can better understand each other's
interests and concems, and potentially improve the structure and operation of the
program.

AMP
Assessment

The Mary Orton Company, LLC 3lPage



5:00
(:15)

Public Comment

ADJOURN FOR THE DAY
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Every effort will be made to adhere to the schedule and agend4 but on occ¿rsion, for unforeseen
reasons, some modifications may occur.

'Actiotr may be by consensus or a vote; and either may be a recommendation to the Secretary of the
Interior or feedback to presente(s) or to subordinate groups.

The Mary Orton Company, LLC 4 | Page
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DRAFT AGENDA
START
TIME I

@uration)

Thursday, February 25, 2016
Topic, Presenter, and Purpose 2

Materials/
Tabs

8:30
(:1 5)

Welcome and Administrative: Jennifer Gimbel, Secretary's Designee
o Introductions and Determination of Quorum (15 members)

Agenda

8:45
(:45)

Stakeholders' Perspective: The Upper Basin States (Colorado, New
Mexico, \ilyoming, and Utah): Don Ostler, Executive Director and
Secretary, Upper Colorado River Commission (AMV/G and TWG
altemate for Wyoming and New Mexico)

Inþrmati o n and dis cus s i on
o Presentation (30 minutes)
o Q&A, discussion (15 minutes)

Purpose: To allow stakeholders to better understand each other's concems and
interests.

Stakeholder's
Perspective

9:30
(:30)

Tribal Liaison Report: Sarah Rinkevich, Federal Tribal Liaison for the
Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program

Inþrmation and dis cussion
o Presentation (20 minutes)
o Q&A, discussion (10 minutes)

Purpose: To increase understanding ofthe activities of the tribal liaison.

Tribal
Liaison
Report

10:00
(:1 5)

BREAK

10: l5
(1:00)

Science Advisors' Executive Coordinator FY2016 Workplan Update:
David Braun, Sound Science
Informat ion and di s cus s i on

o Presentation (30 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion, and action (30 minutes)

Purpose: Increase understanding ofthe FY20l6 workplan and the development of
the FY20l7 worþlan.

Science

Advisors

The Mary Orton Company, LLC 5lPage
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TIME 1

@uration)

Thursday, February 25r 2016
Topic, Presenter, and Purpose 2

Materials/
Tabs

1 l:15
(:30)

Razorback Sucker Research Update: Mark McKinstry, Reclamation
Informat i on and di s cus s ion

o Presentation (15 minutes)
o Q&4, discussion (15 minutes)

Purpose: To share and celebrate the results ofthis research.

Science

Updates

ll:45
(:15)

Public Comment

12:00 \Mrap-up and Adjourn: Jennifer Gimbel, Secretary's Designee
. Please frll out the meeting evaluation sheet at your place.

Final revised v. February 8

I 
Eu"ry effort will be made to adhere to the schedule and agend4 but on occasion, for unforeseen reasons, some

modifications may occur.
2 Action may be by consensus or a vote; and either may be a recommendation to the Secretary of the Interior or
feedback to presenter(s) or to subordinate groups.

The Mary Orton Company, LLC 6lPage
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Glen Ganyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group Meeting
August 26-27,2015

August 26,2015 Start Time: 9:30 a.m
Gonducting: Jennifer Gimbel, Principle Deputy Assistant Secretary for Water and Science
Facilitation: Mary Orton, The Mary Orton Company, LLC

USGS/Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center
Lucas Bair, Economist Dave Lytle, Director, SBSC
Kyrie Fry, Communications & Outreach Coordinator Scott VanderKooi, Chief, GCMRC
Paul Grams, Program Manager

Comm ittee Members/Alternates :

Charley Bulletts, So. Paiute Consortium (phone)
Tom Buschatzke, State of Arizona
Chris Cantrell, Arizona Game and Fish Department
Kerry Christensen, Hualapai Tribe
Jayne Harkins, State of Nevada
Leslie James, CREDA
Sam Jansen, Grand Canyon River Guides
Lynn Jeka, Western Area Power Administration
John Jordan, lnt'l Fed. of Fly Fishers/Trout Unlimited
Chip Lewis, Bureau of lndian Affairs
John McClow, State of Colorado
Eric Millis, State of Utah

Committee Members Absent:
James deVos, Arizona Game & Fish Department
Loretta Jackson-Kelly, Hualapai Tribe
Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Hopi Tribe

lnterested Persons:
Adam Arellano, WAPA
Melinda Arviso-Ciocco, Navajo Nation (phone)
Mary Barger, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Cliff Barrett, UAMPS (phone)
Rob Billerbeck, National Park Service
David Braun, Sound Science LLC
Chris Budwig, Trout Unlimited
Peter Bungart, Hualapai Tribe (phone)
Shane Capron, WAPA/TWG Vice Chair
LoriCaramanian, DOI
Bill Chada, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Jennifer Crandell, CRC/Nevada
Marianne Crawford, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Kevin Dahl, National Parks Conservation Assoc.
CrystalDean, WAPA
Deborah Dixon, State of New Mexico
Kurt Dongoske, Pueblo of Zuni
Lesley Fitzpatrick, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Svc (phone)
Kevin Gadick, CREDA
Todd Gaston, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Ed Gerak, CREDA
Maude Grantham Richards, Tri-State G&T/CREDA
Katrina Grantz, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Jessica Gwinn, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Martha Hahn, NPS/GRCA
John Hamill, lnt'l Federation of Fly Fishers, TU
Lynn Hamilton, Grand Canyon River Guides

David Nimkin, National Parks Conservation Assoc
Don Ostler, State of New Mexico
Daniel Picard, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Steve Spangle, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Tanya Trujillo, State of California
Dave Uberuaga, National Park Service (GRCA)
Steve Wolff, State of \Âfooming
Mike Yeatts, The Hopi Tribe
VACANT, Navajo Nation
VACANT, Pueblo of Zuni
VACANT, San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe
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Welcome and Administrative. Ms. Gimbelwelcomed the members and general public. lntroductions were
made of Bill Chada (new archeologist with Reclamation) and Camille Touton (DOl Counsel). Lori Caramanian has
accepted a position with the FWS Solicitor's Office in Denver; Ms. Touton will fill her position. A roll-call was taken
and a quorum established. Mr. Peter Bungart (Hualapai Tribe) and Mr. Kurt Dongoske (Pueblo of Zuni) will
represent their respective members but will not have voting rights at this meeting.

. Approval of May 28,2015, Meeting Minutes. Motion (proposed by Jayne Harkins and seconded by
Steve Wolff) to approve the minutes of the May 28,2015 meeting as written.
This motion was approved by consensus.

. Action ltem Tracking Report (Altachment l). Two items will be closed: Outreach efforts were made to the
Havasupai Tribe to join the AMWG and they declined to be official members; and the deadline passed for
technical questions regarding hydropower modeling .

. Progress on Nominations and Reappointments
o New AMWG Member: Daniel Picard (Reclamation)
o New AMWG Alternates: Chris Cantrell (AGFD), Meghann Olson (Southern Paiute Consortium), and

Brian Sadler (WAPA)
o Reappointed AMWG Members: Charley Bulletts (Southern Paiute Consortium) and Larry Stevens

(Grand Canyon Wildlands Council)
o Reappointed AMWG Alternates: Garry Cantley (BlA), Beverley Heffernan (Bureau of Reclamation)

Robert King (State of Utah), , and Mike Yeatts (Hopi Tribe)
o Clarification made that Kevin Dahl is TWG member and Dave Nimkin is TWG alternate representing

NPCA.
. New GCMRC Chief - Mr. Scott VanderKooi was selected for the position vacated by Dr. Jack Schmidt.
. Recognition of Dr. Dave Garrett - Ms. Gimbel said Dr. Garrett drd a wonderfuljob as the Executive Director

for the Science Advisors and asked if anyone would consider proposing a motion to recognize his
contributions to the GCDAMP.
Motion (proposed by Don Ostler, seconded by Lynn Jeka) to consider a motion honoring Dave
Garrett.
This motion was approved by consensus. Specific language will be provided at tomorrow's meeting.

. Update on Science Advisor Contract - Reclamation awarded the SA contract to Sound Science LLC, an
independent group of advisors based out of Boise, ldaho. Dr. David Braun will serve as the executive
director and coordinate assignments. He introduced himself and said he is keenly aware of the complex
history of the program, the role that scientific investigations play in the adaptive management process, and
the need for transparency.

. AMWG Charter Renewal - The charter was signed and filed on August 24,2015. Some editorial changes
were made and a redline/strikeout version will be sent to the AMWG.

. Commemorating Jason Thiriot - Ms. Gimbel described Jason as the AMWG's best cheerleader with his
positive attitude and willingness to serve in the program. He was chair of the Public Outreach AHG and
was responsible for creating and managing the GCDAMP "wiki" website. Ms. Harkins said she appreciated
all his efforts and the work he did for the State of Nevada. He was passionate about the AMWG and was
looking forward to working on the administrative history of the program. She thanked everyone for their
thoughts and care to his family and the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. A moment of silence was
observed. Ms. Gimbel thanked Ms. Kartha for setting up a fundraiser with the Diamondbacks Baseball
Team to help support the Thiriot Children Memorial Fund. An card to his family was sent around the room
for signatures, with an envelope for donations to the family. A round of applause was given.

FY 2016 Budoet and Work Plan (Attachment 2 = AIF and PPI) - Mr. Glen Knowles. The budget is in
the second year of a three-year fiscal budget. The three-year budget was approved in Augusl2014, and
the AMWG is requested to approve the second year again to meet federal regulations. The proposed
budget for FY16 is $1 1,077 ,616 with Reclamation's portion at $2,180,075 and GCMRC at $8,897,541.
Carryover funds from Reclamation's portion of the budget may be used to address the problem of green
sunfish in Glen Canyon. Mr. VanderKooi reported that GCMRC's overhead rates are lower than
projected as a result of GSA renegotiating their leases. The current estimate for GCMRC moving into
their new buildings is 2017 or later. The longer the delay, the lower the rates will be. Mr. Capron said the
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TWG reviewed the budget and is recommending the AMWG approve the FY16 budget. He referenced
the draft budget motion on the AlF.

Motion (proposed by Ghris Cantrell, seconded by Eric Millis): AMWG recommends to the
Secretary of the Interior for her approval the Final FY 2015-17 Triennial Budget and Work Plan
from the Bureau of Reclamation and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center as
recommended by AMWG August 28, 2014, for implementation in FY 2016, with a FY 2015
corrected CPI of 1.7o/o and corrections to the GCMRC overhead rates.
This motion was approved by consensus.

Basin Hvdroloqv and 2016 Hvdrooraph (Attachment 3a = AIF and PPT) - Ms. Kátrina Granlz.
Storage is 94o/o of average for Lake Powell. Most of the inflow was from snowmelt from the April-July
timeframe. Projections are made for the next water year in August and the most-probable inflow forecast
is 88% of average. There's a lot of uncertainty at this point with a minimum probable of 59% to a
maximum of 156%.ln addition, there is a 10% chance it could be higher and a3o/o chance it could be
lower. The probable minimum, the most probable, and the probable maximum release projections are all
under the Upper Elevation Balancing Tier. The first two scenarios show 9.0 maf releases with a projected
April shift to Balancing. The Probable Maximum shows a 11.4 maf release with a projected April shift to
Equalization. Depending on the April 24-month study projections through the end of the water year, it will
be determined whether there is an adjustment to balancing releases, whether to stay a|8.23, or whether
there will be equalization releases. lf it is dry between now and April, there's a chance that an adjustment
will not be made to the balancing releases. lf it is wet between now and April, there's a chance that they
would not move to balancing but would have equalization releases.

Dam Maintenance Schedule. Ms. Grantz reviewed the dam maintenance schedule through WY2016.
Ongoing maintenance is required at the dam and Reclamation works closely with WAPA in scheduling to
ensure water can be moved during turbine downtimes. Seven units must be available to conduct an HFE.

2016 Annual Hvdroqraph Backoround. Mr. Snow reminded the group that passage of a hydrograph is
grounded in the Grand Canyon Protection Act which passed in 1992 and specifically stated that the
Secretary would "adopt criteria and operating plans separate from and in addition to those specified in
section 602(b) of the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968." Beginning January 1 , 1972 and yearly
thereafter the Secretary transmits a report to Congress and the Colorado River Basin States describing
the actual operation under the adopted criteria for the preceding compact water year and the projected
operation for the current year.

Ms. Kartha said the TWG was presented with sediment and financial results from the DOI-DOE analysis
of operational scenarios for the \ 

^/ 
2016 hydrograph. The anticipated range of conditions and objectives

for 2016 remain similar to previous years; therefore, the targeted approach adopted in 2012-15
hydrographs is being recommended again for the 2016 hydrograph. She also clarified that the original
Agenda ltem Form (AlF) had an error in the text of the motion to approve the hydrograph. A new AIF was
distributed with the superfluous paragraph removed.

Ms. Grantz presented the proposed hydrograph for 2016 and said there are three targeted months of
consideration. ln June, August and September great attention is paid to the volumes particularly for
release and hydrology. lf the annual release ends up being less than 9.0 maf, the releases for June
would be 600-650 kaf, 800 kaf in August, and 600 kaf in September. As the annualvolumes increases,
so must the release volumes in order to get allthe water out within the water year. The proposed
hydrograph recommends slight decreases in June, August, and September from what would typically be
done. That water needs to go somewhere to keep the annual volume the same so there will be slight
increases in December, January and July.
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Motion (proposed by Tom Buschatzke, seconded by Lynn Jeka): AMWG recommends to the
Secretary of the lnterior for her approval the ìlVY2Ol6 Hydrograph for Glen Canyon Dam.

. Annual Release Volumes will be determined by the 2007 lnterim Guidelines and shall be
reviewed and adopted through the normal annual operating plan process (in consultation
with the Basin States as appropriate).

.@areanticipatedtoshiftdependingupon:(r)theprojected
Annual Release Volume, (2) power plant capacity, and (3) the magnitude of a potential
High Flow Experiment.

.Mmayvarywithinthetargetsidentifiedbelow.Anyremaining
monthly operational flexibility will be used for existing power production operations under
the Modified Low Fluctuating Flow (MLFF) alternative selected by the 1996 ROD and
contained in the 1995 FEIS and in compliance with all applicable NEPA compliance
documents (HFE EA, NNFC EA,2007lnterim Guidelines). Monthly release volumes
proposed in this hydrograph will not affect operating tier determinations for Lakes Powell
and Mead under the 2007 lnterim Guidelines.

Release obiective for June is:
600 to 650 kaf for annual releases below 9.0 maf
800 kaf for annual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 9.5 maf
900 kaf for annual releases of 9.5 maf to less than 10 maf
Greaterthan 900 kaf forannual releases l0 maf and greater

Release obiective for Auqust is:
800 kaf for annual release below 9.0 maf
900 kaf forannual releases of 9.0 maf to less than l0 maf
Greater than 900 kaf for annual releases l0 maf and greater

a

600 kaf for annual releases below 9.0 maf
700 kaf for annual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 10.0 maf
800 kaf or greater for annual releases of 10.0 maf or greater; up to power plant capacity for
high equalization releases

Monthlv Release Volumes will generally strive to maintain 600 kaf levels in the shoulder
months (spring and fall) and 800 kaf in the December/January and July/August timeframe.

Additionally, the Bureau of Reclamation will continue to apply best professionaljudgment in
conducting actual operations and in response to changing conditions throughout the water year.
Such efforts will continue to be undertaken in coordination with the DOI/DOE agencies and in
consultation with the Basin States as appropriate, to consider changing conditions and adjust

, projected operations in a manner consistent with the objectives of these parameters as stated
above and pursuant to the Law of the River.
This motion was approved by consensus.

Lees Ferrv Recreational Trout Fisherv Manaqement Recommendations (Attachment 4) -Mr.
Jordan. The National Park Service Comprehensive Fishery Management Plan (CFMP) Environmental
Assessment for the Colorado River between Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Mead was published in May
2014. The intent of the CFMP is to maintain a thriving native fish community within Grand Canyon
National Park and a highly valued recreationaltrout fishery in the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area
The AMWG recreationalfishing representation and the angling community, with the cooperative
participation of the Arizona Game and Fish Department, recognized that provisions of the CFMP for both
the recreational trout fishery and the fishery as a whole would benefit from more detailed proposed
actions. As a result, those entities developed the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery Management
Recommendations, and they hope that they will be adopted to fit within the CFMP.

While the report offers 15 recommendations, he focused on the three major issues: (1) aquatic food
base, (2) excessive recruitment of young trout, and (3) water temperatures. The recommendations will
benefit humpback chub, riparian wildlife species, hydropower production, sand conservation, and
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archaeological site preservation. They would like to have their recommendations evaluated by GCMRC
and have a discussion with the TWG.

Because a draft motion wasn't included in the pre-meeting materials, Ms. Gimbel asked for a motion that
the AMWG would consider the Lees Ferry motion. lf that passes, then the motion would be considered
tomorrow.

Motion (proposed by Chris Cantrell, seconded by Kerry Christensen): The AMWG will consider a
motion on F¡sh Management Recommendat¡ons.
This motion was approved by consensus.

- Mr. Lucas Bair
introduced the panel members: Michael Hanemann, Arizona State University; Holly Doremus, UC
Berkeley Law; John Duffield, University of Montana; and Hank Jenkins-Smith, University of Oklahoma.

a

a

a

Nonmarket Values and Glen Canyon Dam (Altachment 5a) - Dr. Hanemann. The key to think about is
demand and supply. Demand has to do with what.something is worth to people while supply has to do with
what it costs them to obtain it. Valuation addresses demand. Non-market valuation measures in monetary
terms the value people place on items they may care for, regardless of whether those items are supplied
through a market. Non-market valuation employs the same two concepts of value as market valuation, and
subsumes market-valuation as a particular case. Hydropower and recreation (fishing, boating, etc.) are
market values at Glen Canyon Dam. Non-market values at Glen Canyon Dam include preservatíon of an
iconic area in a natural condition. He noted that the program has made much progress since the August
2010 hydropower panel he participated in. He noted his conclusions at that time were that the GCDAMP
has made more progress in monitoring camping beaches than visitor experience. The current plan lacks a
way to tie changes in flows to recreational and cultural values. lt is not consistent with any meaningful form
of adaptive management and cannot withstand sustained scrutiny. He said he hoped there had been
improvement since then.
Laws, Values, and Water Management Decisions (Attachment 5b) - Dr. Doremus. She described public
values in the sense of our commitments, what we think is right or wrong in terms of what should do, not
how much we would accept for pay to be able to consume something. Public decisions, including decisions
about how we manage our public resources, are supposed to be reflect and connect to our societal values.
Values are often contested, difficult to prioritize, and difficult to quantify which pose a number of challenges.
Those challenges are dealt with in legislative ways (i.e., Endangered Species Act), by benefit-cost
analyses, agency discretion, overlaying mandates, and water management decisions, all of which have
advantages and disadvantages. She noted in any case, key questions to be answered ínclude how should
trade-offs be evaluated, particularly if there does not appear to be a comfortable metric across competing
preferences.
Glen Canyon Dam Operations: Passive Use Valuation History and Current Efforts (Attachment 5c) - Dr.
Duffield. There are connections between ecosystem structure and function, services, policies, and values.
He presented data from a study on annualvalues associated with alternative dam operations which
indicated that consumer values would be more successful and reliable in a legal context if it followed a
public referendum. lt showed that if the dollar amounts were higher, people were inclined to take issues
more seriously.
Non-Market Values in Complex Coupled Systems: Theoretical Considerations and Pilot Study Results
(Attachment 5d) - Dr. Jenkins-Smith. His presentation reviewed coupled human/natural systems (CHANS)
and emphasized that people need to look at the diversity of stakeholders' values and then apply it to a
GCD pilot study done by his group in 2014. They replicated the Welsh 1995 GCD study in order to
compare variations and introduced alternative dimensions of value. The results of the 1995 study were
almost identical to the same questions asked during lhe 2014 study. Additional questions allowed for
respondents to indicate a negative value for changes in dam operations, and added preservation of rural
ways of life to the mix, finding that many indicated preferences for the status quo. He noted in conclusion
that structuring alternatives as a reference choice between two options allows respondents to consider
bundles of distinct value attributes, in contrast to the Welsh et al. study on a single proposal for changing
dam operations. Specifically, it allowed for expression of "willingness to pay" to retain the current
operations.

a
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(Attachment 6)

- Mr. Sam Jansen.
. Stakeholder Perspective - The Grand Canyon River Guides was created in 1988 as an

educational and environmental organization. lts mission is to protect the Grand Canyon, set the
highest standards for the river profession, celebrate the unique spirit of the guide community, and
provide the best possible river experience. The organization provides a river guide training
seminar, a yearly training river trip, and a fall rendezvous, and publishes the Boatman's Quarterly
Review. The guides worked with other groups and were instrumental in writing the Grand Canyon
Protection Act. More information can be obtained from their website:

. HFE lmpact on Camping Beaches - The Adopt-A-Beach program was implemented in 1996 after
the first historic "flood flow." lt's a program that allows volunteer guides to keep close tabs on
changes to the recreational resource - camping beaches in Grand Canyon. For people to enjoy
and spend time in the canyon, they need camping beaches. The ideal camping beach is big, flat,
accessible, in the right location, unoccupied, beautiful, and one of many. Often there are
problems finding a good beach to camp since they've been shrinking since the dam was put in.
Changes over time that have been noted: degraded parking, loading and unloading; cutbanks;
vegetation encroachment; human impacts; and wind scour/deposition. The guides take pictures
to document the changes and produce an annual report. A "campsite viewe/' link has been linked
to GCMRC's website:

cSd1 98f25471 0997dc1fb1 b064cc

Public Gomments: None

Adjourned: 4:37 p.m.
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Tim Vigil, WAPA
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Jeff Woner, CREDA

Recorder: Linda Whetton, USBR

Welcome and Adm¡nistrative. Ms. Gimbelwelcomed the members and general public. She made the
following announcements:

. Leslie Fitzpatrick (USFWS), who has worked on issues important to the program for many years,
will retire after 37 years of federal service.

o Martha Hahn (alternate for NPS) will retire in October.
. Lori Caramanian (Deputy Assistant Secretary, DOI) will be moving to Denver to accept a position

with the FWS Solicitor's Office. She has worked with the AMWG for the past six years and will
continue to work on the LTEMP ElS.

Members were reminded to complete the Meeting Evaluation Form at the conclusion of today's meeting.

Ms. Gimbel invited the two motions that the group had agreed yesterday to consider.

Motion (Proposed by Don Ostler, seconded by John Mcclow): The Adaptive Management Work
Group formally recognizes the longstanding and significant contributions of Dr. L. David Garrett
to the Glen Ganyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP) in many different capacities,
including first chief of the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (1996-1999) and the
Executive Coordinator of the Science Advisors (2001-2013). Dr. Garrett has significantly helped
the GGDAMP to address the many complex science and operational issues associated with Glen
Canyon Dam and the Grand Ganyon National Park and environs. The AMWG wishes to express
our sincere thanks to Dr. Garrett and our warmest wishes for his happy and successful future.
At the request of the Secretary's Designee, the group approved this motion unanimously.

Motion (proposed by John Jordan, seconded by Kerry Christensen): The AMWG requests the
Secretary's Designee direct GCMRC to conduct a technical review of the Lees Ferry Recreational
Trout Fishery Management Recommendations and report its findings to the TWG; and directs the
TWG to evaluate the GGMRC review at its October 2015 meeting, and report its findings to AMWG
at its February 2016 meeting.
This motion was approved by consensus.

: GCMRC will conduct a technical review of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery
Recommendations and report its findings to the TWG at their October 2015 meeting. The TWG will make
a report to the AMWG at its February 2016 meeting.

Havasu Greek Translocation Update (Attachmenf 7) - Ms. Martha Hahn. Translocations of juvenile
Humpback Chub from the Little Colorado River to other Colorado River tributaries within GRCA is one
option proposed to attempt to establish a second population in Grand Canyon, as well as to meet NPS
mandates for species conservation and contribute towards goals and objectives within the CFMP. Based
on the Rich Valdez report in 2000, it was decided to begin translocation in Havasu Creek because it was
more promising for the spawning population. The work began in May 2011 and to date, 1650 HBC have
been translocated. Ms. Hahn noted the following positive indicators based on their monitoring:

. The chub have survived.

. Abundance is increasing.

. Translocated chub have been caught in the mainstem, sometimes over multiple years.

. Annual growth is as good or better as that documented in the Little Colorado River.

. Ripe males and females have been captured

. 2013-2015 young-of-year and untagged two-year-olds have been captured, indicating they are
reproducing in Havasu Creek.
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Basin Fund and Revenue Overview (Attachmenú 8) - Ms. Lynn Jeka. Congress created the Colorado
River Storage Project (CRSP) through the Colorado Storage Project Act of 1956. The Act authorized the
Secretary of the lnterior to construct, operate, and maintain the CRSP and participating projects. ln the
same Act, Congress authorized a separate fund in the Treasury of the United States to be known as the
Upper Colorado River Basin Fund. Fifty-nine years later, the Western Area Power Administration's CRSP
Management Center works collaboratively in partnership with the Bureau of Reclamation to generate and
market power from the CRSP Project, Collbran, Seedskadee, Dolores and Rio Grande projects
(marketed together as the Salt Lake City Area lntegrated Projects) and deliver it to firm electric service
customers. With a total investment of $2.375 billion, 11 power plants, 24 generating units, and 2,325
miles of transmission lines, CRSP and Reclamation provide clean, reliable, wholesale electric service to
130 wholesale customers in the west including 53 Native American tribes. The service territory spans
Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, Colorado, Utah, Texas and \Afioming. Responsibilities between
Reclamation and Western aré as follows:

Reclamation Western

Owns, operates, and maintains dams and power
plants

Owns and operates the transmission system
infrastructure

Water management (reservoir management,
irrigation, flood control, and water compact deliveries)

Supports grid reliability (regulation and reserve
capacity

Generates power which is delivered to Western at the
plant transformers

Western maikets, schedules and delivers energy
to long term firm electric service customers
Rate setting and repayment of project debt to
U.S. Treasury from revenue

Joint responsibilitv for support for environmental activities related to CRSP and oarticioatinq oroiects

The following responses were captured from questions raised:
. The Colorado River Salinity Control Forum deals with salt concentrations throughout the basin. lt's funded

7596 from appropriations and 25% from power revenues, with 15% from power revenues paid by the upper
basin and the other 85% paid by the lower basin.

. The prevailing rate charged to customers is comparable to what is purchased. The rates depend on the
market and vary whether buying off peak at night or on peak during the day. Current power prices are
between $25-35 a megawatt hour. Contracts are negotiated with the customers and they receive a contract
rate of delivery. lt's then estimated how much will be needed from generation and that's called sustainable
hydropower. lf you have a 100 megawatt contract and 90 megawatts of that r.s susfarnaó/e through
hydropower, then the other 10 megawatts ls used to sellthe rights on theirtransmission lines. On our
transmission lines they paid for as part of their rate, so we'll go out and buy that additional power for them
and put it on the system for their use. That's the flow through. lf there is a 100 megawatt contract and the
sustainable hydropower rs seú af 90 but the dam can only deliver 80, WAPA has to firm up to 90. They have
the right fo ask us to buy on their behalf from being generator like Tri-State Generation, etc., to use that
little gap between sustainable hydropower in the contract amount to move their own power across our lines
because they paid for it.

. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was entered into a number of years ago among the Upper Colorado
River Basin sfafes, BOR, CREDA and is used for a variety of operation needs and cosfs assocrated with
lining ditches or repairing variable speed pumps, basically projects that were unfunded but that were tied
directly to the CRSP purposes.

. With an 7.48 maf release year, a tremendous sfrarn rs put on the basin fund. At $65 million a year we can't
have many 7.48 in a lyear rate period. Reclamation and WAPA have done an excellent job controlling
cosfs and the cunent rate has been in place for 7 years to they've been able to maintain a vety stable rate
for the customers.

. John Jordan - From what you shared, ft sounds like there must be some restraints or something that block
you into always a net buyer of power. lt would seem fo me that if you're controlling the contract rates, can
you explain the good news we were in that seller and buyer which would then result in benefits to your
customers. Are you constrained by regulations or rules that say that you have to sell a ceftain amount of
power, whether that blocks you into most of the time to buy additional power to have enough power
av ailable to customers?

. Congress sefs fhe power rate to ensure that farmers and irrigators have the water that they need to raise
their crops at a price that makes the food affordable for the rest of the country. There's been a very clear
risk shift over time about how the customers obtain what power is needed to have that obligation to serue.
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That obligation to seve is really pretty good because the non-profit entites are ther recipients by law. lf
people move into their seruice area, they have to have those sysfems that are in place to provide that
power.

Lake Mead lssues and Lower Basin Shortaqe Preparedness - Mr. Buschatzke, Ms. Trujillo, and Ms.
Harkins. To prepare for possible shortages in the Lower Basin and to guide Colorado River operations
during low reservoir conditions, water delivery operations are descr¡bed and contemplated in the 2007
lnterim Guidelines. A shortage condition is determined when insufficient mainstream water is available to
satisfy 7.5 million acre-fee of annual consumptive use in the Lower Basin states. A key factor for
determining annual operations is the amount of storage (as measured by water elevation) in Lake Mead.
Three factors that significantly affect the water levels in lakes Powell and Mead are: (1) the hydrology of
the Colorado River, such as the amount of precipitation that falls within the basin and the resulting runoff
that flows into the river and reaches the reservoirs, (2) Colorado River water use, such as the amount of
water needed for agricultural and urban purposes in both the Upper and Lower Basins, and (3) Colorado
River reservoir operations. The Colorado River Basin is now likely experiencing the lowest l6-year
period in the observed historical record dating back over 100 years. Lake Mead annual outflow is about
1.2 ma'nmore than the annual inflow. The result is an imbalance that causes Lake Mead to drop by 12
feet or more every year when there is a "rìormal" release of 8.23 maf from Lake Powell. Lake Mead
elevation has fallen approximately 126 feet from 2000 to the end of 2014, bringing it closer to elevations
critical to a shortage determination.

a

Arizona - Shortage Preparedness (Altachment ga) - Mr. Buschatzke. The Colorado River supplies
approximately 4Oo/o of Arizona's water needs. The remaining needs are met through use of other surface
water supplies. lf a shortage is declared on the Colorado River, Arizona bears the brunt of the reductions,
with the Central Arizona Project taking most of the reductions. Arizona has been proactively building
resilience and implementing innovative water management strategies to secure and manage its other water
supplies. Arizona's Groundwater Management Act is the most far-reaching groundwater management
regulatory framework in the United States. Arizona's engagement in collaborative long-term planning and
comprehensive strategies has allowed water providers and private entities to store water supplies
underground to reduce their vulnerability to shortage. Collectively, Arizona has stored over 8 million acre-
feet (more than 2.5 trillion gallons) of water. The Arizona Department of Water Resources, along with other
stakeholders such as the CAP, continue to work with the other Colorado River Basin States, Mexico and
federal partners to implement proactive measures that will reduce the near-term risks of drought as well as
address the long-term imbalances between supply and demands on the Colorado River system.
Lake Mead and Lower Basin Shortage Preparedness (Atfachmentgb) - Ms. Jayne Harkins. Lake Mead is
currently at 37o/o of capacity and lake elevation is projected to decrease this summer to levels not observed
since Lake Mead was filled. Reclamation modeling predicts continued decreases in lake elevations and a
near equal probability of a Lower Basin shortage in 2017 . lf lake surface elevations continue to decline,
there are risks of losing the ability to access and pump water. Design and construction of a new intake and
pumping station are undenruay and when completed will have the ability to pump water at a depth of 860
feet. Lower water levels in Lake Mead have reduced the amount of potential energy generated at Hoover
Dam. When lake elevations are high, more energy is produced from the weight (or head) of the water
pushing through the turbines. Decreased power production often causes customers to purchase power on
the open market at higher costs. At lower elevations, turbines run less efficiently and can cause operational
issues. Reclamation believes that power can be generated to an elevation of 950 feet with less efficiency,
but there is some uncertainty of operations at these low elevations. The physical and chemical properties of
water released from Glen Canyon Dam can influence Lake Mead. Temperature and salinity between the
river and lake can dictate the depth at which the water inserts itself into the lake. Water inserted at the top
layer can reinforce stratification and lead to less orygenated conditions. lncreased sediment delivery that
reaches the water intakes can impact water treatment costs.
California Water lssues (Attachmenf 9c) - Ms. Trujillo. California has been experiencing unprecedented,
multi-year drought with record-low snowpack in the northern California Sierra-Nevada Mountains,
exacerbated by record-high temperatures. As a result of well below-average precipitation, the water supply
for urban and agricultural contracts from the California State Water Project and federal CentralValley
Project has been severely diminished over the past three years. Over 500,000 acres of irrigated land has
been fallowed within California during each of the past three years due to lack of water. During these
exceptionally dry years, the Colorado River provides a very important component of the water supply for
over 19 million people in southern California in addition to providing water to irrigate over 800,000 acres of
farmland. Their agency was created 75 years ago. Since 2003, California has reduced its average use of
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Colorado River water by 800,000 acre-feet per year. Over $2 billion has been invested in conservation
efforts by California agencies. There are strong ¡ncentives for California to continue its efforts to coordinate
with the other Basin States, federal agenc¡es, and partners in Mexico through implementation of Minute
319 and potential successor agreements in efforts to bolster the strength of the Colorado River System,
prevent Lower Basin shortages, improve water use efficiencies, and increase the amount of water stored in
Lake Mead.

Tribal Liaison Report (Attachmentl0) - Dr. Rinkevich and Ms. Jackson-Kelly reported on their recent
activities:

. They had a very productive meeting at the Pueblo of Zuni two weeks ago regarding consultation on the
LTEMP EIS process. Reclamation agreed to share copies of biological assessments and biological
opinions with the Zuní and other tribes. The Zuni understand the AMP but do not agree with everything the
DOI agencies do. Th"ey feel the DOI agencies are beginning to understand that the taking of life in the
Grand Canyon is unacceptable and are glad they've stepped back from those actions.

. Sarah and Loretta attended the 29th Annual Southwest Native American Fish and Wildlife Society
Conference in August and were able to network with others of similar interests and programs.

. The Tribally Led lntegrated Stakeholder River Trip was held July 17-27,2015 for the purpose of
exchanging western science values and Native American perspectives. Participants conducted outreach
and education for the Grand Canyon Youth Program, observed backwater fish seining and collecting fish
data, and gained greater understanding of tribal concerns and values.

. Ms. Jackson-Kelly thanked those who participated in the river trip and continued describing some of the
activities. At River Mile 31 in South Canyon Charley Bulletts conducted an interpretation of the petroglyph
writings. The Paiute acknowledge that rock writings are like a family book or genealogy.

. River Trip participants offered the following reflections on their experience:
o lt was a remarkable experience. Learning the details of the tribal culturalresources was extremely

valuable. All the tribal representatives took a great deal of time and energy to explain things. It was
a unique experience in terms of getting those explanations from them. We had a viñual college
professorassembly there (Larry Sfeyens, Sam Jansen. Scoff VanderKooi, Brian Healy, Ma¡tha
Hahn) and they're all commifted to the canyon and are experts in their fields. Sam rs a great guitar
player. We learned a tremendous amount. (McClow)

o lt was a time to make new friendships and nufture old ones. I gained a real feeling for the
spirituality of the place. Charley Bullefts was a great speaker and he sang a lot of traditional
songs. They taught us a couple of games. The wildlife was wondertuL Thanks to Loretta and
Sarah for herding these cats in and out of the canyon safely. (Spangle)

o l've been on the river four times but the depth and scope of what was there became more
apparent to me. Pañicipating with this group and others provided a way to understand the unique
and special quality in this place. We spend time in these meetings talking about quantitative things

- money, science, and trying to measure all that - but I think the element of the cultural and
spiritual values that were reflected on the trip gave a whole different dimension to what's at stake.
It's impoftant to honor, respect, and understand that. This group had the opportunity to better
understand the need to protect this place. (Nimkin)

o I want to thank Sarah and Lorefta for a fantastic oppoftunity. Everybody stepped up and everyone
was present there. I thought it was tremendous. (Jansen)

o ln order to experience the full effect of the environment that you're experimenting with, I think a trip
is always good. The camaraderie - talking and laughing, the cold, and all the elements of the
ecosystem - help people experience it on a one-on-one basrs. You're in the greatest canyon of
them all. One of the highlights of the trip is that you truly don't know the person you're sifting next
to at an AMWG meeting until you're sitting on a boat next to them. You truly do not know how
much they appreciate who they represent, what they represent, and the knowledge they can
share. You get to share the traditional ecological knowledge that the tribes have for the canyon
(Bulletts)

GCMRC Science Updates (Attachment 11a) - Mr. Scott VanderKooi.
Rainbow Trout and Humpback Chub Updates - The Little Colorado River Confluence is the place where most
spawning occurs. Many fish move in and out so there's a lot of observation occurring. Humpback Chub results:

o 2015 spring abundance estimate of 150-199 mm fish in the Little Colorado Riverwas 921 (95% Cl, 756 to
1,086)

o 2015 spring estimates of adult fish > 200mm in the Little Colorado River was 3,078 (95% Cl,2,597 to
3,559), considerably lower than recent years. Potentially due to early run timing, skipped spawning, or
population decline.
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. 2015 spawning run timing was similar lo 2014. Lower number of detections could be due to skipped
spawn¡ng or populat¡on decline.

. Lower condition factor observed in 3 of last 4 trips monitoring humpback chub in the mainstem Colorado R.
near the LCR confluence. This supports the hypothesis of skipping spawning due to less energy available
to devote to reproduction.

Rainbow Trout NatalOrigins Study Sampling Design:
. Considerable declines in abundance in all reaches over the September 14 - January 15 interval. January

and April 15 estimates downstream of LCR are below the non-native fish control trigger.

lnteqrated Tribal/Stakeholder Trip Fish Sampling - A baited hoop net was set at midday on July 20 for
approximately 45 minutes at RM 61.5, which resulted in two rainbow trout with one recapture (originally tagged on
411612015 at RM 63.4); and four humpback chub and three recaptures (original tagging dates of 912112002 - 12.9
years at large',101212001 - 13.8 years at large; and 512111989 -26.2years at large)

Gold Kinq Mine Release - On August 5, there was an accidental release of approximately 3 million gallons of
acidic, metal-rich mine wastewater into Cement Creek. By August 6, the plume had reached the Animas River.
Reclamation responded by doubling the flow out of Navajo Dam on the San Juan River. By August 19, the traces of
metal (aluminum and iron) in the San Juan River that had peaked 12-24 hours after plume was detected had
returned to background levels. According to the Departments of Environmental Quality for the States of Colorado,
Utah, New Mexico, and Arizona, the observable increase in metals from the mine posed minimal threat to drinking
water, recreation, fish and wildlife, and agriculture even at peak concentrations. The metals deposited in Lake
Powell will likely be covered by San Juan River sediment. A high sediment load and long reservoir residence time
(approximately 7 years) should reduce downstream effects. The Environmental Protection Agency has come under
a lot of criticism and has posted an incredible amount of information on their website. The states have also updated
their websites.

. Mr. Cantrell reported that AZGFD will contiriue to take baseline information and the ofher sfafes are doing
l-month, 6-month, and l-year monitoring to see if any of the metals show up or there are any declines in
i nveftebrate populations.

o Mr. McClow said there are hundreds of mines like the Gold King Mine in and around Durango on the
Animas Rivgr and everytime there is a heavy rainstorm, the Animas RÌver gets a little bit yellow. Local
agencies felt this spill wasn't as remarkable and people in Durango were more alarmed with the press
coverage.

. Mr. Millis said Utah's Attorney Generalvisited the site and that by the time the spill got into Utah, there
wasn't that much concem.

¡ Ms. Dixon stated the New Mexico's municipalities get water from the Animas River and there were
immediate concerns about people losing their agriculture and not being able to irrigate in e to keep it
viable. The spill provided a good opporlunity to improve communications with the EPA and other state
representatives.

Reclamation increased releases from Navajo Dam by 4,000 acre-feet and Mr. Rhees said the primary interest was
the San Juan Recovery Program endangered species. The second week after the spill the EPA reached out to DOI
for assistance. Reclamation offered to do a forensic review of what happened onsite and assisted with water quality
and water sampling. Reclamation had done superfund work in the late 1980s and some expertise was provided
from the Denver Technical Service. Reclamation will prepare a report within 60 days.

Green Sunfish in Glen Canyon - On July 6, Arizona Game & Fish captured 43 green sunfish at -12 mile in Glen
Canyon. Agencies discussed the issue on August 4 and the following day, NPS gave approval to Reclamation and
other agencies to conduct up to three removal efforts. The tribes were notified on August 7. The first removal effort
occurred August 12-14 and resulted in 954 green sunfish captured. They will be preserved and delivered to the
Pueblo of Zuni eagle aviary. The second removal trip is set for August 27-29. One troubling aspect of the removal
effort was that over the first three passes of electrofishing by boat, the numbers caught increased each time.
Usually, if the population is being significantly removed, the numbers willdecrease each pass.

Sandbar and Sediment Uodate (Altachment 11b) - Dr. Paul Grams. During low flows, sand supplied by tributaries
(like the Paria River) accumulates on bed and in eddies. High flows redistribute sand to build sandbars (beaches).

. Each of the HFEs in the past three years has resulted in sandbar deposition. They continue to erode in
following six to twelve months. Ten months after HFEs, the bars are still larger than before lhe 2012-2014
period.
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Sand mass balance is computed for six reaches between Lees Ferry and Lake Mead. The first three years
of the flood protocol has consisted of large sand inputs and relatively low dam releases. Floods built
sandbars AND sand accumulated in the channel. Following high flows, sand erodes from beaches. lnputs
between July 1 and August 25, 2015 are insufficient to trigger a fall 2015 HFE. The Paria would need 100
kilotons to plan for a fall HFE.

Lonq-Term Experimental and Manaqement Plan EIS (Attachment 12) - Mr. Glen Knowles. The
Cooperating Agency Draft ElS, Volume I was released on June 29, 2015. The Appendices, Volume 2,
was released on July 31,2015. A Public Draft EIS will be completed by the end of calendar year 2015.
Next Steps:

. September 30, 2015 - Cooperating Agency comment deadline
¡ October 2015 - Biological Assessment
. December 2015 - Public Draft EIS
. JanuarylFebruary 2015 - Public Meetings
. March 2016 - Biological Opinion
. May 2016 - Final EIS and Record of Decision

Mr. Jordan asked how the public reviews could be done with incomplete modeling results. Mr. Knowles
said the analysis was completed and peer review of the models were done consecutively. Currently there
is a process in place for peer review of both the methods and analysis of the models.

Mr. McClow requested that discussion of the Draft EIS be added to the February 2016 AMWG meeting
agenda. Ms. Caramanian added that the AMWG could also consider making a recommendation to the
Secretary on a preferred alternative.

Public comments:
Lynn Hamilton (Grand Canyon River Guides) - I enjoyed hearing Sam's talk about the river trip. lt
breathes the life of Grand Canyon back into the room. Even seeing pictures of Grand Canyon is so
valuable. l'm thrilled you had an AMWG river trip and that it was such a great success. You learned a lot,
came together as a group, and appreciated the resources. lt occurs to me that 2016 will be the
centennialof the NPS and it will be the 20th year of the ROD. lf you've been on the river, picture in your
mind a place that resonated for you or you learned something that opened your eyes as never before.
We're here to protect those values.

Farewell to Members: Ms. Gimbel thanked Lori for her assistance with the program and wished her
well in Denver. Steve Spangle presented Lori with a buck knife (for use on future river trips since she
didn't have one). Reclamation gave her a Serena Supplee print. Brent Rhees expressed appreciation for
Lori's help on the LTEMP EIS and from Dave Lytle for all the work she did on behalf of the USGS. Mr.
Uberuaga commended Lorifor her leadership. Ms. Caramanian said working on GCDAMP issues has
been the best six years of her life. Next year she'll recognize 20 years as a federal employee. She has
enjoyed working with Jennifer and Anne and learned so much about Western water law. She said the
Colorado River is about relationships, building trust, and finding common ground with people who have
different missions. The canyon is a place where you restore your soul.

Mr. Uberuaga thanked Martha for her years of federal service and contributions to the National Park
Service. She will be honored by NPS staff back at the office. Martha said she's gained inspiration to be
resourceful and has applied that to her new "net zero" home as she plans to do her part to conserve
resources.

Wrap-Up and Adjourn: Ms. Jennifer Gimbel thanked everyone for their attentiveness and participation

Adjourned: 2:40 p.m.

Next AMWG Meeting:
(Tu-W) February 24-25, 2016
Embassy Suites Phoenix-Tempe
4400 S. Rural Road
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Respectfully submitted,

Linda Whetton
Bureau of Reclamation
Upper Colorado Region
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Summarv of Actions Taken

The following actions were approved by consensus during this meeting, with the exception of the motion
to honor Dr. Garrett, which, at the request of the Secretary's Designee, was approved unanimously:
. AMWG approves the minutes of the May 28,2015 meeting as written.
o AMWG agrees to consider a motion honoring Dave Garrett.
. AMWG recommends to the Secretary of the lnterior for her approval the Final FY 2015-17 Triennial Budget and

Work Plan from the Bureau of Reclamation and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center as
recommended by AMWG August 28,2014, for implementation in FY 2016, with a FY 2015 corrected CPI of
1.7o/o and corrections to the GCMRC overhead rates. Passed by consensus.

. AMWG recommends to the Secretary of the lnterior for her approval the WY2016 Hydrograph for Glen Canyon
Dam.

.@willbedeterminedbythe2007lnterimGuidelinesandshallbereviewedand
adopted through the normal annual operating plan process (in consultation with the Basin States as
appropriate).

. Monthlv Release Volumes are anticipated to shift depending upon: (1) the projected Annual Release
Volume, (2) power plant capacity, and (3) the magnitude of a potential High Flow Experiment.

. Monthlv Release Volumes may vary within the targets identified below. Any remaining monthly operational
flexibility will be used for existing power production operations under the Modified Low Fluctuating Flow
(MLFF) alternative selected by the 1996 ROD and contained in the 1995 FEIS and in compliance with all
applicable NEPA compliance documents (HFE EA, NNFC EA,2007lnterim Guidelines). Monthly release
volumes proposed in this hydrograph will not affect operating tier determinations for Lakes Powell and
Mead under the 2007 lnterim Guidelines.

. Release obiective for June is:
600 to 650 kaf for annual releases below 9.0 maf
800 kaf for annual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 9.5 maf
900 kaf for annual releases of 9.5 maf to less than 10 maf
Greater than 900 kaf for annual releases 10 maf and greater

. Release obiective for Auqust is:
800 kaf for annual release below 9.0 maf
900 kaf for annual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 10 maf
Greater than 900 kaf for annual releases 10 maf and greater

. Release obiective for September is:
600 kaf for annual releases below 9.0 maf
700 kaf for annual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 10.0 maf
800 kaf or greater for annual releases of 10.0 maf or greater; up to power plant capacity for high
equalization releases

. Monthlv Release Volumes will generally strive to maintain 600 kaf levels in the shoulder months (spring
and fall) and 800 kaf in the December/January and July/August timeframg.

Additionally, the Bureau of Reclamation will continue to apply best professionaljudgment in conducting actual
operations and in response to changing conditions throughout the water year. Such efforts will continue to be
undertaken in coordination with the DOI/DOE agencies and in consultation with the Basin States as
appropriate, to consider changing conditions and adjust projected operations in a manner consistent with the
objectives of these parameters as stated above and pursuant to the Law of the River.

. The AMWG will consider a motion on Fish Management Recommendations.

. The Adaptive Management Work Group formally recognizes the longstanding and signifiôant contributions of
Dr. L. David Garrett to the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP) in many different
capacities, including first chief of the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (f 996-1999) and the
Executive Coordinator of the Science Advisors (2001-2013). Dr. Garrett has significantly helped the GCDAMP
to address the many complex science and operational issues associated with Glen Canyon Dam and the Grand
Canyon National Park and environs. The AMWG wishes to express our sincere thanks to Dr. Garrett and our
warmest wishes for his happy and successful future.

. The AMWG requests the Secretary's Designee direct GCMRC to conduct a technical review of the Lees Ferry
Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations and report its findings to the TWG; and directs the
TWG to evaluate the GCMRC review at its October 2015 meeting, and report its findings to AMWG at its
February 2016 meeting.
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ADWR - Arizona Dept. of Water Resources
AF - Acre Feet
AGFD - Arizona Game and Fish Department
AIF - Agenda lnformation Form
AMP - Adaptive Management Program
AMWG - Adaptive Management Work Group
AOP - Annual Operating Plan
ASMR - Age-Structure Mark Recapture
BA - Biological Assessment
BAHG - BudgetAd Hoc Group
BCOM - Biological Conservation Measure
BE - Biological Evaluation
BHBF - Beach/Habitat-Building Flow
BHMF - Beach/Habitat Maintenance Flow
BIA - Bureau of lndian Affairs
BO - Biological Opinion
BOR - Bureau of Reclamation
BWP - Budget and Work Plan
CAHG - Charter Ad Hoc Group
CAP - Central Arizona Project
GCT - Grand Canyon Trust
CESU - Cooperative Ecosystems Studies Unit
cfs - cubic feet per second
CFMP - Comprehensive Fisheries Management Plan
CMINS - Core Monitoring lnformation Needs
CMP - Core Monitoring Plan
CPI - Consumer Price lndex
CRBC - Colorado River Board of California
CRAHG - Cultural Resources Ad Hoc Group
CRCN - Colorado River Commission of Nevada
CRE - Colorado River Ecosystem
CREDA - Colorado River Energy Distributors Assn.
CRSP - Colorado River Storage Project
CWCB - Colorado Water Conservation Board
DAHG - Desired Future Conditions Ad Hoc Group
DASA - Data Acquisition, Storage, and Analysis
DBMS - Data Base Management System
DOE - Department of Energy
DOI - Department of the lnterior
DOIFF - Department of the lnterior Federal Family
EA - Environmental Assessment
EIS - Environmental lmpact Statement
ESA - Endangered Species Act
FACA - Federal Advisory Committee Act
FEIS - Final Environmental lmpact Statement
FRN - Federal Register Notice
FWS - United States Fish & Wildlife Service
FY - Fiscal Year (October I - September 30)
GCD - Glen Canyon Dam ,

GCES - Glen Canyon Environmental Studies
GCT - Grand Canyon Trust
GCMRC - Grand Canyon Monitoring & Research Center
GCNP - Grand Canyon National Park
GCNRA - Glen Canyon Nat'l Recreation Area
GCPA - Grand Canyon Protection Act
GLCA - Glen Canyon Nat'l Recreation Area
GRCA - Grand Canyon National Pårk
GCRG - Grancj Canyon River Guides
GCWC - Grand Canyon Wildlands Council
HBC - Humpback Chub (endangered native fish)
HFE - High Flow Experiment
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HMF - Habitat Maintenance Flow
HPP - Historic Preservation Plan
lG - lnterim Guidelines
lNs - lnformation Needs
KA - Knowledge Assessment (workshop)
KAS - Kanab Ambersnail (endangered native snail)
LCR - Little Colorado River
LCRMCP - Lower Cotorado River Multi-Species
Conservation

Program
LTEMP - Long-Term Experimental and Management Plan
LTEP - Long Term Experimental Plan
MAF - Million Acre Feet
MA - Management Action
MATA - Multi-Attribute Trade-Off Analysis
MLFF - Modifìed Low Fluctuating Flow
MO - Management Objective
MRP - Monitoring and Research Plan
NAU - Northern Arizona University (Flagstaff, AZ)
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act
NNFC - Non-native Fish Control
NOI - Notice of lntent
NPCA - National Parks Conservation Association
NPS - National Park Service
NRC - National Research Council
O&M - Operations & Maintenance (USBR Funding)
PA - Programmatic Agreement
PBR - Paria to Badger Creek Reach
PEP - Protocol Evaluation Panel
POAHG - Public Outreach Ad Hoc Group
Powerplant Capacity = 31,000 cfs
R&D - Research and Development
RBT - Rainbow Trout
RFP - Request for Proposal
RlNs - Research lnformation Needs
ROD Flows - Record of Decision Flows
RPA - Reasonable and Prudent Alternative
SA - Science Advisors
Secretary - Secretary of the lnterior
SCORE - State of the Colorado River Ecosystem
SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office
SOW- Statement of Work
SPAHG - Strategic Plan Ad Hoc Group
SPG - Science Planning Group
SSQs - Strategic Science Questions
SWCA - Steven W. Carothers Associates
TCD - Temperature Control Device
TCP - Traditional Cultural Property
TEK - Traditional Ecological Knowledge
TES - Threatened and Endangered Species
TMC - Taxa of Management Concern
TMF - Trout Management Flows
TWG - Technical Work Group
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
\Â/Y - Water Year

Key to Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program Acronyms

(Updated: 1112812014)
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Note: Items matked "Closed" will be temoved from the next iteration of the report.
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Sectetary's Desþee Limbaugh ditected the Roles AHG to
address Dr. Garrett's recommendations:
1. Develop imptoved methods andf or ptocedutes for managers
to establish a¡d aricrtlzte priodties for specific 3-5 year ttne
intervals.
2. Develop improved methods fot managets and scientists to
permit effective ftadeoff asses sments.
3. Develop mote effecdve sciendstf managers collabotative
wotking ptocedures.
4. Implement methods to monitot and improve the adaptive
management process.
5. Implement methods to define future conditions for the CRE
fesoufces ofconcetn.
2ll9 /l4Update: This will remain open as some items may
evolve as the LTEMP EIS neats completion and have a better
idea of whete the science priodties ate going as a tesult of the new
long-term plan.

Roles Ad
Hoc

Gtoup
Open
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Glen Knowles will wotk with Anne Castle to comparc the2004
AMïøG/T!ØG pdorities and the Secretary's Desþee's priorities
as established n 2077. The Secretary's Desþee will report to
AMWG on the tesults of this comparison.
2/19 ll4lJodate: The science olan for the LTEMP EIS will
establish the science ptiotities looking fonstard and is an
independent process ftom the AMWG. Upon completion of the
LTEMP, the AMSØG would teconsidet science pdorities to
integrate with the LTEMP and a possible refenal to the TWG.

G. I(nowles
A. Castle

Open
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The Charter Ad Hoc Gtoup (C,A,HG) will assess the feasibility of
adding Havasupai Ttibe to AMWG, per Chartet section 1,2 and
considering operation costs, under Section 7. CAHG will draft a

revised Chattet that reflects its findings, if necessary.

5/8/1i: Reclamation staff made contactwith the tribe andwill
hold additional meetings to see if they want to join.
2/19 /14: The Havasupai Tribe has been contacted and BOR is

awaiting a response ftom them.
8 / 28 / 14: Loretta J ackson-I{elly, AMP Federal Tribal Liaison,
requested ANIX/G keep this action item open so she may meet
with the Havasupai Tribe to discuss AMSøG membetship. She

will follow up with Reclamation staff on previous outeach effots
before meeting with the Havasupai.
8/27 /15: Per Glen Knowles, the Havasupai ate interested in the
work of the AMSøG and teceive regular updates. They are not
interested in being a member of the group at this time.

CAHG

And

Loretta

Jackson-
Kelly,
AMP

Federal
Liaison

Closed
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ÂMVøG members were requested to send their technical
questions on hydtopower modeling to Rob Billerbeck and Glen
I(nowles in preparation for the WebEx/conference call to be held
in tru¡o weeks with the hydtopower experts on the LTEMP EIS.

AMSøG Closed

AMWG Action Item Ttacking Repott Updated 1 September 2075

Questions or Updates? Contact The Mary Orton Company, LLC atmary@maryorton.com
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item

Hopi Tribe's Monitoring Progtam

Action Reouested

Information item only; we will answer questions but no action is tequested.

Presenter

Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director, Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
Mike Yeatts, Archaeologist, Hopi Cultutal Pteservation Office

Ptevious Action Taken

N/A

Relevant Science

N/A

Summarv of Presentation and Background Informaüon

The Hopi Tribe has been involved with the,\daptive Management Progtam since its incepdon, and

prior to that was a cooperating agency on the EIS fot the Operation of Glen Canyon Dam. In 2003,

the Hopi Tribe began developing a Long-term Monitoring Program to assess the health of cultutally
important resources along the Colorado River corridor from a traditional Hopi perspective; this
progrâm was approved by the AMP in 2007.

Our presentation will look at the cultutal philosophy underþing the Hopi Long-term Monitoring
Program, the culturally significant resources that arc part of the program, and what has been learned

to date.

Page'1.
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda f tem fnformation

February 24-25,2016

Agenda Item

Technical Work Gtoup Report

Action Reouested

-

Motion requested. (fhe following motion is recommended by the Technical Work Group C["ùØG)
However, no motion is officially made unless and until an Adaptive Management !Øork Group
(AMWG) member makes the motion in accordance with the AM'ùØG Operating Procedures.)

The AMWG accepts the December 9, 2015,Gnnd Canyon Monitoting and
Reseatch Centet (GCMRC) Technical Memo (Memo) of the Lees Ferry Trout
Fishery Management Recommendations (Recommendations) subiect to the
following:

7. Any actions resulting ftom the Recommendations must be fully consistent
with the "Law of the River" and Department of the Interior (DOI) policy
considerations.

2. Recomrnendations that fall undet the puview of watff and natural
resource management agencies such as Buteau of Reclamation, National
Park Service, United States Fish and Vildlife Service, Arizona Game and
Fish Depattmerit, and AMWG Tribes will require additional evaluation
with these management agencies fot further consideration.

3. Recommendations that addtess dam operations are expected to be
considered and evaluated in light of the ongoing Long-Term
Expedme ntal and Management Plan (LTEMP) Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

In addition, the AMWG directs the TWG to consider these Recommendations
and the Memo as futute wotk plans are developed.

(Also, please see the Appendix for z ptoposed change to this motion that will be presented at the
AM!ØG meeting.)

Presenters

Vineetha Kaftha, Chair, Technical Wotk Gtoup (AMWG zlternate fuom AÅzona)
Bill Stewat,Ch^ri,TroutAd Hoc Group (IfùøG member from Arizona Game & Fish Department)
Larry Stevens, AMWG and T\ØG member from Grand Canyon Wildlands Council

Previous Action Taken

Motion Passed by AMWG on August 27,2015:
The AMWG requests the Secretary's Desþee direct GCMRC to conduct a technical review of
the Lees Fetry Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations and repott its

'Ihe N{arrr ()tton (,onlpanv, LLC 1 | Page



Technical Work Group Report, continued

fìndings to the T!ØG; and directs the TìØG to evaluate the GCMRC review at their October
2015 meeting and report its fìndings to AMWG at its February 2016 meeting.

Relevant Science

N/A

Summary of Ptesentation and Background Information

2015 Annual Repoting Meeting
The 2015 Annual Reporting (AR) meetingwas held onJznuary 26-27,201.6.The AR meeting
outlines progress, accomplishments, and information gained on proiects included in GCMRC's
\)Øork Plan for the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP). The AR
meeting provides a comptehensive review of approaches telative to adzptive management practices
and a knowledge assessment of resources, identifies dsk of treatment or potential benefìt, and
ascertains policy constraints. By nature, AR meetings are an integral part of the adaptive
mânagement cycle, allowing time to consider progress and determine if course changes need to be
consideted. The intent is to evaluate progress and to potentially develop recommendations for
changes to the projects. Results of the AR meeting will be discussed further by the T!øG at its April
meeting, where the TWG will begin to consider potential changes to the FY17 worþlan.

Evaluation of the GCMRC Technical Review of the Lees Fetry Recteational Trout Fishery
Management Recommendations
At its August 2015 meeting, AMWG passed the following motion by consensus: "The AMWG
requests the Sectetary's Desþee direct GCMRC to conduct a technical review of the Lees Ferry
Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations and report its findings to the T\WG; and
directs the TWG to evaluate the GCMRC teview at their October 2015 meeting and report its
fìndings to AMWG at its Februzry 2076 meeting."

At its Octobet 2015 meeting, the TWG considered the GCMRC technical review of the Lees Ferry
Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations (Recommendations). Discussion at the
T'ùøG meeting identified the following issues:

' Some of the Recommendations addressed dam operations. T\7G members pointed out that
dam operations u/ere being addressed by the ongoing Long Term Experimental z¡d
Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement.

' Some of the Recommendations addressed policy issues and management considerations that
were outside of the purview of GCMRC.

' GCMRC teview did not cover all of the Recommendations and needed further clarification.

To meet the AM\üØG charge, the TSØG fotmed the Trout Ad Hoc Group GAHG) with the
following charge: "The TAHG will evaluate the GCMRC technical review of the Lees Ferry
Recteational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations (Recommendations) per the AM$ØG
motion on8/27 /2015, and mzke a tecommendation to the T\üØG at ourJanuary 201,6 meeting. The
TføG wiÏ considct thc recr.rmmendation and make findings to the AMïøG at its Fe'Druzry 2A16
meeting."

'Ihe Mary ()rton Coûìpanv, i,[-(ì 2 | Page



Technical Work Group Report, confinued

fn a December 9,2015 memo to the TïøG chair, GCMRC submitted a final review in response to
comments and suggestions received eadier from the T'ùøG regarding points of clarifications and
topics that were not included in their initial review. This review was limited to scientific and
technical matters, and for recommendations v¡here no scientifìc or technical informatiorl rù/âs

presented, GCMRC refrained from commenting. As the science arm of the GCD,AMP, GCMRC
remains neutral on matters of policy andmanagement issues.

The TAHG evaluated this fìnal review of the Recommendations pet the TSøG charge and submitted
to T\ØG the following conclusions and tecommendation:

1,. The TÂHG review concluded that GCMRC review is generally comprehensive although it
could be expanded in some areas.

2. Additional discussion/clarification is needed by the T\)øG and GCMRC on the scientific
basis of the minimum flow recommendation and the need for stocking in the event of a

catastrophic failure of the'Lees Ferry trout fìshery.
3. The T\X/G should identift outstanding research questions that should be addressed to better

inform the implementation of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery Management
Recommendations.

TAHG Recommendation
The TAHG forwarded the following recommendation to the TïØG:

The TAHG recommends that the TSøG recommend that the AM!ù(/G accept the
GCMRC technical review of the Lees Ferry Trout Fishery Management
Recommendations based on the TAHG evaluating the GCMRC technical review of
the Recommendations and finding the review to be comprehensive and the review to
be supportive, neutral, or noncommittal on the individual recommendations with
two exceptions. One exception being the Minimum Flow recommendation with
agreement thât research should continue to evaluate the effects of lowet flows and to
develop scientifically based minimum flows. The other exception being Stocking In
the Event of a C*zstrophic Failure and the impact on the dependent economic
community be included in the determination for stocking and with the understanding
that stocking is substantially detetmined by the provisions of the Park Service
Comprehensive Fishery Management Plan and the AÅzona Game and Fish
Department's Fishedes Management Plan Colorado River - Lees Ferry Q015-
2025).

In addition, the TWG requests that the AMSØG, with the âcceptance of the Lees
Fetry Recommendations, instruct the TWG to consider the requirements for
implementation of the Recommendations including additional research that should
be included in the work plan.

T'ùøG Motion
At its meeting on January 28,2015, the T'ùøG consideted the TAHG recommendation and passed
the following motion by consensus:

The T'ùlG has reviewed the December 9, 2015, GCMRC Technical Memo (Vlemo)
of the Lees Ferry Trout Fishery Management Recommendations
(R.ecommendations) and finds it to be comprehensive. The TWG recommends that
the A,MWG accept the Memo subject to the following:

'fhe Mary Orton Cofiìparrv, I-l.C 3 | Page



Technical tüØork Gtoup Report, continued

7. Any actions resulting from the Recommendations must be fully consistent with
the "Law of the River" and DOI policy considerations.

2. Recommendations that faJl undet the purview of water and natural
resource management agencies such as Bureau of Reclamation, NationùPatk
Service, United States Fish and !Øildlife Service, AÅzona Game and Fish
Department, and AMSíG Tribes will require additional evaluation with these

manâgement agencies for further consideration.
3. Recommendations that address dam opetations are expected to be considered

and evaluated in light of the ongoing Long-Term Experimental and Mana¡¡ement
Plan Environmental Impact Statement.

In addition, the TWG requests that the AMWG direct the TWG to consider these
Recommendations and the Memo as futute work plans are developed.

Spring HFE Discussion
The 201,2 High Flow Experiment (FIFE) Protocol is intended to determine whether and how
multiple events can be used to better build sandbars and conserve sand over a long petiod. Under
the HFE Protocol, high-flow releases ate possible March-Apd and October-November, and the
magnitude ranges from 31,500 cfs to 45,000 cfs. The frequency of HFEs will be determined by
tributary sediment inputs, resource conditions, and a decision process carried out by the Department
of Interior that çonsists of planning and budgeting, modeling, and decision and implementation. As
a mitigation measure, the HFE protocol required the deferral of Spdng HFEs in201,3 and201,4.In
October 201,5, z decision was made to not implement a 20'1,5 Fall HFE in tesponse to concems
regarding the presence of the green sunfìsh, even though the sediment trigger had been met for a
Fall HFE.

In response to â request ftorn a stakeholder who was concerned that the sediment accounting
system in the Protocol would mely; if ever, allow a Spring HFE, the TSØG discussed the sediment
accounting period and the process for planning a Spring HFE. Discussion at the TWG meeting
identified the following issues:

1,- Fall HFEs are unusual in the pre-tlam period while HFEs in late March and earþ April were
common.

2. Spring HFEs may be a useful tool for enhancing the aquatic foodbase and stimulating
rainbow ttout recruitment.

3. Some T!íG members would like to see an HFE this spring in order to take advantage of the
fall sediment inputs that were unused due to the gteen sunfìsh invasion, which required
treâtment and removal before an HFE could be implemented. However, the cuffent
Protocol requires sediment inputs to occur within the Spring HFE window for that decision
to be considered, and c rtyoven over sediment from orre accounting period to another is not
curtently permitted as a trigger for rt HFE.

4. The HFE protocol has been included, and modified, in the LTEMP EIS Hybrid Alternative.
Concerns regarding implementation of Spring HFEs are best addressed through the LTEMP
EIS.

5. The TWG felt that more informadon was needed on the effects of changing tie sedirnent
accounting period and on the frequency of HFEs on all the downstreâm resources (e.g.,

humpback chub, sediment, hydropower, trout) in otder to understand if such changes would
be reasonable to consider.
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Technical ìØork Group Report, continued

TWG Schedule for Calenda¡Yeat 2016
T'üøG Meeting: Aptrl 1,9 -20
TWG Meeting: June 14-15
Potential Fish workshop & Protocol Evaluation Panel Late Summer 2076
T'$øG Meeting: October 18-19

'Ihe iVIaf;i Qft()n ComPa¡y, LLC 5lPage



Technical ìlotk Group Report, continued

Appendix-Ptoposed Addition to Motion

After reviewing and considering the fìnal motion passed at the recent TWG meeting, recreational
fishing representation believes there would be benefìt in broadening the task covered in the last
seritence of the motion. Therefore, ât the AMWG meeting in February, the tecreztional fishing
stakeholders will present the follow language as either a. sepat^te motion or âs an amendment to the
motion on page 1 of this Agenda Item Form:

The AMVG directs the TWG to considet the Lees F.try Trout Management
Recommendations and the GCMRC Technical Memo when it teviews the
GCDAMP Triennial Work Plan and Budget fot FY 2017 and makes a

recommendation to AMWG in June, and to report the results of that review
with any recommended changes to the FV 2017 budget and wotk plan at the
August, 2016, AMWG meeting.

'fhc tr{arr' (lrton Conìp2ìnv, l, l.(ì 6 j Page



United States Department of the Interior
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

SOUTHwnST BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE CENTER
Gn¡No CANryoN MoNIToRTNc eNn Ressnncn Csxrs,n

2255 Nonrs G¡uru DRvE, MS-9394
FLAcSTAFF, ARzoNA 8ó00 I -1 600

928 556-7380 Telephone

928 556-7700Fax

Memorandum

To: Vineetha Kartha, GCDAMP Technical V/ork Group, Chair

From: Scott VanderKooi, USGS Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center, Chief

CC: Camille Touton, Department of Interior, Counselor to the Assistant Secretary for
'Water 

and Science

Beverly Heffernan, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region Environmental
Resources Division Manager

Date: December 9,2015

Subject: Technical review of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery Management
Recommendations

The USGS Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC) has prepared this memo

in response to the following motion that was passed by consensus at the Adaptive Management

Work Group (AMV/G) meeting held in Phoenix, Arizona on August 26-27,2075,

The AMWG requests the Secretary's Designee direct GCMRC to conduct a technical

review of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations and

report its findings to the TWG; and directs the TWG to evaluate the GCMRC review at

their October 2015 meeting, and report its findings to AMWG at its February 2016

meeting.

An earlier version of this memo was submitted to DOI and Reclamation on October 19,2015 and

shared with the Technical V/ork Group (TWG) at its October 20-21,2015 meeting. This updated

and final draft was revised in response to comments and suggestions received from stakeholders

andmanagers regarding points of clarif,rcation and topics that were not included in our initial
review.

We appreciate the opporlunity to review the final draft of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout

Fishery Management Recommendations and wish to thank the authors for engaging GCMRC and



cooperator scientists on multiple occasions during the development of this document. GCMRC

and cooperator scientists were also afforded the opportunity to provide in-depth reviews of a
draft that was completed and distributed to GCMRC as well as other agencies and organizations

in April 2015. The reviews from individual scientists were provided to the authors in May 2015

and also shared in their entirety with the TWG and the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management

Program (GCDAMP) in an e-mail sent to the GCDAMP e-mail list by Linda Whetton on June 2,

20ts.

We understand and appreciate the challenges of revising reports and manuscripts in the face of
multiple and often contradictory reviews and wish to recognize the efforts put forward by the

authors to address the comments and concerns of the many reviewers. 'We appreciate that several

of the comments and concerns included in the reviews from GCMRC and cooperator scientists

were addressed in this final draft. Our review follows.

In the final draft of the Lees Ferry Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations,

we believe the authors have done a good job of synthesizing key science issues in developing

many of their management recommendations. However, there are some recommendations or
portions of recommendations that have language and logic used to support them that we don't
believe are consistent with current scientific understanding. There are also topics where scientific

consensus is lacking. We identifr areas of concern and discuss topics where there is

disagreement in our comments below. Comments from GCMRC are limited to scientific and

technical matters, thus for recommendations where no scientific or technical information is
presented, we indicate that GCMRC was not able comment. As a science agency, USGS remains

neutral on matters of policy and cannot support or oppose management recommendations.

Therefore, we indicated which topics we believed fell in the realm of policy and areas where

decisions would need to be made by management agencies. As stated a'bove, GCMRC cannot

comment on these topics or areas. Comments are organized by recommendation or section in the

order they were presented in the final draft.

There arè considerable amounts of data and a consensus among scientists that growth rates of
trout in Lees Ferry can be poor and this, in tum, can limit the maximum size these fish can attain,

so recommendations to explore options to improve growth by improving the food base make

sense. There is not, horvever, consensus that experimental "bug flows" are likely to succeed. It
was observed that past periods of steady flows, the summer and fall of 2000 and MemorialDay
low flows for overflights for example, did not result in observations of insects from the orders

Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera, or Tricoptera (EPT) following these events. The counter argument is

that there was not any sort of organized or sustained efforts monitoring aquatic insects after the



2000 steady flows so any response may have been unobserved and that other periods of low
flows may have been too brief or only isolated events, thus not sufficient in duration or frequency

to elicit any sort of measurable response. In addition, establishing EPT is not the only reason for
conducting experimental "bug flows". If the hypothesis that high mortality of eggs associated

with hydropeaking is a critical factor limiting all aquatic insects, then the proposed flow
experiment will benefit midge and blackfly production even in the absence of an EPT response.

Given these reasons, GCMRC supports conducting experimental "bug flows" to improve our

understanding of the aquatic food base in the Lees Ferry reach and the factors controlling
productivity and diversity.

It should also be noted that there is uncertainty as to whether producing a more diverse

invertebrate community is the only way to increase trout growth. For example, there are many

lakes in British Columbia where large trout are produced in lakes with very small but highly
abundant Daphnia and midge populations. One can grow larger trout with small bugs if the bug

density is high. The authors may also wish to consider a broader range of alternatives than those

presented in the document. For example, what about stream fertilization? There are many

examples of increased production in small streams, and a few examples in very large systems

(Arrow Lakes Kootenay Lake, Kootenai River below Libby Dam).

Any decisions concerning potential translocations of EPT species historicallypresent in Glen

Canyon are the responsibility of management agencies. If approved, experimental translocations

could help answer questions and allow for the testing of hypotheses related to why EPT species

are currently absent from Glen Canyon. We believe that this tlpe of experimental approach

would also speed leaming.

Dam Operations

No scientific or technical information is presented regarding MLFF. In addition, any decision

regarding revision of operations is a policy matter. For both these reasons, GCMRC cannot

comment on this recommendation. We also note that revisions to Glen Canyon Dam operations

are being evaluated as part of the ongoing Long Term Experimental and Management (LTEMP)

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. As mentioned above, we support conducting

experimental "bug flo\rys" to improve our understanding of the aquatic food base in the Lees

Ferry reach and the factors controlling productivity and diversity.

Minimum Flows

There is little scientific evidence to date to support the recommendation to maintain minimum

flows at 8,000 cubic feet/s (cfs) or aI any other specific flow. We note that there have been

months with 5,000 cfs minimum flows (most recently in fall before the fall steady flow



experiment) coincide with periods of normal growth and recruitment. We agree that research to

evaluate effects of lower flows and to develop scientifically based minimum flows should

continue. As stated above, revisions to Glen Canyon Dam operations are being evaluated as part

of the ongoing LTEMP EIS process.

Fall and Sprins High Flow Experiments (HFEs)

It is correct that the 2008 spring HFE enhanced the aquatic food base in Glen Canyon which, in
turn, improved recruitment and survival of young rainbow trout. Conducting additional spring

HFEs would provide additional information on how the aquatic ecosystem downstream from

Glen Canyon Dam responds to these flows. It would also provide scientists an opportunity to

quantify the responses of different resources and test a variety of hypotheses including those

listed by the authors (i.e., controlling New Zealandmud snails, increasing aeolian sand

availability and transport, re-establishing "natural ecological processes"). Spring HFEs are

allowed under the HFE protocol currently in place, but require adequate sand inputs from the

Paria River during winter and spring months in order to be triggered. Any decision to deviate

from the HFE protocol is a policy matter on which GCMRC cannot comment. Potential revisions

to the HFE protocol are being evaluated as part of the ongoing LTEMP EIS process.

Experimental Trout Management Flows

The authors state in this section that they believe the best approach to controlling trout densities

is through increased invertebrate diversity and avoiding flows that result in excessing spawning

and recruitment. It is likely that increasing diversity will provide some degree of stability for the

invertebrate community and by extension redistribute the availability of invertebrates across

more seasons (currently highest drift availabitity and growth occurs during the late spring early

summer). This could benefit fish populations and also result in greater proportions of larger food

items available to fish which, in turn, could improve growth particularly in larger fish. It should

also be noted that an increase in food availability for fish could result in more spawning and, if
environmental conditions are conducive for age-0 survival in summer and fall, an increase in
recruitment.

The suggestion that trout management flows should only occur when the trout population is

stable and includes a healtþ abundance of all size classes is constraining and may be missing the

underlying purpose of these flows. Trout managernent flows will only have utility when

populations are becoming or already are unstable such as when recruitment rates are very high or
populations are at unsustainable levels. It should also be noted that trout management flows are

very likely to have a negligible effect on mature age classes (approximately 3 to 6 years old), and

are designed to only impact young-oÊyear trout. Since the trout population is composed of
approximately six age classes, trout management flows are likely to only affect one of the six



year classes making up the population at any one time. Given this, it seems unlikely that trout
management flows pose a risk to the fishery or could result in a catastrophic loss to the f,rshery.

Furthermore, trout management flows can be implemented in a forward titration mode to ensure

that the resulting recruitment does not drop below the level required to achieve hshery objectives

in the long term. This would be a very conservative approach so we add the caution that it would
likely require many iterations, thus a considerable amount of time. We agree that awell thought

out experimental design is a critical need prior to the implementation of any trout management

flows.

W'e also note that there is not consensus that trout management flows are the best approach to

managing the Lees Ferry trout population. The argument is that there is evidence that simple food

webs, that are inherently unstable, are at least partly to blame for the boom-bust cycles in the

Lees Ferry trout population. If correct, then efforts to address the root causes (e.9., by increasing

invertebrate diversity and food web complexity or avoiding flows that result in overabundance of
young trout) would help resolve issues of instability in this population.

Equalization Flows

The 20Il equalization flows did appear to have a strong effect on young rainbow trout survival

and subsequent recruitment. The resultingyear class led to the highest densities of rainbow trout
ever observed in Glen Canyon and appeared to trigger a "boom and bust" cycle in the trout
population that Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) and GCMRC have monitored over

the last few years. However, any recommendation to deviate from current eq,nlization guidelines

is a policy matter that GCMRC cannot comment on.

Fishing Regulations

While we understand the rationale for encouraging anglers to harvest trout in Lees Ferry, this

would likely be a numerically ineffective method of reducing trout abundance in this reach of the

river. This would be particularly true during periods of high trout abundance similar to what has

been seen in recent years. We recognize, however, that revising fishing regulations is a

management decision, thus is the responsibility of management agencies.

Marble Canyon Trout Fishery

Our previous comment applies here as well. We understand the rationale for encouraging anglers

to harvest trout in Marble Canyon, however, this would likely be a numerically ineffective

method of reducing trout abundance in this reach of the river and downstream. This would be

particularly true during periods of high trout abundance similar to what has been seen in recent



years. Again, we recognize that revising fishing regulations is a management decision, thus is the

responsibility of management agencies.

Riparian Vegetation Restoration

Any decision concerning riparian vegetation restoration in Glen Canyon is the responsibility of
the National Park Service. As noted previously, the aquatic food base in Glen Canyon has low

diversity and may be insufficient to support larger trout. Introduction of wood oould improve

productivity by providing habitat and refugia for species that comprise the aquatic food base as

well as young trout. Experimental additions of dead tamarisk to the Colorado River in Glen

Canyon could be used to test this hypothesis on a local basis. While riparian vegetation can

support terrestrial insect abundance, the amount of habitat with shade and cover provided by

shoreline vegetation in a river the size of the Colorado in Glen Canyon is proportionally quite

small relative to other habitats available to fish. Given this, population level benehts to f,rsh may

be small and would be difficult to detect.

Stockine in the Event of a Catastrophic Fishery Failure

There are no criteria used for defining a catasffophic failure in the fishery so it's unclear when

stocking would be implemented. Stocking criteria could be based on a number of metrics related

to biology or population dynamics including trout abundance, survival, or growth. Angler

satisfaction or catch rates could also be used, but it should be noted that these are likely to be

more arbitrary and would not be as easy to quantify as measures of population status or trends.

The authors might consider adding this topic to their list of Protocol Evaluation Panel (PEP)

recommendations.

A notable observation that should be considered with regard to this recoÍrmendation is that the

Lees Ferry fishery has survived over the last two decades without stocking, and has recovered on

its own from two warm-temperature/high density situations (2004-2006,2012-2014). While we

agree with the authors' recommendation that any proposed stocking should not occur until after

the causal factors of a failure have been identified and ameliorated, we note that excessive

biomass of larger fish resulting from very large recruitment events may be the most likely cause

of failures in this flrshery. Prematurely adding biomass in these situations would only exacerbate

the problem and slow down the natural recovery of the fishery.

We also caution that while stocking may have worked in the past, there is no guarantee that it
will work now given differences in fish densities, the types and amount of food available to fish,
on¡{ nnfenfiollr¡ nfhar fonfnrc Fr¡cn rrnrlcr annrlifinnc rxrherc ácnsifìea onnnrrlinc fn qnolerc qrc
sr¡g t/vLv¡¡!¡s¡rJ v!¡¡vr svvv^u¡r¡b ùv *r^b¡v^u *rv

low, there still may be too many fish for the foodbase to support and have desirable growth rates.

In this event, it is likely that stocked fish will simply be out-competed by the naturally produced



fish even if they are only present in low numbers. Developing a brood stock is a management

decision. However, we believe it is highly uncertain that the timing of a collapse of the fishery

could be determined accurately. Furtherrnore, anticipating a collapse far enough in advance such

that stocking could occur more quickly than anatt¡ral recovery may not be possible.

As noted in our May 2015 review, we are skeptical of the feasibility of translocating trout from
upper Marble Canyon to supplement the population upstream of Lees Ferry. One key issue is that

population trends in upper Marble Canyon appear to track very closely with those upstream of
Lees Ferry so there may not be many fish to move once trout numbers decline to the degree that

translocations are deemed necessary.

Developing a contingency stocking plan and conducting any associated compliance is a

management decision, thus is the responsibility of management agencies.

Low Dissolved Oxygen Response Protocol

Dissolved oxygen levels downstream from Glen Canyon Dam are directly influenced by

conditions in Lake Powell which are, in turn, affected by a complex combination of factors.

Concentrations of dissolved oxygen low enough to stress and even kill rainbow trout have been

observed downstream of Glen Canyon Dam. Additional monitoring and reporting of dissolved

oxygen levels can occur if approved by stakeholders and managers. Dissolved oxygen levels at

the Lees Ferry gage are currently available online at GCMRC's website

(http://www.gcmrc.gov/discharge_qw_sediment/stationiGcDAMP/09380000). Developing an

action plan to reduce or avoid negative effects of low dissolved oxygen is a management

decision, thus is the responsibility of management agencies.

Temperature Control Device

Water temperature is a primary driver of biological processes in aquatic ecosystems. Predicted

warming of water released from Glen Canyon Dam would increase the likelihood of invasive

species becoming established in Glen and Grand Canyons. An invasion of warm water fishes

would almost certainly have a strong adverse effect on native fish populations including the

endangered humpback chub.

The ability to manipulate the temperature of water releases from Glen Canyon Dam would

provide a means to experimentally determine flows and temperature regimes that could favor

desired species and disadvantage undesired species. The recommendation to build a temperature

control device, however, is a policy matter that GCMRC cannot comment on.



Bypass Tube Electrical Generation

Any decisions regarding structural modification to the Glen Canyon Dam outlet works to allow

for power generation are policy matters thus, GCMRC cannot comment on this recommendation.

As statecl by thc authors, releases from the outlct works do immediately oxygenate the Colorado

River downstream from the dam. They can also cool the temperature of the river when it is warm

due to cooler reseryoir temperatures at the depth of the intakes for the outlet works. It should be

noted that these effects are temporary, only occurring during releases through the outlet works.

Introduce Turbidilv

Rainbow trout predation rates on young humpback chub has been shown to be reduced even

modest levels of turbidity in controlled laboratory trials. Field data, however, suggest that

rainbow trout predation rates on young fish can be higher in the Colorado River at moderate

turbidity levels. Differences between laboratory and field data suggestthat in addition to

turbidity, rainbow trout predation on humpback chub in the wild could be influenced by

behavioral changes in both predator and prey, environmental conditions, or other factors. Given

these differences, we believe additional research to improve understanding of how turbidity

affects rainbow trout predation on humpback chub is warranted.

In our opinion, increasing Colorado River turbidity by artificially suspending Paria River

sediment falls into the realms of policy and engineering rather than science thus, GCMRC cannot

comment.

Monitoring and Measurement of Management Trisgers

There is not consensus among cooperating agencies as to the best approaches and methods or

appropriate level of effort to monitoring the Lees Ferry fishery. GCMRC scientists believe that

while catch per unit effort (CPUE) based indices can be useful for tracking overall long-term

trends in fish populations, they have limitations in terms of providing information regarding

population dynamics (abundance, recruitment) and key process variables (survival, growth,

movement, etc.) as well as testing hlpothesis. Furthermore, GCMRC scientists believe that

learning from flow alterations, including experimental management flows, will be more rapid if
monitoring focuses on mark-recapture methods, which provide less ambiguous estimates of
population responses to management actions.

In recognition of this lack of consensus, the following comment was included in the review of the

May 2015 draft of this document provided by Scott VanderKooi and Charles Yackulic. Aside



from the specific reference to line numbers from the earlier draft, we believe the comment still
applies so have included it here.

Rather than identiSring particular projects and agencies to conduct them, we believe it
would be more useful to focus on what information is needed to l) understand how

environmental factors, operations, and management actions affect the aquatic ecosystem

in Glen Canyon, including the food base and fish populations, and2) to effectively

manage the fishery. Some sections are already written like this or close to it, see Lines

464-467 and487-489. GCMRC is planning to hold a Protocol Evaluation Panel (PEP) for
the entire GCDAMP fisheries program in FY2016. We prefer to wait for the

recommendations of that panel of experts to identi$r best methods and approaches for
monitoring the Lees Ferry fishery and Glen Canyon trout population in order to meet the

science needs of the GCDAMP rather than to have them identified for us and our

cooperators in this document.

We agree that additional monitoring for invasive species could improve our ability to detect

potentially harmful organisms and respond rapidly to mitigate these threats. Were this increased

effort approved by stakeholders and managers, a carefully designed surveillance plan would help

ensure this monitoring was conducted in an effective and efficient manner. Water quality

monitoring downstream from Glen Canyon Dam will continue through FY20l7 as described in
the GCMRC FY2015-17 worþlan. Future water quality monitoring will likely be proposed to
continue in future worþlans given the importance of this information.

We appreciate the authors providing recommendations of topics to include in the planned PEP

review of the GCDAMP fishery program. We will take these recommendations into

consideration as we work with cooperating agency scientists and others to plan the PEP.

Regarding the recommendation to develop a stock assessment model, Josh Korman provided the

following comments.

I don't understand the recommendation to develop a stock assessment model. An annual

stock assessment model was developed for Lees Ferry as part of the Grand Canyon

Ecosystem Conceptual Modelling effort (which ran from approximately 1998-2003).

There was a time where some Anzona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) staff used

this model (Scott Rogers and Dave Speas), but model use by AGFD eventually stopped

and I have never seen it used in annual reporting by AGFD to provide a more integrated

and useful interpretation of the long-term CPUE data. A much more detailed monthly

stock assessment model was published in 2012:



Korman, J., Martell, S.J.D.,'Walters, C.J., Makinster,4.S., Coggins, L.G., Yard,

M.D., and W.R. Persons. 2012. Estimating recruitment dynamics and movement

of rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in the Colorado River in Grand Canyon

using an integrated assessment model. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 69: 1827-1849.

This model was used to interpret the historical record of CPUE in Lees Ferry and Marble

Canyon by the authors. AGFD does not use this model to interpret the CPUE data in their

reporting. In summary we already have two stock assessment models. I suggest this

section be reworded to say that existing stock assessment models should be used to

provide a more robust interpretation of the CPUE time series if that time series is to be

continued. No need to reinvent the wheel here.

The2012 stock assessment modelling effort (Korman etal.2012) pointed out some key

uncertainties influencing predictions about the contribution of Lees Ferry recruitment to

the population of trout near the Little Colorado River confluence area used by endangered

humpback chub. Those uncertainties led to the Natal Origins project (NO). The NO

monitoring effort provides direct measr¡rements of key population metrics (recruitment,

abundance, survival, growth, movement). If that approach continues to be used, a stock

assessment model isn't needed, because we measure the demographic parameters of
interest directly (via mark-recapture methods).
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Síotk Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Aoenda Item

-

2016 Annual Repoting Meeting Update

,\ction Reouested

Infotmation item only; we will answer questions but no action is requested.

Ptesenters

Scott VanderKooi, Chief, Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center
Paul Gtams, Research Hydrologist, Grand Canyon Monitoring and Reseatch Center

Previous Action Taken

N/A

Relevant Science

N/A

Summarv of Presentation and Backsround Informaüon

The January 2016 Annual Reporting meeting was held January 27 -28,2076 in Phoenix, Aitzona
followed by a one-day Technical Wotk Gtoup meeting. The rwo-day meeting included presentations
by Grand Canyon Monitodng and Research Centet (GCMRC) staff, coopetators and collaborators,
staff of sister federal agencies, and Tribal tepresentatives. Speakers presented summaries of findings
from work conducted as p^rt of the FY2015-17 Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Progtam
budget and wotkplan and discussed insights of management significance.

Each of the three high-flow experiments implemented under the high-flow protocol sinceJuly 201.2

resulted in sandbar deposition in Marble and Gtand Canyons. Although sandbars have also eroded
following each high-flow, the long-term monitoring sites were, on average, lar.ger'1,0 months
following each of the high flows than at any other time between 2009 and 201.2. Because Paria River
sand inputs have been relativeþ large and annual release volumes from Lake Powell telatively low,
there has been maintenance or accumulation of sand since July 201,2 in Marble Canyon and in
Gtand Canyon downstteam from river mile 87. The segment of Gtand Canyon between river mile
61, and river mile 87 has experienced net sand evacuation over this same period. We will report on
progress made on tesearch studies of sand bedload transport and interactions between vegetation
establishment on sandbars and sandbar response to high flows.

FY2015 was the first year of a new project focused on developing long-term monitoting
protocols for cultural sites and evaluating effects of aeolian sediment transport and othet
geomotphic processes on long-term archaeological site condition. Only a few days of field wotk
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201,6 Annual Repotting Meeting Update, continued

occurred in FY2015, as our main focus was on analyztng existing data and developing a new
monitoring plan. Several iterations/dtafts of the new plan for monitoring geomotphic change at
archaeological sites ptepared in consultation with the Bureau of Reclamation, National Park Service

and the Tribes underwent extensive review and revision. GCMRC staff is proceeding with the plan
for initial monitoring work and data collection duting FY201.6 and2077. The monitoting plan will
be re-evaluated by GCMRC and all stakeholdets dudng 2017 when the current Triennial Wotk Plan
is complete and the next work plan is drafted.

In trY2015 GCMRC staff worked with US Geological Survey colleagues Brian Collins and Skye

Corbett to prepare for implementing the new monitoring plan and to transfet knowledge and obtain
ttaining with GCMRC's new lidar equipment and data processing softwate, as well as to develop
long-term data storage and management protocols. The held training was performed at three sites in
Glen Canyon in March 20L5, and the resulting data were subsequendy analyzed in relation to
previous terrestrial lidat suweys and Digital Sutface Models developed for Glen and Gtand canyons

in2002 and 2009. These results will be incorporatecl into the first report of the new monitoring plan

during trY2017 .In addition to working on the new monitoring plan, the Ptoject 4 tearr' undertook
Geographic Information System analyses to investigate how landscape characteristics of the terrain
located between minimum and maximum rivet flow elevations influence the distdbution and arca of
aeolian sand above the maximum flow elevation. The goals of these analyses ate to identift
statistical relations that can be used to: 1) model fluvially-sourced aeolian sand above the maximum
regulated flow elevation using temotely sensed data;2) identilr potential chatacteristics telated to
fluvially-sourced sand that can be applied to future mitigation efforts; and 3) refine the conceptual
understanding of connectivity between the modetn active channel and the surtounding river
corridor.

Summary monitoring data for ripatian vegetation at random sites within rivet segments

(suweyed in 201,4), including Glen Canyon (surveyed in2015), indicate that total foliat covet differs
among segmerits (lowest between the Little Colorado Rivet and I(anab Cteek in the Eastern Grand
Canyon segment). Among geomorphic featutes, foliar cover was greatest on channel margins.
\Øoody vegetation cover is faitþ constant âcross river segments. In Matble Canyon, covet of woody
species on sandbars is notably higher than in the other river segments. Tracking of nonnatìve species

cover identifies gteat cover in Western Grand Canyon. Tamanx sp. (tamadsk) is particularþ frequent
on channel margins in Matble Canyon, leading to high nonnative covet values for this segment.
Sampled vegetation and complementarry response guilds ate being used in a retrospective analysis of
sandbars to understand the control of sediment dynamics by vegetation and biogeomorphic
succession. Preliminary analysis of plant community associations suggests the river corridot's plant
assemblage changes with distance ftom the dam. The different community assemblages may
respond differently to hydrology and may also have a different effect on sediment dynamics and

sandbar response. As discussed in a restoration workshop convened inJune 2015, both monitoring
data and research that utilizes guilds can be used in the considetatìon of testoration priorities and
apptoaches.

Ã^..^+i^ i-^^^+^ ^-^ ÈL^ ^-:*^-, *-^.. f^- ^ll -^^^:^- ^Ê ^^+i-.^ fi-L :- (:.^^Å (-^^.,^^:-^1,,1:--ÃYU4tr! rrrÐçvfÐ ¿!L LrrL PLtLLt4Ly PrLy rur 4u ùPLLruù ur rr4uvL uùrr rrl vf4rlu v4rr)/vrr rrrLruurrð

humpback chub. Aquatic insects ate also a key prey item consumed by rainbow trout in the Lees

Ferry spott fishery. In trY2015, Project 5 continued to evaluate potential causes of low aquatic
insect abundance and divetsity in Glen, Marble, and Grand canyons. Collaboratot Scott Miller at
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201.6 Annual Repotting Meeting Update, continued

Utah State Univetsity investigated the effect that brief desiccation had on survival of aquatic insect
eggs. These expedments cleatþ demonsttate that brief exposure to ait renden aquatic insect egg
unviable. Specifically, egg hatching rates were less than'l,o/o for all desiccation treatments of one hour
or longer, wheteas experimental controls (i.e., no desiccatìon) had egg hatching rates that exceeded
50%. Building on these expedmental tesults, collaborator David Lytle of Oregon State Univetsity
developed a life history-hydtodynamic model to determine ho'¡¡ diffetent types of egg-l^yt.g
behaviors (e.g., open water vs. rivet edge) will influence the tesponse of aquatic insect populations
along a load-following rivet condnuum. This model predicts that ecologically important insect
species such as mayflies will be extirpated ftom dvers below load-following dams. These species
have ø basic life history ftait of egg laying along shotelines ptedicated on rivet edge habitats that are
eliminated by load-following. The model also predicts that even insect species with more generahzed
egg-laying behaviors such as midges will be depressed by load-following, exhibiting spatial
pedodicity in abundance related to the daily timing of load-following waves. SpeciFrcally, the model
ptedicts abundance of midges should be greatest in reaches where the timing of daily minimum
flows is in phase with the dusk timing of peak aquatic insect egg laying. Eggs laid in these locations
will remain wetted thtoughout the day and will never be desiccated. These model ptedictions are

supported by datasets compiled by GCMRC reseatchers including a >2500 sample citizen science
dataset of aquatic insect abundance throughout Gtand Canyon and comparison of aquatic insect
diversity and load-following intensity across dammed rivers of the W'estem US. Thus, investigations
by the Ptoject 5 team demonstrate a life history bottleneck fot aquatic insects atising from load-
following operations that constrains their abundance and diversity downstteam of load-following
dams. These results have implications for the conseryation and management of the native and
desited nonnadve Frsh populations in Glen, Marble, and Grand canyons that rely on aquatic insects
as pfey.

Annual estimates of spdng abundance of humpback chub in the Little Colorado River for fish
>150 mm and>200 mm declined noticeably tn2015.Itis unclearif these declines are because of an
actual decline in adult chub population abundances or due to teduced number of adults choosing to
spawn because of poor body conditions among adult chub beginning in September 20'l,4.Juvenile
humpback chub survival estimates in the mainstem Colorado River near the Little Colotado River
confluence for the interval ftom July 201,4 to }uly 2015 were similar to those observed for the July
2073 to July 201,4 intewal. There is some, sull farrþ weak, evidence of incteasing juvenile chub
survival in the last half year as trout numbers have decreased. The ttend in declining abundance of
rainbow trout between Glen Canyon Dam and Lees Fetry stabilized in 2075 to levels of
apptoximately 200,000 fish. Unlike in recent years Q01,2-2014), the relative condition of rainbow
trout has increased. In contrast to observations made lastyeat, abundance estimates for rainbow
trout near the Little Colorado Rivet confluence have decreased below trigger levels identified in the
2011 Biological Opinion for Nonnative Fish Control. No action is wartanted at this time since othet
triggering cntena have not been met.
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda ltem Information

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item

Basin Hydrology, Operations, and 2077 Hydrogaph

Action Reouested

-

Information item only

Ptesentet

Lee Traynham, Hydraulic Engineet, Buteau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region

Ptevious Action Taken

By AMWG:
At the August 2015 Adaptive Management \X/otk Gtoup (AMWG) meedng, AMWG
recommended to the Secretary of the Interior her approval of the Department of Interiot -
Department of Enetgy Ptoposed Hydtograph forWaterYear 2016.

Relevant Science

N/A

Summarv of Presentation and Backsround Informaüon

The presentation will covet infotmation pertinent to AMWG members regarding the current water
supply and forecasted hydtologic conditions within the Uppet Colotado River Basin. Ptojected
resewoir conditions and operations at Lake Powell/Glen Canyon Dam, including the tange of
potential releases, for the cufferit and upcoming water yeats will be discussed. This information is

ptovided to assist the AMWG in developing tecommendations to the Sectetary on the opetation of
Glen Canyon Dam for water years 2076 2nd2077.

The second portion of the presentation will briefly review the 2016 Hydrogaph and ptovide an
overview of the upcoming 2017 Hy&ograph development process. In cooperation with the othet
fedelzl agencies, Reclamation will begin the development of Intedot's tecommendation for the 2077
Hydrograph. This recommendation will be based upon informadon used to develop the 2076
Hydtograph and âny neu/ ideas that may become known through discussions. Reclamation will
review the Hydrogtaph information and analyses with the Technical Wotk Group, and the
Department of Interior will provide a recoÍrmendation for the AMWG's consideradon later this
ye f.
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Glen Canyon I)am Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item
Humpback Chub Recovery Team Update

Action Requested

-

Information item only; we will answer quesd.ons but no action is tequested.

Presentets
Rich Valdez, Seniot Sciendst, SWCA, Humpback Chub RecoveryTeamleadet
Tom Czapla, U.S. Fish and !Øildlife Service, Agency Lead þy telephone)
Tom Chat, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Uppet Basin Recovery Progtam Directot, þy telephone)

Previous Action Taken
N/,{

Relevant Science

See

for relevant reseatch and monitoring information.

Summarv of Presentation and Backsround Informaüon
The Humpback Chub is an endangered fish species that occurs as five populations in the Uppet
Colorado River Basin and one population in the Gtand Canyon of the lower basin. Three recoverry
and conservation programs operate in ateas occupied by the species, including the Upper Colorado
River Endangered Fish Recovery Progtam, Glen Cznyon Dam Adaptive Management Progrzm, and
Lower Colotado River Multi-Species Conservation Ptogram. Each of these progtams consists of
stakeholdets that may be affected by recovery activities for the Humpback Chub. (See

fot more infotmation.)

In an effoft to identi$r activities necessatry for species conservation, a flew Humpback Chub
Recovery Team was appointed by U.S. Fish and \Øildlife Service (USFSøS) Regional Directot
Noreen Walsh in November 2075. The Team consists of aTeam Leadet S,ich Valdez), Agency
Lead (Iom Czapla), Science Subgtoup, Implementation Subgtoup, añd \7dnng Subgroup, for a total
of 22Team membets. The Team includes stakeholder representatives on the Implementation
Subgroup as an addition to previous traditional Recovery Teams. The Team is expected to meet five
times ftom Novembet 2015 to Decembet 2076, and a comprehensive Recovery Plat is expected to
be delivered to the Regional Ditector fot sþatureby July 2077.

The Recovery Tearn is delegated the responsibility of ptoducing thtee reports: (1) Species Status
Assessment, (2) Recovery Plan, and (3) Implementation Plan.
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Humpback Chub Recovery Team Update, continued

A Species Status Assessment (SSA) describes the species needs, current condition, and futute
condition and viability. It is a document that ptovides a single source fot species' biological
information used by the UStrSØS fot making Endangered Species Âct-telated decisions, including
listings, consultations, permitting, Habitat Consetvation Plans, and recovery planning. A SSA might
lead to a Species Status Review in which the USFWS might determine that reclassification is

waranted. A SSA for the Humpback Chub is expected to be draftedby May 2076.

A Recovery Plan will be drafted as the Second Revision of the Humpback Chub Recovery Plan,
odginally sþed n 1,979 and revised ifl 1990. The Plan will contain site-specific management actions
and objective measurable criteria for recovery. The Plan will descdbe Sttategy, Goals, Objectives,
and Cdteda for each Recovery Unit, and is expected to be drafted by August2076. The Recovery
Units are the upper basin, including the Gteen River and upper Colotado River subbasins; and the
lowet basil, irrcluding t}re rnainstem ancl its tibuLaries ftoln Glen Canyon Datrr dc¡wnslreatrr [o Lake
Mead National Recreation Atea.

The Implementation Plan will descdbe how eaclt management action from the Recovery Plan will
be implemented, and is expected to be drafted by Octobet 2076. Each action will be numbered and
ptioritized in a step-down outline that will speci$r total duration of the action, tesponsible patties,
and estimates of time and cost.

This tecovery planning process is significant to stakeholdets thtoughout the Colotado Rivet System
because it spells out the actions, ctitetia, time, and costs necessary to recover the Humpback Chub.
As the first document in the ptocess, the Species Status Assessment will enable the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to evaluate the curent and futue condition of the species and detetmine if
downlisting and delisting ate possible. The Recovery Plan and Implementation Plan will describe the
actions necessary fot recovery and the associated dme and costs.
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Glen Canyon I)am Adaptive Management \Mork Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Aoenda Item

-

Razorback Sucker Reseatch Update

Action Recuested

-

Information item only; we will answer quesd.ons but no action is tequested.

Ptesentet

Mark McKinstry, Ph.D., Biological Scientist, Buteau of Reclamation, Uppet Colotado Region

Ptevious Action Taken

This project is a requirement of the 2007 (JSFSøS 2007 , Appendix A, p.7 4) Cootdinated Resewoir
Opetations Biological Opinion.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2007. Fnal biological opinion for the proposed adoption of Colorado
River intedm guidelines for lower basin shottages and coordinated operations for Lake Powell
and Lake Me¿d. USF$øS, Phoenix, Anzona. December 12,2007 . Avulable at
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/reglon/programs/strategies/documents.htrnl#bo.

Relevant Science

The following descdbes the televant teseatch or monitoring on this subject:

Kegetrìes, R., B. Albrecht, R. Rogers, E. Gilbet,IØ. H. Brandenburg, A. L. Barkalow, S. P. Platania,

M. McKinstry, B. Healy,J. Stolberg, E-ily Omana Smith, Clay Nelson, and H. Mohn. 2015b.
Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus ¡eseatch and monitotitg it the Colorado River inflow area

of Lake Mead and the lower Grand Canyon, Anzonz and Nevada. Ftnal teport prepated by
BIO-WEST, Inc., for the U.S. Buteau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region, Salt Lake City,
Utah.

Summarv of Ptesentation and Background Informatron

Since the mid 1990s, Razorback Suckets, þrauclten texanus, wete considered extþated ftom Gtand
Canyon.ln2070, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region (Reclamation), and the
Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservadon Ptogram initiated a joint ptoject to evaluate

Razotback Sucket use of the Colotado Rivet Inflow Area of Lake Mead (CRI).That project was

based on a Biological Opinion ftom the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ([JSF!øS) that recommended
Reclamation begin a project to ". . .examine the potenttalhabttat in the lower Grand Canyon fot the
species, and institute an augmentation program in collabotation with USFWS, if appropriate"
(IJSFWS 2007, Âppendix A, p.74). The "the lower Grand Canyon" was subsequently defined as

Grand Canyon fromLava Falls tapid downsúeam to include the inflow pottion in Lake Mead as

well as several miles of Lake habitat (IJSFSøS decision irl 2008).
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Razorback Sucker Research Update AIF, continued

Initial surveys at the CRI showed that Razorback Sucket wete using tlne area, including the lower
few miles of rivet; and wete spawning, with recently recruited frsh identifred. In 2014, Reclamation,
in coopetation with National Patk Service (Ì.JPS) and the contractors Bio\7est and American
Southwest Ichthyological Reseatchets, began a ptoject to further document Razorback Sucker use of
Lowet Grand Canyon. Nine sonic-tagged adult Razotbacks were released atLava Falls with the goal
that they would lead to concentrations (e.g., spawning ateas) of othet frsh. ,\ project was also begun
to tandomly sample for small fish and lawae. These techniques have worked in other areas of the
Basin to identi$r spawning andhabitat use by this fish species.

More than 40 sites were identified through tandom sampling forlanrzl and small-fish surveys.
Subsequent sampling during seven sampling tdps in 2074 and2075 ezch documented spawning by
Razotback Suckets at all, of the sample sites, indicating documentation that Razorback Suckers were
using the atea and wete spawning from late Febrrrary untilJune.

Lake Mead and the CRI are the only locations in the entire Colotado River Basin where Razorback
Suckers ate naturally spawning, tecruiting, and maintaining a natwnlpopulation without stocking.

The sampling has also identified extensive spawning by Humpback Chub, Gila gplta, and other
native suckets including Flannelmouth, Calostomus laÍþinnis, and Bluehead, C. dìscobolus, suckets.In
fact, the fish commut ity itr lowet Grand Canyon is dominated by native fish, which compdse over
90o/o of the catch tnlattral and small-bodied samples. The composition of native fish in Grand
Canyon is much higher than any othet majot tivet in the Colorado River Basin, suggesting that
Grand Canyon serves as a native-fish stonghold. Some biologists have suggested that the
ptoportion of native fish in Grand Canyon has shifted in the last few years, possibly as a result of
warming water or other conditions that give them an advantage over nonnâtive species.

This wotk is planned to continue tî201,6, with all wotk funded directly ftom Reclamation to NPS
and contractors. ,{.t the conclusion of tJrre 201,6 field season, zftet the results are teported,
Reclamation plans to convene anothet gfoup of experts in Razotback Sucker ecology to identify
what steps, both research and manâgement, should be taken to benefit this species in the future.
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item

Tribal Liaison Report

,{.ction Reouested

-

Infotmad.on item only; we will answer questions but no action is tequested.

Presentet

Satah Rinkevich, Fedetal Tnballiaison for the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Progtam

Ptevious Action Taken

N/A

Relevant Science

N/A

Summarv of Presentation and Backsround Informatron

Satah Rinkevich will repott on Tribal Liaison activities ftom Septembet 2015 through February
2016. These activities included coordination meetings with the Grand Canyon Monitoring and
Research Center and attending meetings of the Glen Canyon Dam,{daptive Management Work
Group and Technical \Work Gtoup. In addition, surnmar{es of consultations between Department of
Interior and Tribes regarding the Long-Term ExperimentalManasement Program Dla,ft
Environmental Impact Statement will be shared.
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GIen Canyon l)am Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda Item Information

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item

Stakeholders'Perspective: The Upper Basin States (Colorado, New Mexico, Wyoming, and Utah)

Action Reouested

-

Information item only; we will answer questions but no acd.on is tequested.

Ptesenter

Don Ostler, Executive Directot and Secretary, Uppet Colorado Rivet Commission (AM\JØG and
T!øG alternate for Wyoming and New Mexico)

Ptevious A.ction Taken

N/A

Relevant Science

N/A

Summarv of Presentation and Backsround Informatron

The States are the pnrnary water dght holdets fot waters of the Upper Colotado River Basin, and as

such are the primary beneficiaries of the Colotado River Stotage Ptoject (CRSP) teservoits including
Lake Powell.

This ptesentation will include the uppet basin states':
I interest in managing water and powet generation within the uppet basin, and specifically

their intetest in the opetations of Glen Canyon Dam,
I perspective on the Glen Canyon Dam,A.daptive Manager Ptogram,
¡ role as water rights holders,
¡ interest in hydropowet,
r compact obligations and tensions, and
I interests and activities in addressing envitonmental and othet tesource issues associated with

the operation of this system.
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda Item fnformation

February 24-25,2016

Agenda Item

Adaptive Management Program Assessment

Action Requested

Feedback is tequested from AMSØG members.

Presenter

Mary Orton, AMWG FaciJitator, The Mary Orton Company, LLC

Previous Action Taken

N/A

Relevant Science

N/A

Summary of Presentation and Background Infotmation

The Mary Orton Company, LLC is undet contract to the Buteau of Reclamation for Mary Orton to
ptovide facilitation services for the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP),
including the Âdaptive Management Wotk Group (AM'ùøG) and its Technical \X/ork Gtoup. Mary's
scope of work for 2015 included a situation assessment of the GCDAMP.

The purpose and desired outcomes of the assessment are to:
I Allow all interviewees to understand others' concerns and interests, which can help the

group collaborate on substantive issues.
¡ Invite concerns about structure and process to be expressed so they can be addressed.

The situation assessment report (fìnal draft attached) was based upon data collected through
voluntary interviews of 33 AMWG membets and others. Interviewees' comments are not attributed
to them or their organizations.

At the February meeting, AM!øG membets will be invited to discuss the repott andmzy wish to:

1. Ask clari$ing questions of Mary and each other. Members will have âfl opportunity to ask

Mary questions about the tepott. In addition, they will be able to ask questions of each othet to
obtain more information about what was said by one stakeholder group ot anothet.

2. Discuss the assessment. The report includes a number of recommendations from Mary for
the AM\X/G to consider (see section beginning on page 5 of the report). AM'ùØG members may
have additional ideas for discussion.

The NIar-v ()rton Companv, l-l-C 1 lPage



The Mary Orton Company
F^ai,ir,)RÀlltir ir¡!ì !f )ni I v(/R! r.r(,f '¡lt Ê

Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Manaqement
Program

Assessment Report

prepared under contract to the Bureau of Reclamation for the
benefìt of the GCDAMP ts and stakeholders

by
Muty Orton, The Mary Orton Company,LLC

, 19582 Holly'gtape Street, Bend, OF.97702
mary @mary orton.com <s 7 02.270 -9 6 42

February 9,201,6



Table of Contents

Introduction

Background on the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program..
Backgtound on FÂCA
Role of The Mary Otton Company

1.

1

2

2

2

J

4

5

5

5

5

6

6

8

8

9

Purpose and Desired Outcomes..................
Methodology

Recommendations znd P artsal Synthesis

Areas that Stakeholders Agreed Are Going \)Øell

Overall Functionality ................

Facilitation
Recommendations for Imptovements

Recommendation: AMSøG Discussion of Several Fundamental Issues
Recommendation: Decide \X/hether to Update Goals and Objectives...
Recommendation: Discuss the Future of the Program After the LTEMP ROD is Signed.........
Recommendation: Clarify Policies of "DOI Speaking With One Voice" and "Non-Voting
Status of DOI Agencies"
Recommendations: How to A.ddress Other Issues......... .......10

Interviewees' Comments

Department of the Interior Perspectives
Concerns and Interests.................
Assessment of What is Going \X/ell and \X/hat Needs Improvement..

Environmental and Recreational Intetests' Perspectìves................... ............18
Concerns and Interests................. ......18
Assessment of \Mhat is Going Well and What Needs Imptovement. 18

Hydropower Interests' Perspectives 23

Concetns and Interests 23

Assessment of tX/hat is Going ïØell and What Needs Improvement................ ..........23

Native American Tribes' Perspectives 26
Concerns and Interests................. ......26
Assessment of V/.hat is Going !üell and \X/hat Needs Improvement................ ..........26

Concerns and Intetests 3L

A.ssessment of \Mhat is Going \X/ell and SØ,hat Needs Improvement. 32
Others' Perspectives 36

Concerns and Interests 36

Assessment of \üØhat is Going \ü/ell and What Needs Improvement. 36

1.1

L1,

1.1.

11

Conclusion.... 44

Attachment A: Interview Questions................ ..............45

'Ihe \.'l arr' ()rtr¡n (lompânv, LLC ü | Paee



Attachment B: Interviewees.......

Attachment C: Abbreviations and Acronyms..,...............

47

49

'I'lrc N4 arl' Ottr¡n (.onìp'¿1rv, I.L.C iI I Pagc



Introduction

BecrcnouND oN tHe Gr,nNI CewyoN D¡nr A-olptrvB MINRcEMENT Pnocnevr
Unless otherwise noted, quotes in this section are from the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive
Management \X/ork Group (AMWG) Charter signed August 24,2015.

'\ccotding to the Bureau of Reclamation (R.eciamatìon) website on the progrâm,
(http://www.usbr.gov/uc/rm/amp/background.html), "The [Grand Canyon Protection] Act
(GCP,{), and the fFinal Glen Canyon Dam] Environmental Impact Study (EIS) fMarch 1,995] zre
the guiding documents for development of the [Glen Canyon Dam] Adaptive Management Ptogtam
(GCDAMP). The program meets the purpose and strengthens the intent for which the EIS was

prepared, and ensures the pdmary mandate of the Act is met through future advances in
information and resoutce management."

The GCDAMP "provides for monitoring the results of the operating citterta and plans adopted by
the Secretary ofthe Interiot (Secretary), zndfor research and studies to suggest apptopriate changes
to those plans and operating cittera."

According to the AMWG Charter, the authority for the establishment of the AMSØG is from the
GCPA and Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). The AMVíG "provide[s] advice and
tecommendations to the Sectetary relative to the operation of Glen Canyon Dam (GCD). The
Secretary's Designee is the Assistant Secretary fot rüØater and Science (Assistant Secretary) who will
serve as the Chair and the Designated Federal Officer to rhe,\M!øG. The AM\X/G will recommend
suitable monitoring and research programs and make recommendations to the Secretary."

(Consistent with the paragraph above, the role of the AM$øG is to provide recommendations to the
Secretary. References to "decision-making" by AM!ØG in this report refer to decisions regarding
recommendations, or internal decisions left to AM!øG.)

The Technical \Work Group CflX/G) consists of one person from each entity represented on the
AMWG, plus a reptesentatìve from Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. According to the
T\ØG's operating procedures, "[t]he TWG shall perform those tasks charged to them by the
AM\)øG. Additional responsibilities of the TWG 

^re 
to develop criteria and standards for

monitoring and research progtams; provide periodic teviews and updates; develop resource
manâgement questions for the design of monitoring and research by the Grand Canyon Monitoring
and Research Center; and provide infotmation, as necessary, fot preparing znnual resource reports
and other reports, as required, for the AM$(/G." The T\X/G makes recommendations to the AMWG
and does not make recommendations direcdy to the Secretary.

The Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC), according to its website
(http://www.gcmrc.gov), "is the science provider fot the GCDAMP. In this role, the research

center provides the public and decision makers with relevant scientific information about the status
and trends of natutal, cultural, and recreational resources found in those portions of Grand Canyon
National Patk and Glen Canyon Natjonal Recteation Area affected by Glen Canyon Dam
opetations."
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BrcrcRouND oN FACA
As noted above, the AM\X/G is a Federal Advisory Committee. The role of a Federal Advisory
Committee is to provide gÍoup advice and recommendations to the federal department or agency
based on the federal agency's need for guidance on a specific issue. Under FACA, advisory
committees are created to petform an essential duty or responsibility conveyed upon the executive
branch by law or Presidential Direction. The Department or Agency has the role of "tasking" the
Fedetal Advisory Committee, through its charter, meeting agendas, and meeting management, in
ordet to get useful and targeted advice and recommendations, and ensure that the Advice received is
relevant and objective to the issue.

The Designated Fedetal Offìcer (in the case of the AMWG, the Secretary's Designee) has the role of
keeping the Federal Advisory Committee running smoothly and producing a work product that is of
value to the Department of agency by preparing and approving clear, specifìc meeting agendas,
attending all meetings, and working (sometimes with z facihtator) to manage meetings, keep on topic
and within the role of the Federal Advisory Committee.

Please see , the General Services Administtation's
F,\CA website, fpt mote information.

Ror,n oF THE Meny OnroN Couplxy
The Mary Orton Company, LLC CIMOC) is a Bend, Oregon firm that provides conflict prevention
znd management services, primarily for envitonmental and public policy issues and conflicts. TMOC
also provides facilitation, public involvement, and orgarizatton development services.

TMOC is under contract to the Reclamation to provide facilitation services for the GCDAMP,
including the AMWG and T!ØG. Mary Orton served as the progtam's fìrst mediator and faclhtator
from late 1999 through late 2012, and was engaged undet contract again as facl\tator starting in eady
2015. l{er scope of wotk for 2075 included this situation assessment, for which she completed all
the interviews and wrote this report.

The role of TMOC is to provide a thorough,^ccrtrarte, and impartial analysis of the situation, in
order to assist the stakeholders of the GCDAMP to increase their mutual understanding of the
interests and concerns of the other participants and to identify and mitigate any concerns with the
program. TMOC is not an advocate fot zny paticulat outcome or interest except good process, and
conducts its work in a fak, delibetate, and impatial fashion. TMOC staff is bound by the code of
ethics of the Association of Conflict Resolution that reads, in patt, "Impatiality means freedom
from favoritism, bias, ot prejudice." To that end, without endorsing any interviewees' opinions, all
points of view expressed by interviewees were included in this report.

Punposn aND DESTRED OurcoMES
The purpose of the interviews and this report, as noted in the interview protocol (,\ttachment A) is:

' To allow all interviewees to understand others' coflcerns and interests, which can help the group
collabotate on substantive issues.

' To invite concerns about structure and ptocess to be expressed so they can be addressed.

After working with the program for more than a decade, Mary had been gone for two years and
many of the AMSøG members had changed, so the interviews also allowed them to become
acquainted with Mary and vice versa.
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Specifìcally, in her task order, Mary was directed to:

' Interview by telephone AM\X/G membets (and perhaps other key people) to determine their
goals, what they think is going well with the AM\X/G/GCDAMP, what they think could be
imptoved, and what they think could be accomplished with 

^ 
rette t in trY16.

' Ptoduce a public assessment report from the results of the interviews, without attributing
comments to named interviewees, and including suggestions fot imptovements.

MstHoooLocY
This teport is based upon data collected through voluntary interviews of AMWG members and
others. AMSøG members were invited to include their alternates and TWG members in their
interviews. Mary Orton conducted 33 telephone interviews from October 1 thtough December 8,

2015. The 
^ver^ge 

length was 78 minutes, and the rânge wâs fuom36 to '1.21, minutes.

The interview questions (see Attachment A) were developed in response to the charge given the
TMOC in the task order, and the ptotocol was teviewed and suggestions made for improvement by
membets of the group TMOC engages to plan AM$øG meetings: the Secretary's Designee or her
reptesentative, the T!øG chair, Reclamation staff, and the GCMRC chief.

The original list of interviewees included all AMWG members plus five additional persons. All
interviewees were asked to suggest others who should be interviewed. Based on those
recommendations, Mary chose five additional interviewees. TMOC thanks the interviewees who
took the time to share their thoughts, opinions, coflcerns, and aspirations. All interviewees are listed
in Attachment B.

The interviews and report structure wete designed to encounge ftank and open ânswers to
interview questions. Interviewees were told that a report would be written, that their names would
be listed as interviewees, and that their comments would be included in the report. They were also

told that theit comments would not be attributed to them ot their otgarizaaon. In addition,
interviewees were invited to designate 

^ny 
p^ft of their interview as confìdential, in which case it

would not be used in the report or shared outside TMOC.

To be more manageable and useful, comments arc otgatized by stakeholder group. The groups are

(in alphabetical order):
1,. Department of the lnterior (DOI)
2. Environmental and recreational interests
3. Hydropowerinterests
4. Native American Tribes
5. States

6. Others

Environmental and recteatsonal reptesentatives were gouped together because it is pteferable to
avoid gtoups of three ot less to protect non-attribution. The groupings were reviewed with
stakeholders and some changes wete made in response to their preferences. For example, a membet
of the hydropower group asked that they be in a separate group and the other members of that
group agreed.
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TMOC encourâged feedback on the report. Interviewees \¡/ere sent a draft version of the teport and
invited to alert Mary if something important they said was inadvertendy not included in the report,
and to provide feedback on any other aspect of the report.

See Attachment C fot a list of abbreviations used in the repott.

OveRAlr ImpnpssroNs
As noted above, Mary worked with the GCDAMP for more than z dozen years starting in the late
1990s. Her strong impression from the current interviews was that the program is working well, and
much better than in prior years when open hostiJity and harsh comments were the norm. \X/ithout

prompting, many interviewees said the progrâm used to be dysfunctional and is not any more, and
provided specifìc examples of how and why the progtam was bettet than befote. (See the
"Interviewees' Comments" section for the details.) It is clear to Mary that the grorìp has clone a lot
of hard work to get to the cutrent level of positive interactions and productive meetings.

In addition, âs was anticipated, the report documents areas in which stakeholders believe the
program could be improved. From the standpoint of having done many of these reports for various
collaborative groups, Mary assutes stakeholders that this is not unusual and,it does not mean that
the program is broken or dysfunctional. It simply points the way for possible imptovements in the

Pfogram.

The "Recommendations" section that immediately follows contains Mary's suggestions fot areas

that the group could focus on for improvements. These include concerns that were both shared
across sevetal stakeholder groups and that she believed were important for the gtoup to address.
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Recommendations and P artial Synthesis

This section highlights certain issues that were mentioned by interviewees and synthesizes
comments tegatding those issues âcross stakeholder groups. (Nlore information about each of these
issues will be found in the "fnterviewees'Comments" section.) This section also contains
recommendations for actjon to be considered by the GCDAMP participants from the interviewer
and report author, Mary Orton.

Mary chose issues to highlight in this section when she (a) found them import^nt or fundamental to
the group and its functioning, þ) when they had strong positive or negative reactions from
interviewees, and (c) when they were mentioned in at least four of the six stakeholder gtoups. Unless
stakeholders' comments are cited, this section consists of the author's opinions.

Please note thât because Mary focused in this section only on issues raised âcross multiple
stakeholder groups, she notes in each section in how mâny stâkeholder groups the issue arose, e.g.,

"fìve of six stakeholder gtoups." Also, the tetms "interviewee," "irrterviewees," and "some
interviewees" should be viewed as interchangeable. The term "interviewees" is not intended to mean
all interviewees and could mean one interviewee.

Mary acknowledges that interviewees and other stakeholders may find other issues more compelling
and other courses of action more sensible than those she identifies in this section, and she
encourages that discussion.

Anpes rHAT StercrrorDpRs AcREED ARE Gorxc WBr,r,
There were two areas that interviewees across all or most stakeholder groups thought were going
well, and about which no "needs improvement" comments were teceived.

Overall Functionality
At least some interviewees in five of six stakeholder groups, without prompting, said that collegiality
âmong parncipants has greatly imptoved, contrasting it with high levels of conflict in pdor years.

They said the participants communicated well, talked about differences openly, and worked hard at
collaboration. They said the level of trust, respect, and mutual undetstanding was much higher than
eadiet ye rs, and the number of decisions made by consensus had greatly increased.

Related to this, interviewees in three stakeholder groups (DOI, Native American tribes, and states)
had positive comments about how many of the decisions made by AMSøG were by consensus.
(AMWG's operating procedures say that when consensus is not possible, a decision can be taken by
supetmajority vote.) Interviewees noted that, despite the fact that the AMWG operating procedures
establish consensus as the preferred decision-making method, in earlter years voting had
predominated. Now that consensus is emphasized, interviewees tepoted less frustration, more
meaningful discussion, more mutual listening, and more decisions that took everyone's points of
view into account. Interviewees also said that DOI has been partscularly responsive to AMSØG
recommendations when they were made by consensus.

Facilitation
At least some intewiewees in all six stakeholder groups rated facilitation as "going well" and said
that having facihtanon increased productivity for AMWG and T\ØG. However, the interviewer was
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the facilitator, and interviewees may have been reluctant to discuss problems with her directly. And,
as one reviewer of the draft report noted, "the AMWG and TWG operated for two years without a

facilttato4 and the AMWG and TWG were able to continue to function."

Mary recommends that participants be asked to evaluate her work in the coming year.

R¡corruBND arroNs FoR IMpRovEMENTS
The following section includes discussion and tecommendations that reflect the point of view of the
author.

Recomrnendation: AMWG Discussion of Sevetal Fundamental Issues

Discussion and Recommendation
Mary recommends AMSøG discuss the following four issues dudng the time set aside for that
purpose at the February 2016 AMSøG meeting, or at another venue. She makes this
recommendation because these issues are important, there is dissatisfaction acrclss scveral
stakehoider groups, and there is disagteement among stakeholders. These four issues have

similarities and could benefit from a simultaneous or sequential discussion. A retreat may be a good
venue; interviewees were open to the idea of a rctreat if the subject matter(s) and potential outcomes
were important and relevant.

Synthesis of Views: Adaptive Manaqement Âpproach
At least some interviewees in each of five stakeholder groups (DOI, envitonmental and tecreational,
hydropower, Native American tribes, and "others') indicated dissatisfaction with how adaptive
management is administered in the ptogtam. Specifìcaþ, they said that change comes too slowly.

By contrast, stakeholders in the states group explained why they prefer experimentation to new or
modified manâgement actions: because otherwise, the delicate balance of agreements among states
and between stâtes and the federal government could be upset.

As noted above, Mary recommends that AM\X/G members discuss this topic. Discussion on this
topic could help clarify the different points of view, reduce frustration, and perhaps indicate 

^ 
way

forward that would be more satisfactory to stakeholders.

Synthesis of Views: Open Discussion and Making Recommendations
At least some interviewees in five of six stakeholder gtoups-all but hydropsv/s¡-ids¡tified open
discussion andf or making recommendations as issues of concern, even though this issue was not
specifìcally asked about or prompted. Concerns included lack of discussion of important issues, lack
of input into recommendations, and the feeling that recommendations to the Sectetary by the
AM$øG had already been decided by the time the AMSøG acted.

With regard to lack of creative open discussion, some interviewees said they were not comfortable
talking about certain things in front of AM\X/G or TWG. Some cited the recent lawsuits as having
developed stakeholder habits of not saying much in public. Others said that, particularþ after the
lawsuit, stakeholders might be valuing hatmony over straight talk, which they said would be
detrimental. Still others cited the formaüty of the meetings, and the various pre-meetings held by
stakeholder groups, as a potential damper on open discussion.
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As noted above, Mary recommends that AMWG members discuss this topic. Discussion could
illuminate which issues stakeholders feel are important and not being discussed, and
recommendations that could or should be made by the AMSØG, and perhaps point the way to
agreement on how to improve discussion and the process of making recommendations.

Some reviewers of the draft of this repot recommended that a review of laws znd orgzntzational
documents would assist in this discussion.

Synthesis of Views: All Interests Heard
While interviewees in some groups said they thought everyone had the opportunity to participate
and everyone was heard, at least some DOI, hydropower, tribal, and "other" interviewee s said they
had concerns about all interests not being heard or not having equal influence 

^t 
the table. At least

some DOI and tdbal interviewees specifically had concerfls about how tribal representatives are

treated. At least some "other" interviewees said that those who had diffìculty compromising would
feel less heatd.

As noted above, Mary tecommends that AMWG members discuss this topic. Discussion could open
to door to understanding how to make sure everyone atound the table feels heard, if possible; and
perhaps lead to actions that could make it happen.

flon
Though no question was asked on this subject, and neither was there â prompt, at least some
interviewees in fìve stakeholdet groups taised the issue of tdbal relationships and participation, and
interviewees in four said the issue needed improvement. This could be viewed as a subset of the "all
interests heatd" issue. Concetns taised included:

¡ Because of the cultural diffetences between tribal membets and Westetners, communication
and mutual understanding can be difficult.

' Specifically, Traditional Ecological I(nowledge (IEI!, or how tribal members.understand
and experience their environment, is so different ftom l7estern ways of knowing that some
tribal tepresentatives will not speak of it. Some have been told by their tribes to be silent,
and others feel they will be ignored or ridiculed.

I Non-tribal interviewees said they wanted to hear more from tribal tepresentatives and said
they seemed not to be engaged. (Íhe author wonders if the previous bullet point might help
explain why)

. Tribal and non-tribal interviewees said lack of engagement on the part of the tribes means
less understanding of tribal points of view by non-tribal representatives.

As noted above, Mary tecommends that AMWG members discuss this topic. Discussion, and
especially listening to tribal representatives about what they want and need to fully participate, could
lead to better understanding and possible improvements.

Synthesis of Views: Disagreements About Facts
Some reviewers of the draft report said that some assumptions or facts stated by interviewees were
erroneous; such as that the Desired Future Conditions (DFCÐ were not used in the Long-Term
ExperimentalManagement Plan (LTEMP) EIS. Mary encourages those revie\ñ/ers to bring up those
misconceptions and clarify them during the time set aside at the February AMWG meeting or at
another venue. '
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Recomrnendation: Decide Whethet to Update Goals and Obiectives

Synthesis of Views
At least some interviewees in four of the six groups said that the program needs some kind of
gridirg document(s) to establish the direction of the program. They noted that AMIX/G and T\X/G
spent years developing a Strategic Plan and DFCs, along with other guidance documents, which are
now largely disregarded. Suggestions included fìnishing Phase 2 of tL'e DFCs (quantifìcation of the
qualitative DFCs), a new or updated Strategic Plan, and reviewing the nine gordirg documents in the
GCMRC wotkplan (some of which date to 2004) to see which should be updated or eliminated.

Some interviewees said that ptiotities for the program need to be established and the program
"could not do everything." They often saw development of a guiding document or Strategic Plan as

a way to establish those priorities. Others felt strongly that all resolrrces should be vahrecl and
addressed in the progrâm.

By contrast, at least some DOI interviewees said the only goal or objective AM\üøG has is to
implement the LTEMP 20-yex adaptive management plan. States interviewees thought the goals
and objectives were shared and clear.

Discussion and Recommendation
Interviewees taised t'u¡o fundamental questions with regard to goâls, objectives, and priorities:

1,. Should AMÏíG only respond to tequests from the Secretary, or should it establish its own
goals and objectives?

2. Should all resources of interest be of high priority in the progrâm, or should the ptogram (or
the Secretary) decide which resources should be focused on?

If the Secretary wishes the AMWG to tespond to the Secretary's goals, objectives, and priorities, it
may not make sense for AMWG to spend time on planning. Pethaps some direction from the
Secretary or Secretary's Designee is needed before action is taken.

Recommendation: Discuss the Futu:re of the ProgtamAfter the LTEMP ROD is Signed

Svnthesis of Views
At least some intewiewees in five of the six stakeholder groups brought up issues or concerns about
the period after the LTEMP EIS Record of Decision ßOD) is signed. In their views:

. Participants will need to understand changes to the direction and operation of the program
as well as their role in the future.

¡ Goals and purpose of the program should be teviewed.
r More AMWG and T\J7G meetings will be needed.
. There will be less need fot the GCDAMP.

' Any damage to relationships may need to be addressed because some stakeholders were
cooperating agencies and others v/ere not.

' Reclamation should consider hiring a GCDAMP coordinator/ executive director.

' An outside entity should review the long-term need, intent, and effectiveness of the
progtâm, and develop an ongoing method to make sure everyone is listened to and is
heard-and not only at the microphone.
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Discussion and Recommendation
Based on the interviewees'comments, it appears there is uncertainty about the ptogram because of
uncertainty about what LTEMP will bting. Once the LTEMP ROD is signed, these issues and
questions should be revisited and potentially considered as subiects for a retreat or other discussion
venue.

Recornmendation: Clalnfiy Policies of "DOI SpeakingWith One Voice" and'Non-Voting Status
of DOI Agencies"

Synthesis of Views
At least some interviewees in four stakeholder groups brought up the policy of DOI speaking with
one voice. DOI agencies and states had mixed views (some were positive while others suggested
improvement), while tdbes and environmental and recreational interviewees suggested
improvements u¡ere needed. \(4rile some interviewees believed the DOI pre-meetings were as

benign as those of other stakeholdet groups who meet to agree on strategy, othets thought that
more transpmency would be a benefìt to the program. Other comments were:

. when DOI agencies agreed on a policy, it means that a decision had zkeady been made;

. DOI representatives are not supposed to speak or be asked questions; and
I transpârency regatding technical differences is more important than regardtng policy

differences.

At least some interviewees in three stakeholder groups mentioned the non-voting status of DOI
âgency representatives. Some of the issues related to the policy of "DOI non-voting stâtus" seem to
be the same as those telated to the policy of DOI speaking with one voice. Some felt that it was

working well, that DOI representatives were fully participating, not exercising undue influence, and
still able to influence policy through their chains of command. At least some DOI representatives

were concetned that they were not supposed to speak up or were confused about their roles, and
other interviewees were concerned that DOI representatives might not be speaking up as much and
AMSøG and TWG were missing important information 

^s ^ 
tesult.

Discussion and Recommendation
\ùV-hen the non-voting policy for DOI representatives was fitst agreed to during the February 2011

AMSøG meeting, it was made cleat by the then-Secretary's Designee that it was desired and expected
that DOI representatives would speak up about the issues under discussion. The minutes of that
meeting say, "Speaking as a DOI representative, fthe Secretary's Desþee] said the DOI agencies

understand the need for their active participation, and they would make that commitment to the
AMWG." The Secretary's Designee can clarrfy whether that is still the case.

The Secretary's Desþee cân clzrify whether a DOI policy decision has fìnally been made when the
DOI agencies agree.

The Secretary's Designee can also clarify roles: whether DOI agencies are viewed as stakeholders at
the AMIJØG table, whether they are teceiving advice from other stakeholders, ot whether they have z
different role.

The AMSTG and TWG should clarify their operating ptocedures with issues such as whether non-
voting members can make or second motions. Meanwhile, the author recommends that non-voting
members rcftain from making or seconding motions. The next time the Chzrter is considered for
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renewal by Intedor, AMSøG can considet whether to make a recommendation regarding the non-
voting status of the DOI agencies.

Recornmendations: FIow to Address Other Issues
Unless AM'üøG wants to discuss them, the author recommends that issues raised with regard to
meeting schedule. meeting location. and meeting management should be reviewed by the Secretary's
Designee (or her desþee), TWG chair, Reclamation staff, and the facilitator. Results of their
discussion, including decisions or recommendations on actions; should be reported to GCDAMP

Parücrpants.

Although the issue was not asked about or prompted, stakeholders in four groups said that the
program needs an orientation for new membets. The Secretary's Designee (or her designee),
Reclamation staff, ancl the facilitator can cliscr¡ss establishing an ad hoc group to clesign an

orientation for approval by AMWG.

While concerns tegarding the Science Advisors !ù/ere expressed across all six stakeholder groups, no
tecommendation fot action is made hete because the new Science Advisors'Executive Coordinator
has just been engaged and will be presenting at the February 2016 AMSTG meeting.

With regard to the other issues needing improvement that were mentioned by interviewees in four
or rrìore stakeholder groups, AMffG members should bring up arry of those issues during [he dme
set aside for that purpose at the February 201,6 AM$ØG meeting or in another venue. From Mary's
perspective,

r Issues raised under "GCMRC and science" are mostly feedback for the GCMRC and U.S.
Geological Survey.

I Issues raised under "DOI responsiveness" are mostly feedback for DOI.
' Some issues raised undet "Stakeholders mix"-specifìcally, whethet academic and scientifìc

representation should be added to the AM\øG-hzve ahezdy been discussed by AMWG
and an agreement reached for the next two years until the Chartet is up for renewal agatn.
Per the Agenda Item Form for the Charter Ad Hoc Group (AHG) agenda itemat the May
2015 webinat, "Duting the discussion on academic representation, it was determined that at
this time, the group would like to see the results of DOI's commitment, explained on the
call, to increase the desired academic presence over the near term via invited guests and
apptopriate use of the new Science Advisors cofltract. There wâs a consensus that at this
time, the Charter Ad Hoc Group does not recommend the addition of an academic
representative to AMWG, but does tecommend that AM\X/G consider this proposal to
remain 'active' and follow up on considering it during the chatter renewal process that will
be tequired by August 2017."

¡ Issues taised with regard to specific tepresentatives and the process for choosing members is
mosdy feedback for the Sectetary.

' The specifìcs of issues raised under "Stakeholders getting what they need" are addressed
under other issues.

' Issues taised under "Sectetary's Designee's position" are mosdy feedback for the next
Secretary.
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Intervieweest Comments

The section describes, without attribution, the comments and opinions of the interviewees. It is
intended to include the full nnge of opinions shared by interviewees, without indicating how many
made one comment or another. As above, the terms "ínterviewee," "intefviewees," and "some
interviewees" should be viewed as interchangeable. The term "interviewees" is not intended to mean
all interviewees and could mean one interviewee.

Neither Mary Orton nor TMOC endorses the following comments and opinions; they are reported
here because one or mote interviewees said them.

DBpnntuBNT oF THE INTERToR PERSpEcrrvES

Concems and Intetests
DOI interviewees said they were interested in making sure the GCPA is cartied out, and in having
GCD operate às à benefit to downstream resources whle allowing fnteriot to c^rry out water
delivery and hydropower production. Interviewees said that while environmental compliance was

once viewed as a nuisance to be endured, now, due to situations such as that in the Klamath basin,
stakeholders and water users undetstand that it is in everyone's best intetests to comply, not only
because of the envitonmental benefit but because it is the only way water users can continue to
receive the water they need.

Because Interior is also responsible for the mânâgement of the AMWG as a FACA committee, DOI
interviewees mentioned they were interested in having a FACA committee that functions smoothly
and provides good collaborative advice from a broad partnership of stakeholders to the Secretary.

DOI intervie\røees also mentioned the goals of their individual bureaus ancl whether and how their
participation in AMSØG helps further those goals. Interviewees said that they wanted to find
solutions that work for everyone as much as possible, while ensuring that their point of view was
understood by others. Finall¡ interviewees who said they receive funding from the GCDAMP said
that status adds to their concerns and interests with regard to the progrâm.

Assessment of What is Going Vell and What Needs Imptovement

Adaptive Management Approach
At least some DOI interviewees said they were frusttated at the pace of change in management of
the system. They said while AM$ØG exists to advise the Secretary on adoption of criteria and
operating plans consistent with the GCPA, and adaptive management is intended to implement
changes to management as more is learned about the ecosystem, Iitde has changed since the 1996

ROD. Other intewiewees mentioned that the 1995 Biological Opinion included triggers that, when
met, should have tesulted in changes in flows, but those changes never happened. (Ihat Biological
Opinion has since been revised.) Still other interviewees expressecl the delicate nature of working
within "The Law of the River" and said adaptive mânagement actions can be approached thtough
experimentation.
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All Interests Are Heard
At least some l)OI interviewees said participants should continually find ways to make sure all
parties have equal influence or 

^re 
listened to equally. For example, they said, meetings in a

conference room 
^re 

not the tribes' nztutzl forum to express their opinions. Others thought an
outside entity should pedodically teview the long-term need, intent, and effectiveness of the
progtâm after the LTEMP is fìnished, and develop an ongoing method to make sure everyone is
listened to and is heard-ând not only zt the microphone.

Interviewees questioned whether stakeholders at the table were speaking from their own point of
view, or speaking for the leadership of their orgarizztsons. Interviewees also said they thought the
non-governmental tepresentatives might believe they do not get what they need from the program
because the govetnment needs to run the dam according to "The Law of the River."

Clear Goals and Obiectives
At least some DOI interviewees said the GCDAMP's goals and objectives are clear because

AMWG's sole goal is to provide good advice to the Secretary, and when the LTH,MP ROD is
signed, the ptogram's sole objective will be to advise DOI on how to best implement thât 2}-year
adaptive management plan.

Others said that the progtam lacked a shared vision to guide the ptogram and aid in decision-making
Interviewees said there was a need fot stronger strategic direction, perhaps in the form of a single
Strategic Plan. At least some DOI interviewees noted the GCMRC budget and workplan document
lists nine guidance documents, dated from 2004 to 201,4.They said that this number of guidance
documents is vittuah the same as no guidance: everything carì be a pdodty, the program can fund
everyone's ideas, and no hard decisions need to be made.

DOI Non-Votins Status
At least some DOI interviewees said that, when the policy was first instituted that DOI
representatives would not participate in AMWG and TWG decision-making, they had concerns.
Specifically, they were concerned that those representatives would no longer paticipate in AMSØG
and T$ØG discussions. However, they said, they found that DOI representatives' participation has

continued.

,{.t least some interviewees said they became more comfortable with the policy of DOI bureaus
speaking with one voice because of the DOI non-voting policy: it makes DOI representatives' roles
clezret with tegard to advising the Secretary.

Other DOI interviewees felt that their influence wâs lessened because of their non-voting stâtus.
They also reported confusion as to their tole: were they stakeholders or were they being advised by
stakeholders? Still othets were confused about whether they wete supposed to offer their opinions.

Questions wete also raised about whethet DOI agencies could mzke z motion ot second anothet's
mouon.

DOI Responsiveness
At least some DOI interviewees believe that DOI has been appropriately responsive to ,\M!ØG
recommendations, particulady when the recommendations are made by consensus. They said that
DOI has listened well and received much valuable input on important decisions. Interviewees said
that the Sectetary always explains when s/he was not able to adopt a recommendation, which they
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viewed as pârt of being responsive. DOI interviewees also mentioned responsiveness by
Reclamation and GCMRC, zndthat whenever a question is asked, the response is provided by the
next meeting or before.

Others said that the level of involvement in this ptogram exceeds the normal federal process. They
felt that AMSøG has too much influence with the Department because so many of its
recommendations have been adopted. They suggested that the AMWG should respond to requests
from the Secretary, instead of proposing tecommendations on its own.

Interviewees said thatif a proposal wete anticipated from AMìøG that a DOI bureau could not live
with, DOI agencies zre at the table so they can explain their objections and pethaps offer altetnative
ptoposals. They opined that this probably reduces the number of recommendations sent to the
Secretary that are not implemented.

DOI Speaking \üíith One Voice
At least some DOI interviewees said that while the intention of having all DOI agencies speak with
one voice was designed to reduce conflict, the unintended consequence was that individual bureau
opinions and intetnal DOI discussions have become opaque to the rest of the stakeholders. Others
thought that non-DOI stakeholdets now believe they cannot ask DOI bureau representatives their
opinion, which màny felt was antithetical to good discussion and decision-making. Some DOI
interviewees also said they thought they were not supposed to speak up and that hatmony was more
valued than substance. Others said that the DOI pre-meeting was âs benign as other stakeholder
groups meeting in advance of an AMWG meeting to agree upon strategy.

Faciltation
At least some DOI interviewees said that facilitation improves productivity of the AMSIG and
TSøG. They said that while some Secretary's Desþees have facilitation skills, that may not always
be the case, so fact\tatton support is important. Interviewees also said that with the reduced level of
conflict in the program, there might be less of a need for facilitation; however, if personalities
change, the level of need could change. DOI interviewees also mentioned that whle work between
meetings was vital for the success of the program, this would more likely be accompJìshed by the
facl\tator and not the Secretary's Designee.

GCMRC and Science
,\t least some DOI interviewees said they viewed GCMRC as an outstanding provider of data and
information.

At least some intewiewees noted that in the past, the results from GCMRC reseatch would not be
avallable for several years, which was ftustrating for the stakeholders who felt decisions needed to be
made based on up-to-date science. Now they feel that GCMRC has a more efficient publìcation
cycle and is also willing to share draft data pre-publication. Interviewees specifically noted as

benefìcial the before-and-after photos on high flows which are posted on the GCMRC website,
along with other website tools.

At least some DOI interviewees credited former GCMRC ChiefJack Schmidt for invigorating the
program and the staff. They praised his willingness and abiJity to be open and direct about what is
known and not known about the river system. Interviewees also creditedJack with strong outreach
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to stakeholders, useful explanations of the science during and between meetings, and involving
AM\)øG and TWG more deeply with GCMRC's budget and workplan formulation.

At least some DOI interviewees said that the recognition of the importance of, and willingness to
use, science in decision-making in the GCDAMP was stronger than they had seen in âny other
program, and they ctedited GCMRC as well as its partners such as the U.S. Fish and SØildlife Service

eWS) and ArizonaGame and Fish Depatment (AGFD).

At least some DOI interviewees had concerns about the sustainability of the GCMRC budget. They
pointed out that the agency used to be pdmariþ â contracting entit/, and is now primarily doing its
work in-house. Hiring full-time personnel to do the work means a budget that needs to grow every
year. They expressed concern that the quality of the science will decline, both because less funding
would be available for in-house work and also because less funding would be available for
contrâctors. These interviewees felt diversity of science providers results in better science.

At least some interviewees said that GCMRC and Reclamatton are producing lots of research and
descdbing the system well, but not providing solutions to the issues and problems faced by the
program. They felt that they should, at some point, move from research to solutions.

At least some DOI interviewees felt that the progtam needed to ensure the monitodng of critical
resources. They said that there does not seem to be a consistent priority in the budget for
monitoring, and that monitoring should be intentionally included in the program.

At least some intewiewees suggested having someone from outside the ptogram determine the
purpose of the program, how the money is being spent, whether there are efficiencies that could be
instituted, and whether money is being spent in 

^n ^rea 
that is no longer needed. At least some DOI

interviewees also said that the budget development process should include asking contractors
whether the ptoposed budget âmount would adequately support their workplan.

Meeting Frequency and Modality
,tt least some DOI interviewees believed that there are a sufficient number of meetings. Others
thought that when the LTEMP ROD is signed, there might need to be more, at least in the
beginning. These interviewees felt that much coordination could be needed in the fìrst five to ten
years to establish each yeat's experimental progtam, as well as to coordinate u/ith stakeholders and
obtain their input. After that pedod, however, perhaps fewer meetings would be required; e.g., one
fzce-to-face and one webinar per year. Still others thought that the program mighp be less needed
after the LTEMP ROD is signed.

Meeting Management and Location
At least some DOI interviewees praised presentations at meetings regârding important discoveries
and results of monitoting; as well as the meeting microphones, sound system, and webinar option.
They mentioned that the meetings were well structured, with ample time for discussion and
questions while keeping track of the time. They said that the federal family meetings before the
AM!øG help them work through intetnal issues.

Intewiewees said they appteciated the brainstorming discussion at the August201.4 meeting, and
suggested that it could be scheduled on an annual basis. If the minutes ate taken in such 

^w^y 
tha;t
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comments are not attributed, people could express their concerns and have a discussion without
forcing anyone into an uncomfortable position.

Interviewees also suggested improvements, including the following.
. Voting members have mictophones, but there is not an opportunity during the meeting for the

audience to pztncipzte verbally. Some felt that it might be acceptable if the process were
designed to focus more time on the stakeholders at the table, while others felt that five minutes
at the end for pubJic comment is not true parttclpatlon.

' Encourage stakeholdets to send in their ptoposed motions earþ so they can be included in the
agenda.If motions are proposed zt a meeting, it slows things down and can lead to
contentiousness. Posçone consideration of those motions to the next meeting.

' Set meeting dates eadier in order to procure hotels in preferable cities.
. Serve refreshments, if possible. This is a ttaditional tribal practice and it helps with productivity

during the meeting.

' Ensure that AHGs meet only 
^tthe 

request of the lzrger body, whether AMWG ot T\ØG.
. Make sure T\ØG is operating at the request of AM\)ØG and not on its own.

Open Discussion and Making Recommendations
At least some DOI interviewees said they felt that people spoke openly and positively, and there
were no discernible hidden motives.

Others said that open, creative discussion was in large pzrt missing from AMSØG meetings. They
speculated that a defensive position on the part of some stakeholders wâs â habit born from the
yeârs the program operated with membets engaged in a lawsuit, when stakeholders were probably
being advised not to say much in public.

Interviewees suggested that having new ideas presented by outside speakers might help get people
out of theit "defensive shells" and voice their true opinions. Interviewees also said small group
discussions, or brainstorming sessions in which comments are noted in minutes but not attributed,
might be a way to encourage open discussion.

Orientation
At least some DOI interviewees indicated that they would like to have a basic agreed-upon
odentation to GCDAMP for new members. This could include why the AMWG exists, various laws
that affect the program, the history of the GCPA, the 1,996 Glen Canyon Dam EIS ROD, and other
information.

Overall Functionality
,\t least some DOI interviewees mentioned that in the recent past the AMSøG and T\X/G were in
quite a bit of conflict, evidenced in part by disagreements among DOI bureaus, minority reports to
the Sectetaty, and a lawsuit that had been filed by a stakeholder against another stakeholder 

^t 
the

table. However, they said, the situation is quite different now with much less conflict. Interviewees
credited the former Secretary's Designee, Anne Casde, and het fotmer Deputy, LoriCanmanian,
with improving the situation. Interviewees also said facilitation of the TSøG had helped in that
vefìue.

'Ihc i\{aty Orton Coûlp2ìnv, Li-C 15 | Page



DOI interviewees noted that the AMWG works well and productively together, and that most
recent decisions have been decided by consensus instead of a divided vote. One interviewee
remarked, "V4hen people are not feeling threatened, they can really listen."

Relationship Building
At least some DOI interviewees said that relationship building is important. They said they were
interested in getting to know evelryone bettet and were looking for ways to do so. The recent river
ttip was valuable for thzt purpose. Othets said finding ways to be with each other during meetings
would also be valuable.

Science Advisors
At least some DOI interviewees had a variety of views regarding Science Advisors. Some said they
v/ere not clear on what the Science Advisors do. Othets felt that peer-reviewed science from
GCMRC is good enough that the Science Advisots may not be needed. Still others looked forward
to seeing how Science Advisors would be integrated and hoped that, instead of just peer review, they
could provide a forum for discussion with the GCMRC scientists.

Some DOI interviewees said they did not hzve an opinion on whether the Secretary's Designee
should be an Assistant Secretary or someone at another level. Others said that the Secretary's
Designee should have natural tesoutces background.

Still others said that the Secretary's Designee should remain at the Assistant Secretary level. They
had several reasons for this:

' It conveys the level of importance of this process-the only official multi-stakeholder dialogue
on the Colorado River-and it deserves a high level of attention from DOI.

. It functions better when the Assistant Secretary leads it; it shows the stakeholders and all DOI
agencies that this is the Secretary's committee and the Secretary is involved and engaged.

. By law, it is the Secretary's advisory committee, so the Secretary should be involved.

. The Assistant Secretary can direct the AMWG more effectively because of the level of authodty.

' Sometimes DOI agencies do not 
^gfee, 

and in those cases, it is good to have someone in charge
at that level.

. If the Secretary's Designee were to be a highJevel Reclamation person as in the past, the
information exchange might be perceived as more biased or subject to swây from stakeholders.

Others thought that the GCDAMP does not ne ed that level of oversight because of how far they
have come. Still others said that the Secretary's Designee should be a Regional Director from
Reclamation.

Stakeholder Mix
Some DOI interviewees said that the AMWG and T\WG cuttently have a good mix of stakeholdets,
and that everyone is reptesented. They also said there are extraordinarily bright people involved in
the GCDAMP.

Others said the langnge in the GCPA directing the Secretary to consult with "[t]he general public,
including representatives of the academic and scientific communities" meâns that Congress intended
that AMWG seats should be provided for those two communities. They felt that it would be
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important for these representatives to provide consistent feedback and to participate in decision-
making.

Others felt that the compromise reached by the last iteration of the Charter AHG was a good one:
that while seats for the academic and scientific communities would not be added, speakets from
those communities would regularþ be invited to address the AMIX/G. The thinking behind this was

that outside petspectives would be helpful.

Finally, DOI interviewees said that there should be a formal process for choosingorgznizztsons
representing the recreational, environmental, and hydropower marketing interests. They suggested

the Secretary should ask if there is anyone in that communiry who is interested, and provide the
opportunity for different entities to be part of the AMWG.

Stakeholders Getting \Vhat They Need
Some DOI interviewees indicated that they were getting what they needed from the GCDAMP.
Others offered â more qualified affttmztton: "we are making progress," "things are getting better,"
"I think we are getting what we need." Others felt improvements were needed in order to answer
that question afîtrmatl.veþ: making sure non-voting members fully participated in T'nØG, for
example.

Structure
At least some DOI interviewees said that zfter the LTEMP ROD is signed, the idea of hiring a
coordinator/ executive director shoulcl be teconsidered. This is because the job that Glen l(nowles
held was akeady more than one person could handle, and even mote stakeholdet involvement would
be needed at that time.

Substantive Accomolishments
At least some DOI interviewees noted that AMSØG has shown good progress in recommendations
to the Secretary in recent years. These include the DFCs, high flow experiment (HFE) protocol, and
the non-native fìsh control progrâm. One said, "'We saw an evolution from focus on process to
positive steps forward on substantive items where we found consensus."

Slow ptogress, interviewees said, is due to the inclusiveness of the process and the time it takes to
include the disparate interests around the table.

Tribal Relationshios and Particioation
At least some DOI interviewees said that while the relationship between the Depatment and the
tribal representatives had imptoved, it should be an "area of constant vigilance." They said tribes
often feel underappreciated, "inpart because they are," so this should be a focus fot consciousness
raising and continued improvement.

Other interviewees said that it is diffìcult to credibly incorporate TEK into the scientific process in a
w^y th^t both scientists can respect and tribes can feel honored. They said that outreach to tribes by
the Secretary's Desþee or the Secretary's Designee's staff, zs well as by all federal agencies, was
important, including separâte meetings, visiting the reservations, ând joining tribal river trips.

DOI ínterviewees said that AMSøG should address what tribes consider most important, not what
the AMSØG wants to do for the ttibes, and suggested the tdbes want protection of archeological
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sites. Others said that the tribal point of view was given too much weight, and that the tribes should
expect consultation but not deferment to their wishes.

ENvrnor.INIENTAr AND RECREATIoNAL INrsREsts' PERSpECTIvES

Concerns and Interests
Environmental and tecreational interviewees said that their primary concetns are harm reduction for
and ptotection of the entire Grand Canyon, and in some cases the entire Colorado River basin,
including its natural processes, native fish, ttout fìshery, vegetation, beaches, and the visitor
expetience. Other concerns included making sure the adaptive manâgement process works well and
suppotting the management agencies to do their jobs well. As you might expect with the diversity
inherent in this group, each interviewee emphasized some of these concerns over others.

Environmental and recreational interviewees said that they are at the table to represent their
constituents and tepresent them well. They said they were lookin g for a balance of power
production with tribal, cultural, recreational, and native fìsh ptotection. Others mentioned the
ongoing drought and impacts from z chzngng climate, and the importance of making sure the
resources of interest continue to be protected during these difficult times.

Interviewees emphasized the importance of peer-teviewed science as a basis for decision-making
and for adaptively managing the ecosystem. They also mentioned the necd to bcttcr undcrstand thc
interactions between trout and humpback chub.

Environmental and recreattonal interviewees also mentioned the importance of connections and
networking with othets with an interest in the Grand Canyon. They said it is important to
understand the perspectives of and have a personal connection with all stakeholders.

Assessment of What is Going Well and What Needs Improvement

,\daptive Management Approach
,\t least some environmental and recreational interviewees said that the GCDAMP is more of a

science project than adaptive manâgement, because much science is produced but changes in
management come mote slowly than notmal in adaptive management processes. They said that in a

true adaptive management Program, when something new is leatned, a change is made in
management, the results evaluated, and then more action is taken. Interviewees also said thât more
could be changed besides dam management, and gave the crisis work on the green sunfish as an

example.

Some said that other adaptive managemeflt processes have scientists and technical people who
evaluate the science , r^th., than (as in the GCDAMP) a second body of stakeholders, the T\ØG.
Others suggested that some of the $10 million per yer being spent on science could be spent on
mânâgement, with management changes made as soon as feedback is received.

All Interests Are Heard
Some environmental and recreational interviewees said that the program is open enough so that if
someone has something to say, it is welcomed; and if a stakeholder is not contributing, it is because
they choose not to. They said that it is stakeholdets' responsibility to speak up and advocate. \X4rile

stakeholders will not get everything they want, they definitely have the ability to participate.
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Others pointed out that their resources can be extremely limited, patticulady compared to other
stakeholders, and sometimes they cannot participate to the extent that they would like to. Therefore,
it might be more 

^ccvr^te 
to say that they definitely have the oppottunity to paruclpate.

Clear Goals and Obiectives
At least some environmental and recreational intervieu/ees said the progra;m needs strategic

mânagement, strategic questions, and science guidelines. ("Science guidelines" would identify the key
science questions and how the program will approach them, and the tesult of such guidelines should
be consistency in data collections and long-tetm datasets.)

DOI Non-Voting Status

At least some environmental and tecreational interviewees said they had concerns when DOI
members became non-voting that the Interior representatives would not participate as much.
However, they have not seen a reduction znd zre satisfied with the level of participation and

tesponsiveness.

DOI Responsiveness
At least some environmental and recreational interviewees said DOI had been either responsive to
recommendations from AMWG or "as responsive as they could be."

DOI Speaking \X/ith One Voice
At least some environmental and tecreational interviewees hoped that the DOI bureau
representatives could share the diversity of thought and opinion among them with thelarger
AM!íG.

Experience in Gtand Canyon
At least some environmental and recreational interviewees said that the experience of being in the
Grand Canyon was important for GCDAMP participants, and that more have had this experience in
the last few years thanks to the recent tribal rivet trip and the Glen Canyon trip with dinner at Lees

Ferry. However, they said, some managers have not had personal interaction with Grand Canyon.

Interviewees said that dver trip oppottunities should be offered annually or bi-annually, and should
highlight more than the science. People on the trips should also have ample time to experience the
Canyon and relationships with othets through hiking and other exploration.

Facilitation
,\t least some environmental and rectezttonal interview'ees said it was important to ensure future
AMWG meetings were faciütated. Intervieu/ees said that it was too much to ask the Secretary's

Designee to provide all the facilitation functions, including meeting ptepantton and manzgement.

fnterviewees cited benefìts of faclhtatton including clear motions, inclusive discussion, and keeping
the meetings on point and on time. They said that when discussions were emotionally and
economically charged, the use of faclhtatot has been particulady valuable. Interviewees also said the
right facilitator was as impottant as faclhtatton in general,

,\t least some environmental and recteztional interviewees said that when budget was being
discussed and some of the parties 

^t 
the table were potential recipients of funding, it would be
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particularþ important to have facilitation at T\)7G. At other times, advice from a faclhtztor might be
useful fot the TWG chair.

GCMRC and Science
,\t least some environmental and recreational intewjewees said that GCMRC is fìlling a critical role
and is an important resource and benefit to the stakeholders. They noted that the understanding of
the Colorado River ecosystem and how it works, especially in the realm of sediment and fìsh, has

progtessed to a point where it is useful in policy decisions and can ensure those decisions have a

basis in rcahty. They also praised the responsiveness of the GCMRC personnel to questions from
stakeholders.

Areas of possible improvement were also noted. Environmental and recreational interviewees
suggested that long-term monitoring shoulcl be a stronger emphasis in the program, to be able to
detect change and support adaptive management. \Øhile research may be easier, an adaptive
manâgement pfogfâm must have a solid, long-term morutoflng pfogfâm.

At least some interviewees said the science program was focused on fìsh and sediment, and a
broader understanding of the ecosystem and human interactions with it should be obtained.
Interviewees said it has made sense to focus on fish and sediment as resources that could help
improve the entite ecosystem; however, after the LTEMP ROD is signed, there should be a review
of the goals and purpose of the progrâm and possible re-clirection of the science.

At least some environmental and recreational interviewees said that voices external to GCMRC are

usually not included, and mote projects should be pedotmed by outside contractots. They said that
the GCMRC had created a bureaucracylarger than envisioned in the 1996 ROD. Because of this,
major themes and impacts could be missed because GCMRC does not have the expertise on staff;
e.g., long-term rì.utrient impacts from the dam or ecosystem modeling.

Some envitonmental and recreational interviewees said that there is alack of knowledge in the
program of ecosystem processes, and thus uncertainty about how to improve them. This was
attributed to including too much in the GCMRC workplan without a sense of priority. Interviewees
said that the progtam needs to improve the connection with the rest of the basin, especially the
reservoirs that bound the Colorado River ecosystem, and that the lack of monitoring data from
those reservoirs was impeding good decision-making in the GCDAMP.

Others pointed out that they were focused on making sure that any scientifìc pronouncements of
relationships between trout and humpback chub were valid and proven and not just hlpotheses.

Wdtten reports were also requested, even if they were much shorter than the traditional papers, for
those who are unable to attend the two-day annual reporting meetings. Interviewees also suggested
using other 

^re 
s 

^s 
conffols fot experiments.

Meeting Ftequency and Modality
At least some environmental and recreational interviewees thought the number of meetings, and the
mix of two face-to-face znd one webinat annually, were appropdate. They mentioned that the T\X/G
meetings held by telephone in the pâst were difficult because you cânnot understand people as well
without the personal interaction. Also, it is easier for a few people to dominate on â conference call.
One said, 'You have to sit actoss the table for a tuly collaborative process."
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Meetine Management and Location
At least some environmental and recreational interviev/ees praised how the meetings arc orgatized
and managed, mentioning specifìcally that infotmation is regularþ sent out (including on emerging
issues like green sunfìsh),lists are kept of what has been done and not done, and meetings are run
openly. Linda \X/.hetton was specifically mentìoned as fìlling a crttcal role and communicating well.
Interviewees also mentioned that consensus is too slow, but it works as well as it can.

Some suggestions were made for improvements, including:
. Distribute PowerPoint presentations the morning of the day of the ptesentation, because

afterwards is less useful.

' Have photos of the Grand Canyon in the meeting rooms.
r Do not hold meetings in Phoenix in the summer.
r Test different meeting locations, including Grand Canyon and Flagstaff for AMIØG and Grand

Canyon, l7illiams, and Tusayan for T\üØG meetings.

Open Discussion and Making Recommendations
Some environmental and recreaional interviewees said there was openness and good
communication among all the partles.

Others said the meetings are "too tìghdy scripted and defìned." They feel that as a result, they are
precluded from discussing importànt or cote issues. Diverse voices might encourage more
meaningful dialogue and honest discussions about what stakeholders wânt to achieve and want to
protect. Interviewees also said that there needed to be more time for questions during the meeting.

Orientation
At least some environmental and recreational interviewees said the program should provide an
orientation fot new members.

Overall Functionaliry
,\t least some environmental and recreational interviewees said they believed the GCDAMP
functioned well. They thought it served as a model for othet latge fedetal-state programs. The
rcgalzt meetings and carefully structured organizatson were cited as positive and beneficial.

At least some of these interviewees noted some uncertatnty about whether the National Park Service
(I.JPS) and Reclamation would cooperate in management of the GCDAMP in the future as they
have been doing for the LTEMP EIS.

Public Outreach
At least some environmental and rccreztfonal interviewees said that while the GCDAMP Nøiki
website was a good statt, more needs to be done to strengthen the program's public outreach. Thete
are few to no public voices at the T!øG ot AMIíG meetings. The public stjll does not know about
the ptogram, and it will ptobably take a professional public relations effot to do the job well.

Relationship Buildins
At least some environmental and tecreational interviewees said that relationship building was an
important aspect of their participation in the GCDAMP. This occurs during meetings at which all
the interested parties âre together, and also during river trips.
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Science Advisors
Some environmental and recreational interviewees said they found the Science Advisors to be very
valuable,looked to them for impottant outside commentâry, and that they depended on what
Science Advisors have to say. Others said they did not undetstand the role of the Science Advisors,
even aftet several yeârs. Still others said that the Science Advisors have not been functioning at all
for the lzst yezr or two and it will take the new Science Advisors' Executive Coordinator â couple of
yeârs to get up to speed. This was viewed as a negative situation because there has been no recent
extetnal teview ofthe science.

Secretary's Designee Position
When asked whether the Secretary's Designee should remain at the Assistant Secretary level, at least
some environmental and tecteational interviewees agreed that the Secretary's Desþee should be a
person holding a high level position, and most said it should be in the Secretary's offìce. Reasons

given for this include:

' The Gtand Canyon is important place, and the GCDAMP consists of diverse and highJevel
stakeholders.

' The subject matters discussed are serious and important and have national implications.

' Thete is no other place like the Grand Canyon and no other river system has such a diverse set
of users.

' The mote access to the higher levels of DOI, the more the program can accompJish.
¡ It ensures that the program is meaningful and appealing.

' Reclamation would not be viewed as a neutral p^rq.

Stakeholder Mix
Some environmental and recreational interviewees said that AM\øG consisted of a îa¿t and btoad
set of stakeholders and the right people wete at the table. Others felt that academic and scientific
representatives should be at the table, as they were listed in the GCPA and their voices would be
valuable.

Stakeholders Gettins tX/hat Thev Need
Some environmental and recreational interviewees, asked whether they were getting what they
needed from the program, said they were getting a little, or as much as they could. Others said the
important thing was that they had a respected seat ât the table, and it was incumbent upon them to
be at the table and make their case cleady and effectjvely. One commented, "It is our responsibility
to get what we need, not the program's responsibility to give it to us."

Some environmental and recreational interviewees noted that they do not have the same level of
resources and abiJity to communicate outside the meetings as othet stakeholders, and whjle that was
challenging, they still felt heatd. They also said that they were gaining incremental improvements
and, while they would want more, they are gaining enough to stay at the table.

By contrast, others said that DOI appeats to selectively ignore their comments and suggestions,
even suggestions that would assist the bureaus to advance their mrssrons.

Substantive AccomÞlishments
At least some environmental and recreational intewiewees would like to see the AMWG have a

similar record of restoration, conservation, and habitat development as the Lower Colorado River
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Multi-Species Conservation Program @ISCP), and suggested that more support from the NPS
would promote that goal.

Tribal Relationships and Participation
While there was some concerfl expressed by environmental and recreational interviewees that the
Havasupai Tribe does not participate in the GCDAMP, interviewees were pleased that there was

good representation and panicipation from the othet affected tribes.

HvpnopowER INTERESTS' PERSpEcTIvES

Concems and Interests
Hydropower interviewees were interested in maintaining and enhancing the availability, affordabtltty,
and value of hydropou/er generated from the dam. They were also interested in maintaining the
flexibility of that hydropower.

The value of hydropower incteases when it is generated at peak demand times. Cost, usefulness, and
value are interchangeable terms. Hydropowet is inherently flexible because it can quickly te ct to
changing loads (demand) and system disturbances. This is important because use and generation
need to be equal in electricity production. \Mhile 

^ 
nat:ura'l gas turbine is almost as flexible as

hydropower, it cannot always be operational as hydropower c^n.

Hydtopower interviewees also were intere sted in tesponsible stewardship of the Colotado River
thtough compliance with the various environmental and cultural resource laws, such as Natjonal
Historic Preservatjon Act (NIHPA), GCPA, and Endangered Species Act (ESA). They said
hydropower facilities could not continue to operate if they zre itepanbly damaging the envitonment
and resultin g in a jeopatdy opinion.

Cost effectiveness was also importânt to hydropower interviewees, as their customers (tribes,
municipalities, and other non-irivestor-owned utilities) pzy alJ. the costs of the Colorado River
Storage Project, including the costs of the GCDAMP, other environmental programs, and irrigation
assistance. The Congressional cap on funding for the GCDAMP was important to hydropower
interviewees because they wanted to ensure pnoittzaaon and focus of the progtam. They
emphasized that the program cannot be all things to all people.

Hydropower interviewees also were interested in making sure the GCDAMP process was a fau and
good one. As one interviewee said, "Sometimes what is best for power is not the best for
endangered species, and vice versa. We work hard to achieve abalance and make sure decisions afe
fak znd equitable with no orìe resource bearing the brunt."

Assessment of What is Going Vell and What Needs Improvement

Adaptive Management Approach
At least some hydropower interviewees said while this was an adapttve management program,
AMSøG is not making recommendations that result in change. As one stakeholder said, "The
presentations are good and then nothing happens."
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All Interests Are Heard
Some hydropower interviewees said all stakeholders have the opportunity to share their thoughts
and views, and the facilitatot ensures that happens. Others said that there is much political influence
and everyone is looking out for their own interests, so it is diffìcult to take everyone's point of view
into account. Intewiewees said that while everyone has a voice, it is not clear that everyone believes
their voices areheard; and sometimes a decision needs to be made despite opposition.

Clear Goals and Obiectives
At least some hydtopower interviewees were concerned about the lack of direction for the program.
They said that the goals and objectives that had been agteed to'were no longer being followed, and
the science questions that once ditected the program were outdated. As a tesult, the program seems
to focus on the "important issue of the day."

At least some hydropower interviewees said that the program needs to do a better iob of tradeoff
analysis or cost-benefit analysis, and to acknowledge that the propgam cannot do everything. They
sugge sted completing lrhase 2 of the l)FCs, the development of'quantifiable DF'Cs. Phase 1 of the
DFCs development took two years, and as one hydropower interviewee said, "We do not want to
lose all that effot." Dudng Phase 2, the trade-offs among the DFCs could be identified; for
example, how would the operations to reach one goal zffect the others? Others said the program
seems to be focused on HFEs, but instead the main focus should be to preserve the humpback
chub; and a consensus Strategic Plan would re-focus the program.

At least some interviewees also said the LTEMP EIS ROD could completely change the direction of
the progtam, and it would be a challenge fot the ptogram participants to understand that change and
how their role could transform in the future.

At least some hydropower interviewees said clarity is needed about the driver of the GCDAMP: is it
bottom up, from the stakeholdets; is it from the scientists; or is it top down ftom the Secretary?
They temarked that in the space of two to four years, the AM\X/G and T\ØG agreed on science
questions and DFCs, and then â memorândum ftom the Secretary's Designee established different
prioritìes. Either the Secretary should send AM$ØG her/his priorities, or AMSØG needs to complete
the DFCs or a Sttategic Plan.

DOI Responsiveness
Some hydroPou/er interviewees felt that DOI was tesponsive to recommendations from AMWG,
and that thete was good information flow from Interior to the GCDAMP. Others said they thought
issues were influenced by politics, and some issues were handled differently depending on the
,\dministration. Still others said that the Secretary's office does not need to be quite so engaged, and
the TSíG chair and the GCMRC chief should be allowed to operate without as much oversight.

Facilitation
At least some hydropower interviewees said facilitation was of benefit to the progrâm.

GCMRC and Science
At least some hydropo'\¡/er interviewees were positive about the science provided by the GCMRC
and expressed respect fot the scientists. It was important to them that people understand that every
action has a result, and it may not be immediate. The possibility of green sunfìsh being pushed
downstream by an HFE was ân example of unintended consequences. One said, "The program is
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useful for understanding relationships and consequences, understanding that actions equal
consequences, and that the lattet come over 

^ 
long period of time."

,\t least some interviewees also suggested that opposing or contrasting viewpoints to those of
GCMRC could be brought into the AM'ùøG meetings so members could hear other opinions.

Meetjng Frequency and Modality
At least some hydropower interviewees said they prefer face-to-face meetings to webinats,
particulady when decisions need to be made, because one can undetstand the other participants
better when everyone is in the same room. r\lso, the ÂM$ØG has more time to make decisions
during Face-to-face meetings. Some would like to have three face-to-face meetings eachyear, and
others would üke to avoid the thitd trip. However, if there is no decision to be made, interviewees
suggested that there be no meeting at alf or a webinar. Some suggested the meeting schedule should
depend on what was on the docket for the year, instead of being on a regular schedule. Some also
felt that TìøG could meet mote ftequently were it not for budget constraints.

Meeting Management and Location
At least some hydropou/er interviewees made two suggestions for improvements for meeting
mânâgement

' Make it clear why each item is on the zgendz, and what participants are supposed to do with
information.

' As one interviewee said, "Never, ever meet in Phoenix in August zgasnJ'

Science Advisors
At least some hydropower interviewees said the Science Advisors' role, and the idea of independent
eyes on the science program, was very important. They also mentioned that the Protocol Evaluation
Panels were essentizl, and thatit had been a long time since the last one. Thete wâs some uncertâinty
about whether the positive contributions to the program would continue under the new contract
because the new contrâctor is unknown.

Secretarv's Desiqnee's Position
Some hydropower interviewees said the level of the Secretary's Designee did not matter to them.
Others thought it should remain at the ,tssistant Secretary level because of the gravtty of the
responsibility of the GCDAMP and the relative lack of bias at that level.

Stakeholder Mix
At least some hydropower interviewees said the representation on the AM\X/G and T\ØG was

balanced and included representatives from all stakeholders who have an interest in the Grand
Canyon. At least some hydropov/er interviewees expressed concern about whether the National
Parks Conservation Association and NPS had divergent interests, and whether two national
environmental organizations might provide better representation on the ,{MS7G. Others said that
the changes in environmental tepresentation were a detriment to the progrâm because the new
orgatizattons have different interests and priorities and the program and its participants had to
adjust to the change.

Stakeholders Gettinq SØhat They NeEd
At least some hydropower interviewees said they were getting what they needed from the program:
they had the opportunity to provide theit perspectives, felt free to speak and were heard, and
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acknowledged that sometimes decisions need to be made despite opposition. As one interviewee
said, 'You do not always get everything you want from a collaborative process."

Ttibal Relationships and Participation
At least some hydropower interviewees said they would like to heat more from the tribes, and were
disappointed that some do not attend or do not participate in discussions.

NetIvB ArvlsRrclN TnIsBs' PpnspncrrvBs

Concems and Interests
Tribal interviewees said that, just like the othet gtoups of stakeholders, Native American tribes have
different points of view, and they carìrìot be viewed as having the same opinions or sensitivities.

Tribal interviewees said that their connections to the Grand Canyon and the Colorado River
ecosystem are profound and wide, and their expedence of the area can be religious, spiritual,
cultutal, a¡rd histotic, as well as scientifìc. St-¡me said the Grand Canyon is sacred ground, so the
impact of management actions (or their absence) teverberates perhaps in diffetent ways than for
other stakeholdets. Others noted that tribes do not try to manase natural systems like \ùØestern

culture does. Still others pointed out that many Native Americans were forcibly removed from the
Gtand Canyon, and while this is rarely if ever mentioned at the AMWG or T\íG tables, it is in the
forefront of many of their minds. They noted that although for \ùØesterners that seems like ancient
historf, for Native Amedcans the past is very much experienced in the present.

Ttibal interviewees said that being at the table, and being respected and heard by the other
stakeholders and the Department of the Interior, are important interests for them. Regardless of the
issue being discussed, they want their points of view to be considered and taken seriously.
Interviewees said that respect is a major component of zny adaptive management program, and
being able to look at issues from other petspectives can help the ÂM\X/G or TWG make diffìcult
decisions. Interviewees said that part of consultation with tribes that is required by law for federal
agencies is not only to involve tribal reptesentatives in the GCDAMP, but also to talk with elected
and religious leaders on the teservation. Consistent with tribal culture and joint decision-making by
tribal leaders, intewiewees pointed out that not all the tribal representatives are authorized to speak
or act fot theit tdbe.

Tribal interviewees also said that they were intetested in better understanding of human and
envitonmental relationships, ongoing learning, and flexible adaptation. They said that the entire
Grand Canyon as well as its constituent parts were of vital interest to them. Specific resources of
interest included sacted sites, shrines, salt mines, the salt trail, human remains, birds, wildlife,
vegetation, plants and atrjmzls associated with springs and water, water quality, ripzrizn areas, and all
n^ít:ral resources affected by GCD. Ttibal intewiewees indicated that some ef ¡þsss-¡he salt mines
and ttail and human temains, for example-were of utmost importânce and the tribes might request
to be the final decision-makers. Others said that their tribal interests include non-use values.

Assessment ofWhat is GoingWell andWhatNeeds Imptovement

Adaptive Management Approach
At least some tribal interviewees said that the original intent of the GCDAMP wâs to make changes

to the ptefetred altetnative in the 1996 ROD, Modifìed Low Fluctuatìng Flows (ÀIILFQ, if the
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science indicated they were wartanted. However, as one interviewee said, "The MLFF' became more
of a box than a starting point," and changes have not been made.

.,\11 Interests Ate Heard
Some tribal interviewees said that program participants have done well taking into account the
different positions of the stakeholdets, noting that it has been a number of yeats since they lnad a
divisive discussion. Some said that others at the table tend to understand the ttibes'positions, even
if they do not 

^glee.

Some tdbal interviev/ees also said that the change towatd a consensus approach helped the tribes
and the program. When all decisions were made by voting, m^îy were frusttated because they did
not feel heard or believe that they had the pov/er to do anything. Also, it seemed there was no need
for discussion because the votes hzd ahezdy been counted before the meeting.

Others said that while they 
^re 

encovra;ged to speak up, suggestions and opinions from the tribes are

ignored at times in ways that other stakeholders âre not ignored. This was in part attributed to the
difficulties of integrating TEK into a process where Western science has such a strong influence.
Interviewees said TEK could offer reasons why something is happening in the ecosystem: why the
humpback chub are here and not there, or why the environment is reacting in a particular way.
However, sometimes it is not comfortable to mention it, and sometimes it is not accepted when it is
mentioned. One interviewee said, "I do not bring up our traditional knowledge in the meetings
because no one wants to hear it. ' Old wives' tales' is how they see it." Another said, "I shared this
kind of thing [TEK] on the river trip. I have always been told, 'Do not tell them cefiain things; they
do not need to know about them.' But I said I would tell them because if they do not heat it, they
will not understand what I have to say at the stakeholder table. Maybe the fìve who were there will
now understand. But what is that compared to the other 20 who were not there?"

These interviewees said that undetstanding culture is impotant in undetstanding people's opinions
and how they interact at the table, and it was important not to assume all stakeholders share the
same wotldview. Fot example, some tribes view even rocks and water as sentienÍ not with the
consciousness of a human, but with self-awareness.

At least some tdbal interviewees said that the concerns of the states were respected, listened to, and
responded to by the Secretary more than the tribes. Interviewees also said that FWS and NPS have
more influence at the table than anyone else, evidenced by two things: the focus on HFEs even
though the only benefit is to river runners (Ì.{PS), and decisions made counter to tdbal values
because of the ES,A, (FSØS).

At least some tribal interviewees suggested thât researchers and the members of AMWG and TSøG
should participate in cultural and historic ttaining rcgatdtng tribes, to increase their sensitjvity to
tribal perspectives about their associations with the Grand Canyon and to better understand the
different points of view among the tribes.

Clear Goals and Obiectives
,\t least some tdbal interviewees said that the AM'ùøG and T\ØG had been involved in development
and approval of a Strategic Plan, DFCs, and strategic science questions, but they were no ionger
being used for guidance. They suggested looking at how relevant these guidance documents are
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today, how things might have changed, and what might be done with these documents. As one
interviewee, said, "If it was a good idea to have goals and objectives then, why not now?"

DOI Responsiveness
At least some tribal interviewees said DOI had been responsive to recommendatjons from the
,A,M$ØG. Some tribal interviewees felt that some DOI empioyees had the tribes' best interests at
heart whìle others did not. Positive comments were offered about the DOI Tribal Liaison, Sarah

Rinkevich, v¡ho was seen as genuinely trylng to assist tribes.

DOI Speaking With One Voice
At least some tribal interviewees said that the decision to have DOI agencies speak with one voice
had an unintended negative impact on tribes. They wondered if the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for
example, was being asked not to speak in behalf of tribes. They suggested that more trânsp^rency
would be a bettet policy.

Some thought it would be informative to understand the policy differences among the bureaus.
Others thought that understanding the differences in technical issues would be even more
impottant, even if they had policy unanimity.

ExÞerience in Gtand Canyon
At least some tribal interviewees said river trips were very important for a deep understanding of the
Grand Canyon and of the tribal positions. They said they wished more AM$ØG members had
participated in the 2075 trbal river trip. Others said DOI should fund a tribal river trip every two
years, so the reptesentatives could see the landscape about which they are making decisions. They
said that the true meaning of the place does not appear by looking at photos or graphs on a screen
in a meeting room. As one interviewee said, "The only way we cân all understand is to be in the
ecosystem and point out the situations."

Facilitation
At least some tribal interviewees said facilitation greatly helps the ptogram. Even when there is no
overt conflict, it can help keep the meeting on ttack and on time. Interviewees said that the use of
colored cards and posting ideas on the wall, as has been done at TSøG, helps organize discussions so
patticipants can be more ptoductive.

GCMRC and Science
Some tribal interviewees said that GCMRC produces high-quality, cutting-edge science, and that the
amount of science that is produced to help make decisions is a true benefit for the program. There
wâs concern exptessed about whether AM!øG gives GCMRC adequate direction, and whether as a

result the scientists study more of what they are interested in rather than what would benefìt the
pfogfam.

Other tribal interviewees said they believed that, instead of science driving decision-making in the
program, political decisions are made and the science community is asked to support them.
Interviewees mentioned, for example, that while trout predâtion on and competition with humpback
chub has not been well tested, anecdotal and inferential evidence has become the basis for trout
management actions that are not supported by adequate science.
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Still other tdbal interviewees were troubled by the focus on HFEs, because their benefìt is only for
beach building and they have a negative impact on other resources. Interviewees also said that there
is still no cultural resources monitoring at the level of compliance with existing Ptogrammatic
Agreement, and they anticipate that the LTEMP process will not meet NHPA guidelines.

Meeting Frequency and Modality
At least some tribal interviewees said there v/as an adequate number of meetings now, and that more
meetìngs might be needed when the budget is being developed. Intewiewees said they prefet face-
to-face meetings to webinars, because on a webinar they do not feel heard and ate not as able to
understand others.

Orientation
At least some tribal interviewees said that an introduction to the program for new AM\X/G and
T'ùøG members and alternates should be developed. It should cover substantive as well as process
issues, the different interests, how AM\X/G and TWG function, and role of the Secretary's Designee
and Secretarf, among other items.

Ovetall Functionality
At least some tribal interviewees said that the collegiality of the GCDAMP was positive, and the
longevity of the people involved was also of benefit to the progrâm. Interviewees said the
administrative history project would be helpful, paticularþ for newer appointees, as it is important
to build on the progtam's history instead of forgetting it and risk repeating it.

Science Advisots
,\t least some tribal interviewees said they supported the Science Advisors and found theit ptoducts
useful, pzrttcularly to TWG members. They pointed out that the tribal representaflves are not expert
in all the resources, so a summary report is useful and helps them bring the tribal perspectìve.

At least some tribal interviewees said they were disappointed with the ineffectiveness of the previous
Science Advisots and xe hoping for more open engâgement and discussion between TSØG and
Science Advisors. Previous reports went through the filter of the Executive Coordinator, which
limited an open and constructive exchange. Ttibal interviewees said that the AMWG should be
better informed about what Science ,\dvisors are supposed to be doing and should have input on
what they do. Tribal interviewees also said that there often has been no Science Advisor in the
cultural area.

Sectetarv's Designee Position
Some tribal interviewees had no opinion regarding whether the Secretary's Designee should remain
ât the Assistant Secretary level, whìle others thought it should remain there. They said that more
involvement from the Secretarial level could help focus the program and keep it running smoothly.
\)üithout that involvement, there is more decision-making based on who can dorninate the meetings
If the Secretary's Designee is in the Secretary's offìce, members can be assured that the information
is getting to the Secretary. Also, at that level, the person is more likely to be neuttal than z
Reclamation appointee could be.

Still others thought the most impotant criterion wâs â Secretary's Designee who cares about the
progrâm and its stakeholders and who would be engaged in the program.
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At least some ffibal interviewees said that if the Assistant Secretary does not address an issue of
importance to the tribes, the Secretary should step in and address that issue.

Stakeholder Mix
At least some tribal interviewees said it was helpful to have diverse interest groups involved. They
also said that this wâs one of the few programs where tribes have been at the table since its
initiation.

At least some tribal interviewees were concerned about the turnover in the AM!øG and T\ØG, and
said that it stymies progress when there are often new stakeholders at the table. Others urged that
the appointees have management of the Grand Canyon in mind before being appointed, since the
point of the AMWG u/as to solve problems.

At least some tribal interviewees were concerned that some stakeholders might care only about one
resource and do not have the health of the tesources of the Grand Canyon at the top of their
priorities. Instead, they sa:d, all resources should be consideted equally important.

Stakeholders Getting \Øhat They Need
\Mhen asked if they were getting what they needed ftom the progrâm, some tribal interviewees said
they believed they had made an impact through the program and had mostly met their goals. Others
said that they were not getting what they needed because tribes ate not as valued as other
stakeholders are.

Ät least some intewiewees pointed out that Western science and tribal philosophy come from
completely different woddviews in many cases. They said that tribal representatives want to see

ttibal opinions and positions valued and used in the decision-making process. However, as one
interviewee said, "If it just becomes another check-the-box, 'we talked to a tribe and we cân move
on,' that would not achieve what the tribes are interested in."

At least some tribal interviewees said that there was zlack of attention to tribal resources, and when
experiments have negative impacts on tribal resources, mitigation is promised but not delivered.

Tribal Relationships and Participation
,\t least some ttibal interviewees said that, whle Native Amedcan paticipation in the program is still
lacking, there have been improvements through encoutaging more tribal presentations, mostly at
T\üøG.

At least some tribal interviewees explained how difficult it was to explain TEI( and relate it to
rùØestern science. They said that their way of knowing is often viewed as "old wives' tales" and not
taken seriously. For this teason, interviewees said, they do not speak up in the conference tooms. To
counteract this, they suggested that tdbes should be able to talk about it at the beginning of each
meeting. They said the Stakeholdet's Perspective agenda item should also come eady in the meeting.

At least some tribal interviewees said that those things of interest to the tribes (e.g., compliance with
NHPA) are not integrated in the program in the same wây as 

^rq 
for example, ESA issues. As one

interviewee said, "If it is cultural ot tribal, people's eyes glaze over and it is dealt with somewhere
else." Tribal intewiewees said ESA compliance is coordinated through the GCDAMP, with research
and monitoring perfotmed by the GCMRC and outcomes fully integrated in the program. By
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contrast, compliance with NHPA is unilaterally completed by Reclamation, and whjle it is repoted
to the GCDAMP to some extent, it does not seem to have the same level of discussion within
GCD,\MP. \X4rile the history is complìcated, and there may have been good reasons years ago to
keep the programs sepârate, they said the science and monitoring of cultural issues should be better
integrated into GCMRC and the program.

At least some tribal interviewees also said that the development of a tribal consultation plan (ICP) is

not going well. After the tTibes recommended a very detailed TCP 15 ye rs 
^go, 

DOI's current
proposal is very short and commits federal agencies to nothing. These interviewçes saw this as

symptomatic of the GCDAMP, where ffibes are treated as second-class citizens.

At least some tribal interviewees said that funding for tribal participation was established at $95,000
per tribe in 1.997. \Mhjle costs have increased eveÍy ye r, the amount has never changed. Also, some
ttibes participate mote than others. They suggested that tribes should propose an annual scope of
work and budget for a scope of work that is not limited to $95,000, and if they do what they said
they would do, they should be compensated.

Stltns' Ppnspnctrves

Concems and Interests
State interviewees noted that water supply and deJivery wâs â púmzry interest. Interviewees also said
it was important for them to be able to fully develop their allocation of Colotado River water, in
ordet to meet futute water needs and obligations such as Native American water rights settlements.
While many laws, regulations, cor.lrt rulings, settlements, and interstate compacts (often collectively
called "The Law of the River') govetn allocation and delìvery, state interviewees noted that AMTØG
recommendations to the Secretary could affect water delivery.

With regard to water delivery, state interviewees noted the issue of equaltzatton flows, which some
GCDAMP stakeholders have advocated spreading over multiple years (when the flows arelzrge) to
minimize negative impact on sediment or to maximize pov/er generation. However, interviewees felt
strongly that those flows need to be completed in a single yea:- in ordet to comply with the law and
to ensure the right amount is delivered to the Lowet Basin states (Arizona, CaLfornia, Nevada). In
addition, there is concern about the level of Lzke Mead, which interviewees said is in constant defìcit
because 1.2 milüon acre-feet more is taken out each (normal) year than is delivered through "The
Law of the River." As one interviewee said, "The Interim Shottage Guidelines were not set up fot
multip le-ye ar equallzztion."

State interviewees also mentioned the importance of ensuring power generation and revenues âre

not diminished; for some this included both Glen Canyon and Hoover dams. They said that many in
their states depend on hydropower for electricity. They also said that programs impotant to the
states, such as the Uppet Basin (Colotado, New Mexico, \ùØyoming, Utah) recovery programs, and
the GCDAMP (as well as salinity control and repayment of projects) all, arc paid for by hydropowet
revenues. For that feason, interviewees said, it is critical that the activities in these programs are

efficient and pdoritized.

State interviewees also said that the health and well being of the dver and its stakeholders is an
important interest. They said thzt, for example, ESA compliance must be maintained in order for
water delivery to continue. They prefer to address it through the GCDAMP rather than through

Thc 
'\1 

ary Ortr¡n CorÌìpunv, I-l.C 31 l Pagc:



litigation or other methods that would be less effective and could dramatically upset the
mânagement of the Colorado Rivet and the balance of interests. As one interviewee said, "I want to
m¿ke sure that nothing the Secretary does jeopardizes the existence of humpback chub
populations." State interviewees also mentioned protecting the health of the Grand Canyon for
touflsm.

In addition to these issues, state interviewees noted that they need to pay attention to âny venue in
which the Colorado Rivet is discussed and decisions could be made, because of the importance of
the dvet to their stâtes. They said their goal is to see that GCD is operated according to the Law of
the River and all that entails. While there are other venues where they have direct input (such as

Annual Operating Plan meetings), the GCDAMP is a major venue for oversight of dam operations.

State interviewees also said that the GCDAMP is a valuable setting for getting to know other
stakeholders interested in the Colorado River and its dams. Hete, they can ensure others understand
theit positions and their interests, and they can understand the positions and interests of others.
They said they want to collabotzte and be partnets with the other stakeholders. GCDAMP gives
them a venue to assure they know what is happening, they undetstand the science, their interests are
consideted, and they can offer options for action. Interviewees specifìcally mentioned getting to
know tribal representatives as one of the benefits of the program.

Assessment of What is Going Vell and What Needs Improvernent

Adaptive Management Approach
At least some stâte interviewees said that they could live with some actions as experiments rather
than management actions, even though they know this is frustrating for other stakeholders. This is
because of serious undedying legal positìons between the states and the federal government and
between the Upper Basin and Lower Basin states .If management actions are adopted, states will
need to evaluate whethet they have to challenge them to protect their legal positions.

All Interests Are Heard
At least some state interviewees said that the interests of all members are taken into account, and
they believed people feel they archeard.

Clear Goals and Objectives
Some state interviewees said that the program is operating under goals and objectives that
participants largely âccept. Others said it could be helpful to quantify the goals as presently
aticulated in the DFCs.

DOI Non-Votins Status
Some state interviewees said that the non-voting status of DOI agencies has worked out well the
AMSøG and T\X/G have access to their expertise and involvement, and DOI tepresentatives do not
as strongly influence AMWG recommendations as they used to. As one interviewee said, "They still
have the opportunity to influence the Secretary directly through their chain of command."

Others said they were not sure they were hearing all the DOI agencies' perspectives. They believed
the bureaus had become quieter and offered less feedback since becoming non-voting. They
wondered if the stakeholders were missing important information as a result.
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DOI Responsiveness
At least some state interviewees said, in their opinion, "responsiveness" does not mean that DOI
always does what is asked, but tather that they acknowledge and consider the recommendation.

State intewiewees were mixed in their assessment of whether the Department of the Interior was
tesponsive to recommendations from the AM$øG. Some said DOI was very responsive, othets said
their responsiveness was adequate, and still othets said the recotd was mixed. An example of non-
responsiveness was when some objected to the Structured Decision-Making exercise in the context
of the LTEMP EIS ptocess, but it went forwatd 

^nry^y. 
Examples of tesponsiveness included

accepting suggested changes to the charter, and revising an HFE plan due to concerns about the
cost to hydropower.

DOI Speaking \X/ith One Voice
Some state interviewees said that the collegiality of the AMSØG was enhanced when the Secretary's
Designee began to align the DOI bureaus on policy befote AMïøG meetings. Other interviewees
said that when the DOI agencies spoke with one voice, it gave the stakeholders in the GCDAMP
less of a role in the recommendation-making process.

Facilitation
At least some state interviewees said that having facilitation was helpful, and having a faciltator with
extensive knowledge of the progr^mwas even more helpful.

GCMRC and Science
At least some state interviewees said they were pleased that the program is driven by science instead
of policy agendas. They said the annual reporting meetings wete useful and valuable.

At least some intervieu/ees said that while research is important, there will never be perfect
knowledge of any n^tùra,l system, and thus there will never be perfect manâgement.

At least some stâte interviewees also would prefet faster turnatound on the results of monitoring
and experimentation. As one interviewee said, "If we are going to continue to implement an HFE
protocol, we need mote timely feedback on the tesults of previous HFEs so they can inform us as

we plan for future HFEs."

Meeting Frequency and Modality
Some state interviewees thought the current AMVøG meeting schedule worked well; others said
there wete too many meetings. Sevetal suggestions were made:

r Make sure two fzce-to-face meetings pet yer are needed before scheduling them.
. Do not schedule too m^îy webinars. As one interviewee said, "Too many webinats, and we

will never get to know each other."
r Have mote webinats and conference calls as appropriate (they are getting better) in addition

to one or two face-to-face AMWG meetings. Be mindful of budgets.

' Mote TWG meetings could be done via webinar.

' Maybe alternate webinars znd fzce-to-face meetings, presenting information during the
webinar and having the policy discussion and decision during a face-to-face meeting.
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Meeting Management and Location
At least some state interviewees praised and appreciated certain âspects of ongoing meeting
management:

' Opportunities for stakeholder groups to make presentations so others can understand their
points of view.

' Keeping the AM\X/G and TìøG on schedule while giving eve4/one the opportunity to have their
say, making sure different points of view are exptessed.

' The development and distribution of agendas and documents.
I Putting motions on screen for editing in real time.

State interviewees also offered suggestions for improvement:

' Keep to the agenda; it is important to have materials in advance to allow everyone to prepare.
Uncxpcctcd agcnda itcms may disadvantagc thosc stakcholdets most who are not focused on the
Colorado River all the time.

' Avoid last-minute motions that come up ât the meeting; participants need time to review those
ideas in advance.

' Clearþ mark on the agenda when decisions are to be made.

' Separate the functions of reporting and policy-making at AMWG meetings, and make sure the
infotmation they need to act on policy tecommendations comes to them before they act on it.
Give them time to reflect on the information before they have to make a decision.

\ùíith regatd to the location of meetings, some state interviewees said they would prefer to never
meet in Phoenix in August, while othets said that they prefer Phoenix, even in the summer. They
also said, if the meeting is held in Salt Lake City, make sure it is not at the federal building because
of the distractions for those who work there.

OÞen Discussion and Making Recommendations
At least some state interviewees said that they had not been able to speak freely in prior years
because of lawsuits. \X/hile pleased that there was no more open conflict, interviewees said that they
saw some tendency to avoid a ftrll discussion for the sake of hatmony, and warrìed that this would
be detrimental to the process.

At least some state interviewees also exptessed concern that AMWG had no real input into
important recommendations and no real debate about issues, and that when recommendations were
made, it seemed to be a "rubber-stamp formality" with major decisions made in advance or
elsewhere.

Overall Functionality
At least some stâte interviewees said that the open conflict and dysfunctionality of prior years had
latgely dissipated, and differences are now worked through collaboratively. As one intewiewee said,
"The disagreements are stìll there but we have learned to accept each other and understand each
other's positions. We should cultivate that cultute of tespect, understanding, and working together
since we [as individuals] will not be here forever."

At least some state interviewees said that the move from voting to consensus was a benefit for the
program, and that the AM$ØG and TWG have improved in their consensus-building skills.
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At least some state interviewees ¿lso said that the budget development process had greatly
improved, with a thtee-yeat budget cycle and less attention paid to small budget items. They also
indicated there was some uncertùnty about how the program would operate after implementation of
the LTEMP.

Relationship Building
Some state interviewees said that the GCDAMP stakeholders have a better understanding of
stakeholder interests and concerns due to opportunities given to stakeholders to present their goals
in the "Stakeholder's Perspective" agenda item. They said this understanding is important in a

collaborative process.

Others noted that some stakeholders were cooperating agencies for the LTEMP EIS while others
were not, and the formet had much more information about the LTEMP than the lattet They were
concerned that non-cooperating agencies might feel left out, and suggested that attention be paid to
bringing everryone together aftet the ROD is sþed.

Science Advisors
ì7.hile some state interviewees said they u/ere not cleat about the role of the Science Advisors, others
said the role of independent science review gives good value and has been helpful to the program.
Still others said they would reserve judgment on the Science Advisors until they could assess the
new Executive Coordin tot.

Secretary's Designee Position
Some state intewiewees said that the Secretary's Designee should remain at the Assistant Secretary
level, fot sevetal reasons:

. The need to have someone close to the Secretarf, as the ÄMWG is making
recommendations to the Secretary.

' Authority, connection to the Secretary, and influence over all the DOI agencies.
r Engagement at the Secretarial level grezúy changed the program for the bettet.
. The program is more influential and effective.
. The diversity of the stakeholdets.

' Stakeholders take the ptogram more seriously.

Others suggested that future Assistant Secretaries might not have a high level of knowledge,
engagement, and skill. In those cases, a high-level Secretary's Desþee with the knowledge and time,
even if at alower level than ,\ssistant Secretarf, would be preferable.

Stakeholder Mix
At least some state interviewees said that the right stakeholdets were at the table, and if more were
added, they could lose effectiveness and productivity.

Stakeholders Getting !Øhat They Need
At least some state interviewees said they were getting what they needed from the progrâm, even if,
âs one interviewee said, "Sometimes it seems painful; dealing with the Colorado River is an exetcise
in patience."

'Ihc tr4ary ()rtc¡n Conìpanv, [,LC 35 lPagc:



tfuctufe
At least some state interviewees said changing AHGs to smaller standing committees should be
consideted. For example, the Budget AHG is an ongoing committee, so it should not be called an ad
hoc gtoup. Âs works well in other progrâms, these standing committees could do a lot of the work
on issues before btinging them to TWG and AM\üíG. Interviewees also recommended assigning
members to committees instead of inviting everyone to be members. Another suggestion was to
considet how GCMRC is organized and have technical subcommittees that mirror that: sediment,
biology, etc.

Orsnns' PpRspBctrvss

Concerns and Intetests
Given the disparate roles of the people in this category, it is not surptising that their interests are
disparate, as well. Interviewees in the "other" c tegory were interested in:

¡ Opportunities fot stakeholders to give input on dam operations and other management
actions.

' Ensuring stakeholders understand opetational consttaints and logistics as well as flexibility

' Understandingstakeholders' concems.

' Good relationships among stakeholders as well as between stakeholders and those staffing
the program.

. Unified vision and goals, and agteed-upon priorities for spencling furrds.

. Clairty about the important decisions to be made by stakeholders.

' Good processes for discussion and making recommendations, including open and
transparerit decision-making.

' Good science to support recommendations fot management of Grand Canyon resources.

' Ensuring science and other information is shared, clear, and understandable.

' Good review of science and planning documents.
r Compliance with GCPA and other laws and regulations.

Assessment of tWhat is Going Well and What Needs Improvement

Adaptive Management Approach
Some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said that the GCDAMP may satisfy legal requirements,
but it is not truly adaptive management that would improve downsüeam resources as described in
the GCPÄ. Others said the most import^nt p^tt of adaptive management is having good stakeholder
involvement, input, and communication, and the GCDAMP had succeeded at that.

All Interests Are Heard
At least some intewiewees in the "other" c tegory said they felt heard. They also noted that others
feel under-tepresented, and that it was important to üsten to those stakeholders and their ideas of
how to make theit voice heard. They speculated that ftibes and the recreational community might
not feel they have strong voices at the table.

At least some interviewees said that how members approach the collabotative process would have
an impact on how satisfìed they are. One interviewee said, "Membets who are driven toward only
one outcome m^y not feel they are heatd. People who seem to make the most progress for their
interests are those who ate the most willing to Listen and compromise. If they compromise, they feel
more vested. So all intetests are taken into account, but compromise has to happen."
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Cleat Goals and Obiectives
At least some intervie'wees in the "other" c^tegory said the program has no agteed-upon commorr
direction. They said thzt zftet spending much time developing DFCs, they have not been brought
up since, and were rìot even patt of the LTEMP EIS. ,\s one stakeholder said, "Thzt is shameful. It
is sad to see the DFCs go tway after all that effort." They said that there are m ny oldet planning
documents thât need to be consolidated or replaced, based on what is known today. They said there
needs to be a guiding document that will help define where the progtam is going, including a long-
term science guiding document.

At least some interviewees said that AM$ØG needs to complete Phase 2 of the DFCs effot, and
establish consensus quantifiable DFCs. \X/hile that will be difficult, it is necessary in order to have a

credible adaptive management program. Others said the product of Phase 1 of the DFCs was not
very useful because it provided no sense of trade-offs. As one interviewee said, "The DFCs say,

'Restore populations of extìrpated fish,' and 'Produce as much hydropower as you can.' You just
cânnot have it all."

DOI Responsiveness
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said that DOI has been involved, engaged, and
tesponsive to the GCDAMP stakeholders, and that it has provided outstanding ieadership for the
program in recent ye rs. !Øhile some said that sometimes they wished DOI were not so involved,
they added that it was better than no involvement because more can be accomplished. Interviewees
said that even when DOI disagrees with stakeholders, they ate respectful and offer explanations.
Othet interviewees said that an example of non-tesponsiveness was the factthzt the AMWG-
apptoved DFCs were not included in the LTEMP EIS.

Facilitation
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said that facilitation improved the productivity of
both AMSØG and TìøG. They mentioned the importance of the skill level and the knowledge of the
program of the cuffent faclhtator. They also said the Chair needs the support of a facllstator, and
that both TWG and ÂM\X/G should be fzcihtzted by the sâme person.

GCMRC and Science
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegoty said GCMRC produces good science by highly
skilled personnel. They called it one of the best science orgarizatsons in the country. They said that a

well-funded, dedicated science center is the key to success of the GCDAMP.

The cutrent and former Chiefs of the GCMRC (Scott Vanderl(ooi andJack Schmidt) were praised
for being tesponsive to stakeholders, atile to help stakeholders of varying scientific backgrounds
understand the science, and good with science provision.

At least some interviewees said it is important to make the science simple enough for the
stakeholders to understand and not be overwhelmed. They also said that it would be impotant to
keep looking at the biological side of questions and do abetterjob of explaining cause and effect
(not just correlations). A good monitoring program and assessment of monitoring information is

important, in addition to good hypotheses and experiments.

At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory also said that GCMRC needs to help the AMSØG
and T\üØG understand which science questions zre impofiant for the program and which are not.
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SØhile the stakeholders make the recommendations to the Secretary, GCMRC can help them
distinguish between trivial questions and vital ones. GCMRC should also make sure the stakeholders
address questions of values and public policy, while the scientists address questions of natural and
social science.

At least some interviewees said that stakeholders understood the fundamental manzgement dilemma
was how to address issues of tehabilitation of the sand tesource in managing the fìsh tesources.
Others said it is known what is happening with sediment and what would happen under different
regimes; they have good predictive models in this area. Still others said that AM'ùøG should not have
detached Lake Powell from the program because the way that resewoir moves and changes is critical
to wâter qualìty downstream, and it is the connecting link between Upper Basin and Lower Basin
systems.

At least some interviewees also said that communication during GCD,\MP meetings should be
conducted 

^t ^ 
more rigorous level of scientific and technical understanding, so that innovative

solutions could be developed. Stakeholders need to understand the science because if they arc
overwhelmed by it, they will have a tendency to revert to their traditional points of view.

Meeting Frequency and Modality
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said that the number of meetings, and the
numl¡er of face-to-face rneetings vs. webinars, was aboul dght fot T\øG, AMSøG, ¿nd the AHGs.
They said that face-to-face meetings are important because they foster collaboration.

They mentioned that the T\JØG meetings via webinar during the sequester were not satis$ring for
most stakeholders. However, one webinar per yeffi fot AMIíG was seen as positive in reducing
travel. Interviewees also said that webinars were getting more effective.

,\t least some interviewees said that TSØG might meet more often than it needs to. They also
exptessed con.cern that the more access stakeholders are given, the more they seem to warlt'

Open Discussion and Making Recommendations
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said that the tecommendations the AM\X/G sends

to the Secretary are not addressing the impottant issues facing the Colotado River or the Grand
Canyon. They said there does not seem to be a lot of real negotiation at the GCDAMP table, and
that most decisions were already made before the AMWG makes a recommendation.

At least some interviewees also said that the impotant decisions are made outside the GCDAMP,
such as the interim shortage criteria, administrative decisions on equalization, the Basin Study, and
the LTEMP EIS. They chzractetized these issues as a struggle between the states and the federal
government over who controls the dver, and were concerned that environmental concerns were not
stongly consideted in that struggle. They were worried that the abiJity to make tecommendations
afforded the AMWG would be even more restricted zfter the LTEMP ROD is signed. Interviewees
also said the equalization flows mandated by the interim shoftage criteria could reverse all the
sandbars built by HFEs.

\X4rile some interviewees said there u/as operì and good communication among all the parties, others
said there was little candid exchange of citical infármation. They said the formality ofìhe meetings,
and the pre-meetings held by various stakeholder groups, preclude open creatile communication
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dudng meetings. As one interviewee said, "!Øhen stakeholders say something openly, it is because
they want to go on record. It is difficult then to reverse or change that position." However, they
said, brainstorming often happens on the breaks.

At least some interviewees in the "othef' c tegory said that a challenge to multi-stakeholder
piograms is that people can begin to belìeve it is more important for everyone to get along than to
make tough courageous decisions, and this can have animpzct on honest discussion.

Orientation
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegony said the program needs an otientation for new
members.

Overall Functionality
At least some interviewees in the "other" category said the GCDAMP participants were engaged
and involved and were willing to do the hard work of coilaboration. They said there was good
communication in the program and people meet frequendy to discuss impottant issues, noting that
there are other basins in which even those small things never happen. They also noted that there is
much trust and stakeholders are respectful of each other.

Public Outreach
At least some interviewees in the "other" category said that m^ny people who could benefìt from
the program know nothing about it. They suggested that someone outside the Secretary's offìce
publish a policy p^per about the importance of the program.

Relationship Buildins
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegory said it is important to give stakeholders
oppotunities for building relationships, such as social activities during their meetings, and they
suggested the program offet mote such oppottunities. When you can talk to others in social settings,
as one interviewee said, 'You can realize the other person as a human being, not just see them as a

position they hold."

They also noted that some stakeholders know fat mote about what is going on than others, and
were concetned about the possible negative impact on cohesiveness and effectiveness.

Science Advisors
Some interviewees in the "other" category did not know what Science -,\dvisors do. Others said the
past Science Advisots seemed not to be very involved. Still others saw significant successes with the
ptevious program.

At least some interviewees said the role of the Science Advisors as originally envisioned wâs ân
important one and attention should be paid to it. There was interest and uncertuntt¡ about how the
new contrâctor would fill the tole. Interviewees expressed hope that Science Advisors would be
useful and that there would be more structure to the program. Interviewees said that the scientists
could benefit from interaction with the reviewers. They also said that review of a plan every three
years is not sufficient.
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Secretarv's Desisnee Position
Some interviewees in the "other" category had no opinion on the issue of the position of the
Secretary's Designee. Others thought it was impottant for the Secretary's Designee to remain at the
Assistant Secretary level, for these reasons:

. The impottance of the Colorado River and dam operations u/ârrants it.

. 'ùíith a Secretary's Designee at that level, the program will have the attention of the
Secretary.

r The key to good adaptive mânagement is good, clear leadership and understanding who the
decision-makers are.

' DOI agencies do not always 
^gree, 

and a DOI agency Secretary's Designee could be seen as

biased.

Still others said the Secretary's Designee does not need to be at the Assistant Secretary level, and
that Reclamation and othets c n mana;ge the various elements of the progrâm. However, someone
from the Assistant Secretary's office should oversee its direction. Another point of view wâs that it
should be up to the,\ssistant Secretary to decide.

Others said that if the Secretary's Designee were disengaged, certain stakeholders would be likely to
control the progtam. For that reason, whether it is the Assistant Secretary or not, the Secretary's
Designee should be a fully-engaged representative of the Secretary who has the full support of the
,\ssistant Sectetary.

Stakeholder Mix
At least some interviewees in the "other" c tegoty said the mix of stakeholders atound the table was
appropriate. One possible missing interest was recreation enteqprises in Lake Powell. They
supported the idea of having speakers at AMWG meetings representing differing points of view.

At least some interviewees also mentioned that, given the importance of the work and the Grand
Canyon, the environmental community might be better served with nvo national orgatizattons at the
table, instead of one national and one local entity.

Some interviewees in the "other" categoty said they were achieving their goals within the program,
and others said they were not.

Substantive Accomplishmen ts
At least some intewiewees in the "other" category said the program is not making much of a
difference, and it might be time to assess the assumptions under which the program was initiated.

Tribal Relationships and Participation
At least some intewie'wees in the "othet" c tegory said that they wete concetned that the ttibes wete
not engaged in the process, resulting in less understanding of their points of view around the table.

At least some interviewees also expressed concern that the points of view shared ât the table by
tribal representatives did not fully represent the points of view of the tribes as a whole.
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Exp¡No Scope
Thete was a diversity of opinion among interviewees, and within every stakeholder group, about
whether GCMRC should expand its scope to cover the rest of the Colotado River basin.

The pdmary reasons for opposing the idea are:
. Insufficient funding. (Some saíd that with additional funding, they might support expansion

if the GCDAMP were not negatively impacted.)
. Funding is dedicated to the GCDAMP and cannot and should not be spent elsewhere; other

programs 
^re 

not a function of GCD.

' It would exceed the statutory mandate of the program.

' GCDAMP is already a cumbersome program and would become more complex if it wete
expanded.

. Nothing in the GCDAMP stops GCMRC ftom doing work elsewhere or from collaborating
with other programs.

r The program needs to focus on its current scope, goals, and cÅttcal science needs.
. The scientists from the diffetent programs zhezdy coordinate and collaborate suffìciently, or

could increase dieir coordination and collaboration to be sufficient.

The primary reâsons fot supporting the idez arc:
r Thete are maîry connections between the different sffetches of the river; what happens in

the Upper Basin affects the Lowet Basin and vice versa; it is all one basin and the science
needs to address the basin holistically.

¡ Issues are similar throughout the basin, especially with listed populations. A true recovery
ptogram has to include both Uppet Basin and Lower Basin.

' The science being done in the Uppet Basin and below Hoover Dam could enhance the
science provided by GCMRC, and vice versa.

I It is diffìcult to justify spending $10 million per yeú on a small sttetch of river covered by
the GCDAMP.

. Thete is a bettet return for the investment elsewhere, and it is in the national interest to do
so.

' Sometimes the scientists need to wotk outside Grand Canyon to fìgute out what was going
on inside Grand Canyon.

. Other parts of the basin would benefìt from the GCMRC's expertise if they became z
potable shop.

' GCMRC is already doing wotk outside the Grand Canyon reach.
I Because of the LTEMP evaluation of what has happened and where the problems are, it

would make sense for decisions to be made in context of the entire basin.
. GCMRC could add value to the overall basin effott, and it is not duplicated elsewhere.

Some interviewees noted that new legal authodty and/ot new funding would be needed to make
such a change. Some also said the stakeholder groups that oversee the various programs are not
intetchangeable and thought would need to be given to whether they should be combined or remain
sePâfate.

Some of those opposed said that wotk outside the Grand Canyon would be acceptable if it would
directly help undetstand the Colotado Rivet ecosystem in Grand Canyon, such as using other areas

as conttols.
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There were interviewees on both sides of this question who said that enough communication already
occurs among the programs, and who said that more needed to occur. At least some intewiewees
also suggested that the goals of the vadous programs should be more consistent, if possible.

RntnBnr
\üIhen interviewees were asked whether AMWG andf or T'ùøG should meet periodically in retre t,
responses ranged from yes, to qualifìed yes, to only if necessary (and it is not clex it is necessary), to
no opinion.

Suggested pu{poses and outcomes included:
r Figure out what LTEMP means for the GCDAMP, whete the progtam is going, what is the

role of the ÂMWG and TWG.
r Improve relationships and mutual understanding.
. Stakeholder presentations from each stakeholder orgarizanon.
. Clatify goals and objectives; teview all guidance documents, put some to rest, update others;

teview the vision and mission statement.

' Before working on goals, clarify DOI's intention to implement them. \Øill goals set by
AMWG change the program? Or will the ptogram change only based on changes to the
Secretary or the Secretary's goals?

I I{ick off DFCs phase 2 (quantifìcation).

' Update the Strategic Plan.
r Agree on what patticipants want the orgarizaaon to look like in five years and develop a

map to get thefe.

' Big-picture creative thinking.

' Take off our stakeholder hats and reflect on what to do for the river and how this program
can help get true science and implement true things.

' Discuss cote issues and cote challenges; have an honest discussion about the challenges and
possible solutions. Make it discussion-based and challenge-based, not information-based.

I Evaluate progress.
. Orly for a realTy specifìc pulpose, e.g., to fìx some problem with the program.

' lf conflict arises.

' Look at puÍpose and need of the T\ùøG and the time it invests in reviewing the GCMRC
wotkplan and budget.

Timing suggested included:
. After the LTEMP ROD is signed.
¡ Every once in a while, and probably soon because of all the new people.
. Every few yeats ât the most, and needed soon, after LTEMP is finished.

' Every 7,2,or 3 yeats.

' Every 3-5 years.
I Every 5-10 years.

' Not tegulatþ scheduled and no need today.

Other comments made included:
. Do not do it just to do it; have very specifìc goals and outcomes.
. It should be in a place othet than a conference room.
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. It should be on the river; maybe on a short tdp such as Diamond down.
r It should be informal. River trips are grcúfcir relationship building.
. Having AM'$øG and T\ü7G together would be the most effective tetreat¿

' Include T!øG members if implementation is discussed.
. TWG should have a separate retïe t because they ate focused on science.
. Only T'SØG should meet in retre t.
. The process is wotking well; no need to discuss process. Howevet, this could change rapidly

under new leadership.
r A third p^rty, not AMWG, should evaluate the goals and accomplishments of the AM'üøG.
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Conclusion

This report contains detailed results from interviews of 33 current and former participants in the
GCDAMP. The majority of the interviewees'comments relate to questions about what the
interviewees think is going well in the program and what they think mlght be improved.

Without being ptompted, many interviewees noted that the program is going much better than
befote, in terms of imptoved collegialìty, bettet communication among stakeholders, more
understanding âmong stakeholders of each other's views and interests, and an improved process of
making recommendations to the Secretary.

In the "Recommendations andParttal Synthesis" section, the author recommends that GCDAMP
paticipants discuss a numbet of issues because of their impottance to the process and the level of
disagreement and dissatisfaction among participants. She believes thât discussion can enable mutual
understanding, eâse frustration, and pethaps point the way to resolving disagreements.

In addition, a number of other actions are recommended to enable the GCDAMP and its
participants to be more productive and satisfied with the program: some clarifications from the
Sectetary's Designee about the role of the FACA committee and expectations for DOI
representatives, a determination after the LTEMP EIS ROD is sþed about the future of the
program and the tole of the AM\X/G and T\ØG, and how to handle other ideas that were suggested
by intewiewees.

TMOC is hopeful that this report is helpful and infotmative, and that it ptovides a. w^y forward for
those who want to address these issues.
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Attachment A: fnterview Questions

Please see below for the interview protocol that was sent to all interviewees in advance, and then
used to conduct the interviews.

You will see that the questions asking about what was going well and what needed improvement-
answers to which form the bulk of this report-were preceded by a list of optional prompts that
some lnterúewees used to form their answers. In addition, three follow-up questions wete asked of
eveq/one who had not already addressed them:

1,. Do you think DOI has been tesponsive to recom endations from the AM!øG?
2. Do you think the Secretary's Designee should continue to be the person in the Assistant

Secretary position?
j. Considering the reasons you are at the AMWG table, are you getting what you need ftom

the program?

Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
2015 Situation Assessment-Interview Protocol

Tbeþllowing questions wi// be used as a guide; additional questions ma1 be asked daring the interview deþending on

tbe conaersaÍion. paestions wi/l be sent to inteniewees in adaance.

1. Overview of the Situation z\ssessment
. Purpose and desired outcomes

o Allows all interviewees to undetstand others' concerns and intetests, which can
help the gtoup collaborate on substantive issues.

o Invites concerns about structure and process to be exptessed so they can be

addressed.
. An assessment report will be shared with all intewiewees and the public.

o The report will not quote any interviewees by n^me.
o To be more manageable and useful, tþe report will group comments by

stakeholderå"r;:, 

"-,Area 
power Administtarion, cororado River Energy

Distributors Association, and Utah Associated Municipal Powet Systems
. Environmental groups, recreatjonal groups, and AGFD
. Tribes

I IntervieweJ ."3L1rä"^T:î y p^rtof their interview confidential, in which case it will
neither be shared with anyone outside the interviewers nor included in the report.

Mary will share het background, role, and any potential conflicts of intetest.
The interviewee will be invited to introduce him/herself, including how long they have

participated in the GCDAMP.
What are your agency/organtzaaon's interests and goals in participating in the GCDAMP?

ÀTIOTE: IYben answering tltefollowing lwo questions, 5 and 6,10u ma1 want to consider tbeþllowing areas:
. Clear goals and objectiues for the program
. Tlte "rigbt" srakeholders inuited to particþate

2.

3.

4.
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' Adeqaate leuel of engagement and responsiueness fu DOI
. (FYI: An Assistønt Secretarl of the Interior chairs tlte AMIYG, and DOI agencies are non-uoting

members of theAMIYC.)

' The interests of all members are takerc into accoant wlten reaching cznsensu!

' How often AMIYG, T'lfG, and the Ad Hoc Groaps meet

' The norynal mix of naoþce-to-face meetings and one aebinar eachlearþTAMIVG

' lYhether the ase of a professionalfacilitator inreases AMIYG þroductiuQt

' Science Aduisors' contribaîions to the program

' GCMRC'r contribøtions as science proaider

5. \X/hat do you think is going well in the program?
6. nØhat can be improved? How should it be improved?
7. Do you think the Program should expand its geographic scope to assist other programs in the

basin, such as the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Progtam and the MSCP?
8. Should AM!(/G andf or TSTG members pedodically assemble to discuss the goals of the

program through an invitation-only retreat?
9. Should we interview anyone else besides AMWG members, the curent and fotmer GCMRC

Chief, the current and former Secretary's Designee, the TrWG chair, and Glen Knowles
(Leclamation staff)?

10. Is thete anything else you would like to say?
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Attachment B: Interviewees

The interviewees, organizedin their groups, are listed below. Note that the New Mexico AMWG
seat was vacant; however, the New Mexico altetnate (Don Osder) was interviewed. The Navajo
Nation r\MSøG and T\X/G seats and their alternates were vacant.

DnpenrvrnNT oF trrB lxlrRron
r Bureau of Indian Affairs: Chip Lewis (AM'$øG membet)
r Bureau of Reclamation: Daniel Picard (AMSøG member) and Bevedey Heffernan (AMWG

zlternate)

' National Park Service: Dave Uberuaga (AMWG member)
. U.S. Fish and ìØildlife Service: Steve Spangle (AMSØG member),Jess Newton (involved in

LTEMP), I(irk Young (I"t)ØG member and AMIWG Altetnate) Lesley l(rkpatrick CI"WG
alternate)

. Jennifer Gimbel, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Water and Science and Secretary's
Designee

' Anne Castle, immediate past Secretary's Designee

' Lori Canmarizn, immediate past Deputy Assistant Secretary, Water and Science
. 

Jane Lydet, National Patk Service coritrâctor and former Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Interior fot Fish and ìØildlife and Parks

Er.¡vrRouuENTAr, AND RECREATIoNAL
. Arizona Game and Fish Department: Jim deVos (AMSØG member)
. Grand Canyon Rivet Guides: SamJansen (AMWG membet and TWG altetnate)

' Grand Canyon Wildlands Council: Larry Stevens (AMWG and TWG member)
¡ International Association of Flyfishers/Trout Unlimited: John Jordan (AMWG member)
. National Parks Conservation Association: David Nimkin (AMWG member and T\X/G

alternate) and I(evin Dahl (fWG member and AMSüG alternate)

HvoRopowBn
. Colorado River Energy Distributots Association: LeslieJames (AM\X/G member and T\ØG

alternate)
. Utah Associated Municipal Powet Systems: Ted Rampton (AMSØG member)
r !(/estern Area Power Administration, Department of Energy: Lynn Jeka (,{MWG member)

N¡trveAvpnrceN Tnrnes
I Hopi Tribe: Mike Yeatts (AM$ØG zlternate and T\WG member)
. Hualapai Tribe: I(erry Christensen (AMWG zlternate and T$ØG member)
. Pueblo of Zant: Kurt Dongoske (fSØG membet)

' Southetn Paiute Consortium: Chadey Bulletts (AMWG membet)

Sr¡.rns
t Arizona: Tom Buschatzke (AMSøG member)
. California:"lanya Trujillo (AMSøG member), Chris Harris (AMWG alternate and T!íG

member), Jessica Neuwerth CIWG alternate)
. Colorado: John McClow (AMWG member) and Ted Kowalski (AMSøG alternate and T$ØG

member)

'I'he i\,lzrr:1 ()rt()n Conìpânv, LLC 47 | Pagc



Nevada: Jayne Harkins (AMIü(/G membet)
New Mexico: Don Osder (AM'ùøG zlternate and TWG zlternzte,interviewed with Steve
Wolff¡
Utah: Edc Millis (AMWG member) and Robert King (AMïIG alternate and TIüØG member)
Wyoming: Steve Wolff (AMSøG member) and Don Ostler (ÄM'ùøG alternate)

Ot¡rens
r Roger Clark, Grand Canyon Program Director, Grand Canyon Trust
¡ Dave Gatett,immediate past Executive Coordinator of the Science ,\dvisors

' Katrina Grantz, Hydraulic Engineet, Opetator of Glen Canyon Dam, Bureau of
Reclamation

. VineethaKzfiha,TWc Chair and Shane Capron, TSøG Co-Chait

' Glen l(nowles, itmnecliatc past Clúef of the Adaptive Management Group, Reclamation
(staff to the ptogtam)

r Jack Schmidt, immediate past Chief of GCMRC
¡ Scott VandetKooi, Chief of GCMRC

'Ihe N{ar1: ()rton C()nìlra¡v, I.l,C 48 | Pagc



Attachment C: Abbreviations and Acronyms

,\GFD Arizona Game and Fish t
AHG Ad Hoc
AM$øG \X/ork

Assistant S Assistant of the Water and Science

DFCs Desired Future Conditions
DOI of the Interior
EIS Environmental Statement
ESA Act
FACA Federal Committee Act
F\øS Fish and'ùØildlife Servrce

GCD Glen Dam
GCDAMP Glen Dam
GCMRC Grand Moni and Research Center
GCPA Grand Protection Act
HFE Flow
LTEMP
MLFF
MSCP
NHPA
NPS
Reclamation
ROD

TCP
TEK
TMOC
TSøG

Modified Low Fluctua Flows
Lower Colotado River
National Historic Preservation Act
National Park Service
Bureau of Reclamation
Record of Decision

of the Intedor
Tribal Consultation Plan
Traditional Ecolo
The Orton LLC
Technical Work

Plan

s Conservation
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Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Agenda ftem fnformation

February 24-25,2016

Asenda Item

S cience Advis ots' Executive Cootdinato r FY 20'1, 6 l7orkplan Update

Action Reouested+

Feedback tequested from AMSØG members.

Ptesentet

David Braun, Senior Associate, Sound Science T.T C; and GCDAMP Executive Cootdinator for
Science Advisots

Previous r\ction Taken

The Buteau of Reclamation issued â request for ptoposals in April 2075 for the Executive
Coordinator fot Science Advisors for the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program
(GCDAMP). In,\ugust 2015, Reclamation awarded the conffact to Sound Science LLC, with Dt.
David Braun to serve as the Executive Cootdinatot. Dr. Braun's ftst responsibility was to wotk with
Reclamation to establish a workplan for the Science Advisot program for the temainder of FY2076.

Relevant Science

N/,\

Summarv of Presentation and Background Informatron

This presentation will consist of a ptogress report on the Science Advisot program worþlan for the
remainder of Fiscal Year (FY) 2076. Thts plan takes into account the fact that, otdinarily, the
Executive Coordinator would have developed the plat fot a fiscal year during the previous fiscal
yeat in consultadon with Reclamation, GCMRC, T\(/G, and AMWG-an apptoach not feasible in
this instance. The wotkplan fot the Science Advisors program for FY201,6 therefote has three goals:

(1) Establish an updated charter fot the Science Advisots' progrz;m and its Executive
Cootdinator office;

(2) Establish the FY2017 wotkplan;
(3) \)7ork with the GCMRC to ensure the successful desþ and completion of the Fisheries

Protocol Evaluation Panel (?EP).

Achieving the fust two goals will involve:
I Reviewing the results of the AMP assessment survey;
I Consulting with T!øG membets, both individually and in groups;
. Consulting with GCMRC and with Reclamation;
r Consulting with the previous Executive Cootdinatot and Science Advisots from FY2010-

74;
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Science Advisor Execudve Coordinato r trY 207 6 Worþlan Update, continued

Reviewing Independent Science Panel programs in other large multi-institutional adaptive
management progrâms for latge western rivers (e.g., Sacramento-SanJoaquin, Columbia,
Missouri), and
Working closelywith the T'ùØG and submitting recommendad.ons to the AM'üøG.

Recornmendations regatding items (1) and Q) will be developed with an eye toward theit being
concluded at the August 2016 AMWG meeting. The Fisheries PEP tentatively is being planned fot
mid-summet, with a ftnalreport to be completed by the panel by the end of FY2076.
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Secretarv's Designee:
Jennifer Gimbel
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Water and Science
1849 C Street NW
Washington, DC 20240
Tel 202-208-3186 Fax: 202-208-6948
EM: Jennifer qimbel@ios.doi.qov

Secreta rv's Designee's Alternate:
Brent Rhees
Regional Director
Upper Colorado Region
125 S. State Street, Room 8100
Salt Lake City, UT 84138
Tel: 801-524-3600 Fax: 802-524-3855
EM: b

Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Gommittee Membership List

(Updated: February 8, 2016)

Federal Agencies

Bureau of Reclamation. lJnner Colorado Reoion
Daniel Picard (member)
Deputy Regional Director
125 S. State Street, Room 8100
Salt Lake City, UT 84138
Tel: 801-524-3602 Fax: 801-524-3855
EM:

Kath lee n Cal I iste r (altern ate)
Tel: 801-524-3781 Fax: 801-524-3807
EM:

Bureau of lndian Affairs
Charles "Chip" Lewis (member)
Western Regional Office
2600 North ÕentralAvenue, 4th Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3050
Tel: 602-379-67 82 Fax 602-379-3837
EM:

Garry J. Cantley (alternate)
Tel: 602-379-6750 x1257 Fax: 602-379-3833
EM:

HopiTribe
Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma (member)
Director, Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
The HopiTribe
P.O. Box 123
Kykotsmovi, AZ 86030
Tel: 928-734-3611 Fax: 928-734-3629
EM: lkuwanwisiwma@hopi.nsn.us

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Steve Spangle (member)
Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services Office
2321W. Royal Palm Road
Phoenix, AZ 85021
Off ice: 6021 242-021 0, x-244 F ax: 6021 242-251 3
EM:

Kirk Young (alternate)
Arizona Fish and Wildlife Conseruation Office
2500 S. Pine Knoll Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Tel: 928-556-21 24 Fax: 928-556-21 25
EM:

National Park Service
Dave Uberuaga (member, nomination in process)
Superintendent
Grand Canyon National Park
P.O. Box 129
Grand Canyon, AZ 86023
Tel: 928-638-7945 Fax: 928-638-7815
EM:

Jan Balsom (alternate)
Tel: 928-638-7758 Fax: 928-638-7815
EM:

lndian Tribes

Navaio Nation
Ora Marek-Martinez
Department Manager lll/THPO
PO Box 4950
Window Rock AZ 86515
Tel: 928-871-7198 Fax:
EM: oramm@navajo-nsn.gov

Melissa Aruiso-Ciocco (altern ate)
Tel: 928-871-7153
m aciocco@ n av a io- n s n. q ov

Timothy Begay (altern ate)
Tel: 928-871-7152



HooiTribe
M ich ael Yeaffs (altern ate)
Dept. of Anth ropology/Hop i C ultu ral Preseruation Office
P.O. Box 15200
Flagstaff, AZ 8601 1 -5200
Tel: 928-523-6573 Fax: 928-523-9135
EM : michael.veatts@nau.edu

HualapaiTribe
Dawn Hubbs
P.O. Box 793
Peach Springs, þ¿ 86434
Tel: 928-769-2223 Fax 928-769-2309
EM: dawn.hubbs@gmaíl.com

Kerry Christensen (altern ate)
Natural Resources
947 Rodeo Way
Peach Spnngs, A7 86434-0300
Tel: 928-769-2255 Fax: 928-769-2309
EM:

San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe
(no specific representation)
P.O. Box 2656
Tuba City, AZ 86045

Pueblo ol Zuni
Eric Bobelu (member)
PO Box 339
1203-8 NM State Highway 53
Zuni, NM 87327
Tel: 505-782-7000
EM: eric.bobe

Carleton Bowekaty (alternate)
PO Box 339
1203-8 NM State Highway 53
Zuni, NM 87327
Tel: 505-782-7192
EM: carleton.bow

Southern Paiute Consortium
Charley Bulletts (member))
Director, Southern Paiute Consortium
H.C. 65 Box 2
Fredonia, M 86022
Tel: 928-643-6278 Fax: 928-643-7260
Cell: 435-689-1557
EM:

Meghann Olson (alternate)
Southern Paiute Consortium
H.C. 65 Box 2
Fredonia, M 86022
Tel: 928-643-8314 Fax: 928-643-7260
EM:

Seven Basin States

Arizona
Tom Buschatzke (member)
Arizona Dept. of Water Resources
Water Planning Division
3550 N. CentralAvenue
Phoenix, M 85012
Tel: 602-77 1 -8412 Fax: 602-77 1 -8681
EM: tbuschatzke@azwater.gov

Vineetha Kañha (alternate)
Colorado River Water Managemenf Secflon
Tel: 602-771-8552 Fax: 602-771-8686
EM: vkaftha@azwater.qov

New Mexico
Deborah Dixon (member)
Director, New Mexico lnterstate Stream Commission
Bataan Memorial Building
P.O. Box 25102
Santa Fe, NM 87504-5102
Tel: 505-827-6103
EM: deborah.dixon(ôstate. nm. us

Don Ostler (alternate)
Upper Colorado River Commission
355 Soufh 400 East
Salt Lake City, UT 84111-2969
Tel: 801-531-1150 Fax: 531-9705
EM: dostler@ ucrcommsion.com
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California
Tanya M. Trujillo (member)
Executive Director
Colorado River Board of California
770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100
Glendale, CA 91203-1068
Tel: 818-500-1625 ext.308 Fax: 818-543-4685
EM:

Christopher S. Harzs (alternate)
Tel: 818-500-1625, exL309 Fax: 818-543-4685
EM:

Colorado
John H. McClow (member)
(Colorado Water Conservation Board)
Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District
210 West Spencer, Suite B
Gunnison, CO 81230
Tel: 970-641-6065 Fax: 970-64'l-1162
EM:

Edward "Ted" Kowalski (alternate)
Colorado Water Conseruation Board
Program Manager, Water Supply Protection Section
Tel: 303-866-3441 x3220 Fax: 303-866-4474
EM:

Nevada
Jayne Harkins (member)
Colorado River Commission of Nevada
555 E. Washington Avenue, Suite 3100
Las Vegas, NV 89101-1048
Tel: 702-486-2670 Fax: 702-486-2695
EM:

Warren Turkett (alternate)
Colorado River Commission of Nevada
555 E. Washington Avenue, Suite 3100
Las Vegas, NV 89101-1048
Tel: 702-486-2672 Fax: 702-486-2697
EM:

Utah
Eric L. Millis (member)
Director, Division of Water Resources
1594 W. North Temple
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
Tel: 801-538-7230 Fax: 801-538-7279
EM:

Robeñ King (alternate)
Tel: 801-538-7230 Fax: 801-538-7279
EM:

Wvominq
Steven W. Wolff (member)
Colorado River Coordinator, lnterstate Streams Division
State Engineer's Otfice
122W.25th Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002-0370
Tel: 307 -777 -1942 Fax: 307 -777 -5451
EM:

Don Ostler (alternate)
Upper Colorado River Commission
355 Soufh 400 East
Salt Lake City, UT 84111-2969
Tel: 801-531-1150 Fax: 531-9705
EM:

Environ mental I nterests

Grand Canvon Wildlands Gouncil
Larry Stevens (member)
P.O. Box 1315
Flagstatf, M 86002
Tel: 928-380-7724
EM: larry@qrandcanyonwildlands. orq

National Parks Gonservation Association
David Nimkin (member)
307 West 200 South, Suite 5000
Salt Lake City, UT 84101
Tel: 801-521-0785 Fax: 801-359-2367
EM: dnimkin@npca.orq

Kevin Dahl(alternate)
NPCA, Southwest Region
738 N. lth Avenue, Suite 222
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Tucson, AZ 85705
Tel: 520-624-2014 Cell: 520-603-6430
EM: kdahl@npca.orq

lnternational Federation of Flv Fishers/Trout
Unlimited
John Jordan (member)
Federation of Fly Fishers
4510 E. Joshua Tree Lane
Paradise Valley, M. 85253
Tel: 602-840-4224
EM:

John Hamill (alternate)
1254 N. Fox HillRoad
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
Tel: 928-606-4234 (cell)
EM:

CREDA
Leslie James (member)
10429 S. 51st Street, Suite 230
Phoenix, M 85044
fel 480-477-8646 Fax: 480-477-8647
EM:

Edward A. Gerak (alternate)
Buckeye Water Conseruancy and Draining District
3100 N. Summer Sfreef
Buckeye, AZ 85396
Tel: 623-238-1374
EM:

Federal Power Purchase Contractors

Recreational I nterests

Other Stakeholders

Grand Canvon River Guides
Sam Jansen (member)
23 West Cedar Avenue, Apt. 3
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Tel: 928-699-1752
EM:

Ben Reeder (alternate)
6380 Soufh 2300 East
Holladay, UT 84121
Tel: 801-860-1070
EM:

UAMPS
Ted Rampton (member)
155 North 400 West, Suite 480
Salt Lake City, UT 84103
Tel: 801-566-3938 Fax: 801-561-2687
EM:

Clifford Barrett (alternate)
845 Lakeview
Stansbury Park, UT 84074-1912
Tel: 435-882-0164
EM:

Arizona Game & Fish Department
James deVos (member)
Asst. Director, Wildlife Management Division
5000 W. Carefree Highway
Phoenix, AZ 85086-5000
Tel: 623-236-7302 F ax 623-236-7366
EM: idevos@azqfd.qov

Chris Cantrell (alternate)
Tel: 602-942-3000 7259
EM: ccantrell@azqfd.sov

Dept of Enerqv-Western Area Power
Administration
Lynn Jeka (member)
Western Area Power Administration
150 Social HallAvenue, Suite 300
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
Tel: 801-524-6372 Fax:
EM: ieka@waoa.qov

Brian Sadler (alternate)
Tel: 801-524- 5506 Fax
EM: sadler@wapa.oov
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Glen Canyon Dam

Adaptive Management Work Group

GROUND RULES

1. Arrive on time.

2. Commit to full participa ion.

Do homework before class begins.

Take private meetings ou side.

Wait to be recognized before speaking.

Show respect for others

Be concise.

Stick to the topic.

Save new business for the appointed time.
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10. Help keep the meeting on schedule.



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

'Washington, DC 20240

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY

To: Secretary

From: Jennifer Gimbel
Secretary's Glen Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary - Water and Science

Subject: Report and Recommendations from the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management
Work Group (AMWG) Federal Advisory Commitúee Meetings held on February 25-
26, 2015, l'[ay 28, 201 5, and, August 26-27, 201 5

Introduction

The Glen Canyon Dam AMWG is a Federal by a designee of the
Secretary ofthe Interior. I am the current de es advice and
recommendations to the Secretary relative to the operation of Glen Canyon Dam and the actions
of the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP) and reports to the
Secretary through the Secretary's designee.

Members of the AMWG are appointed by the Secretary with representation from the Colorado
River Basin states, tribal nations, environmental and recreational groups and power interests.
The Department of the Interior @epartment) is represented by the U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS), the National Park Service (NPS), the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of
Reclamation @eclamation) and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). Western AreaPower
Administration is also represented.

Backsround

The AMWG held three meetings in20l5. The first was a2-day in-person meeting on February
25-26,2015, in Salt Lake City, Utah. The second was a 3-hour webina¡ on May 28,2015. The
third was a2-day in-person meeting on August 26-27,2015, in Phoenix, Anzona. The meetings
were constructive and well attended. This memorandum contains a surnmary of issues
discussed, actions taken, and recommendations for your consideration.

February 25-26, 20 I 5, Meetin g:

The AMWG held a 2-day in-person meeting on February 25-26,2015 in Salt Lake City, Utah.
The following were discussed:

_ilrr^lr0 t\rry rz l,lts



Renewal of the AMWG Charter. The AMWG Charter is due for renewal in August 2015. The
Charter Ad Hoc Group was asked to review and revise it according to concems raised by the
members.

DOI-DOE H)¡drograph Development for V/ater Year 2015. In cooperation with the other
Federal agencies, Reclamation developed the Department's recommendation for the 2016
Hydrograph. The 2016 recommendation is based on the 2015 Hydrograph incorporating new
information that may influence its development. Reclamation will review the hydrograph
information and an analysis will be conducted that includes the Technical Working Group
(TWG) and the Department. A recommendation for the AMWG's consideration will be
provided later this year.

Updates from the 2015 Annual Reportinq (AR) Meeting. The AR meeting was held in January
2015 and included updates on sand mass balance, couelation between channel geomorphology
and sandbar building, updates on native and nonnative fish populations, an introduction to a
model for re-vegetation, reports on humpback chub translocations, Bright Angel trout removal,
invasive species updates, aquatic foodbase assessments, and tribal monitoring. Results were
further discussed at the TWG's April meeting.

Long-Term ExLerimental-and Management Plan (LTEMP) EIS Update. The LTEMP Team has
finalized modeling, analysis, and edits in anticipation of a draft EIS by March 2015. Analyses of
the seven alternatives, including the newly developed hybrid alternative, were presented,

Panel on Current Projects and Issues in Utah. Presentations were made on the following:
o Central Utah Project (CUP). The CUP began construction in May 1959; the Bonneville

Unit was completed in 1964. The CUP captures flows from the Uinta Mountains and
through a transbasin diversion delivers water to the rWasatch Front. The CUP Completion
Act (CUPCA) of 1992 provides policy guidance and direction for completing the CUP
and transfers construction responsibilities from Reclamation to the Central Utah Water
Conservancy District, while retaining Federal oversight.

o Utah Reclamation Mitigation & Conservation Commission. This presidential
commission was established in July 1994 under the CUPCA of t992. Common issues
facing the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program and CUPCA include water
supply and delivery, ecosystem needs, hydropower generation, endangered species, and
funding.

¡ State of Utah. The Utah Division of Water Resources is the State's water planning and
development agency and assists local water suppliers and users with planning and
anticipated future needs. Population growth is driving conservation efforts and Utah has
established a goal of reducing water use 25Yoby 201,5.

ln addition, Reclamation hosted a High Flow Experiment Workshop following the AMWG
Meetings to review the effects of these flows on downstream resources and answer questions of
the stakeholders.
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May 28, 2015, Webinar:

This webinar/conference call focused on the following issues:

Renewal of AMIWG Charter. The revised Charter was presented to the AMWG for further
discussion and approval. An unresolved issue is the inclusion of an individual from an academic
institution on the AMWG. The AMWG continued to discuss and may amend the charter at a
later date when the details have been worked out.

DOI-DOE Hvdrograph Development for Water Year 2016. Modified Low Fluctuating Flows
will be optimized by targeting lower August and September monthly releases in order to retain
sand inputs high in the system in anticipation of a High Flow Experiment. In cooperation with
the FWS, Reclamation has been exploring the idea of reducing June volumes. The TV/G
provided a recommendation for the AMWG's consideration at their August meeting.

Fiscal Year (FYl20l6 Budeet and Work Plan. Adjustments were made to both Reclamation's
and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center's (GCMRC) budgets to reflect
Consumer Price Index (CPI) changes. The FYl6 overhead rate was estimated at27.3o/o,butis
now projected to be about l3%. It is too late in the year to adjust the USGS overhead rates so
some of the burden that GCMRC paid to USGS will be returned to GCMRC, which is equal to
the CPI adjustment. The AMWG will review and make a formal recommendation at its August
meeting.

August 26-27, 2015, Meeting:

This meeting was held in Tempe, Arizona. The following were discussed:

Renewal of AMWG Charter. The Charter was revised in accordance with Federal Advisory
Committee Act guidelines and signed by Secretary Sally Jewell on August 24,2015.

Fiscal Year 2016 Budget and Work Plan. Reclamation and the GCMRC proposed changes to
their budgets based on the CPI rate. The members discussed and passed the following motion by
consensus;

The AMWG recommends to lhe Secretary of the Interíorlor her approval the Fínal FY 2015-
2017 Trìenníal Budgel ønd l(ork Plønlrom the Bureau of Reclømation and the Grand
Canyon Monilorìng and Reseurch Center as recommended by the AMWG August 28,2014,
for implementølion in FY 2016, with a FY 2015 corrected CPI of 1.7% and corrections to the
GCMRC overhead røtes,

DOI-DOE Hvdrograph for Water Year 2016. The AMWG discussed the proposed DOI-DOE
hydrograph and passed the following motion by consensus:

The AMWG recommends to the Secretary of the Inlerìorfor her approval the WY20l6
Hydrographþr Glen Canyon Døm,
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Annual Releuse Volumes wìll be determined by the 2007 Interim Guídelines and
shall be rcvíewed ønd adopted lhrough the normal ønnual operøling plan process
(in consultøt¡on w¡Íh lhe Basin States as øpprcprìøte).

Monlhlv Release Volumes are anticipated to shift depending upon: (1) fhe projected
Annual Release Volume, (2) power plant capacíty, and (3) the magnílude of a
potentíal Hígh Flow Experiment.

Monthlv Release Volumes møy vary within the targets identílìed below. Any
remøining monthly operatíonalflexibilþ will be usedfor existing power
productìon operatíons under lhe Moditied Low Fluctuatíng Flow (MLFF)
ahernalive selected by the 1996 ROD and conlained in the 1995 FEIS and ìn
complíance with øll applicable NEPA complíance documenls (IIFE EA, NNFC
EA, 2007 Interim Guidelines). Monthly release volumes proposed in this
hydrograph will not aflect operølíng tier determinatíonsfor Lakes Powell and
Mead under the 2007Interim Guidelines.

a Release obiectìve for June ís:
600 to 650 kaffor annual releases below 9.0 maf
800 køffor ønnual releases of 9.0 maf to less than 9.5 møl
900 kafþr annual releases of 9.5 maf to less than 10 maf
Grealer thøn 900 køffor annuøl releases 10 maf and greater

o Release obiective for Ausust is:
800 kalfor annual release below 9.0 møf
900 køffor annual releøses of 9.0 møf to less thøn 10 maf
Greater than 900 kaffor annual rcleøses 10 maf and greater

a Release obìective for Seotember ìs:
600 kafþr ønnual releases below 9.0 maf
700 kaffor annual releases of 9,0 maf to less thøn 10.0 møf
800 haf or greater for annual releøses of 10.0 mat or greater; up to power plant
capacìty for high equalizøtion releases

o Monthlv Release Volumes wíll generølly slrìve to maintaín 600 kaf levels ín the
shoulder months (spríng øndfall) ønd 800 kaf ín the December/Janaary and
J u ly/A ug us t t ímefr ame,

Addilìonally, Reclømatíon wíll conlinue to apply besl professíonal judgment in conduclíng
actual operatÍons and in response to changìng condìtíons throughout the water yeør. Such
efforts wíll contínue to be undertaken ín coordÍnation with the DOI-DOE agencíes and ín
consultatÛon wíth the Basin States as appropriate, to consider changing condítíons and adjust
projected'operatìons ín ø manner consistent with the objectíves of these pørømeters as staled
above and pursuant lo the Law of the Ríver.

a

o

a
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Fish Management Recommendation. The AMWG recreational fish representation and the
angling community, with the cooperative participation of Arizona Game and Fish Department,
recognized that the provisions of the National Park Service Comprehensive Fishery Management
Plan (CFMP) for both the recreational trout fishery and the fishery as a whole would benefit
from an expansion of the CFMP to include more detailed proposed actions. A draft Lees Ferry
Recreational Trout Fishery Management Recommendations document was developed and
provided to interested agencies for review and comment. The AMWG passed the following
motion by consensus:

The AMIVG requesls lhe Secretaryts Desígnee direct GCMRC to conduct a technícøl review of
the Lees Feny Recrealíonsl Trout Físhery Manøgement Recommendalíons and report its
Jìndìngs to the TWG; and directs the TWG to evalaate the GCMRC revíew øttheír October
2015 meeting, and report itsfindìngs lo AMIYG at iß Februøry 2016 meeting,

Study úTEMP EIS) Update. A cooperating agencies draft EIS was distributed on June 29 for a
30-day comment period. At the request of the cooperators, the comment period was extended to
90 days and comments were submitted on September 30,2015. A public draft is planned to be
distributed by mid-December 2015 with a60-day public comment period.

Recognition of Service. The AMWG acknowledged the work and contributions made by
Dr. L. David Ganett, former Executive Director of the Science Advisors. The following motion
was approved unanimously:

The Adaptive Manøgement Work Groupformally recognizes the longstøndíng and signÍftcant
conlrìbutìons of Dr. L. Davíd Gørrett to the Glen Canyon DamAdaptíve Mønagement
Program (GCDAMP) in many dífferent capacitíes, includingfirst chíef of the Grand Canyon
Monítoring ønd Research Center (1996-1999) and the Executive Coordìnator of the Scíence
Advisors (2001-2013). Dr. Gørrett hss signilìcantly helped the GCDAMP to address the many
complex scìence ønd operøtional issues øssociated with Glen Canyon Døm and the Grønd
Canyon Nøtionol Pørk and environs. The AMIIG wíshes to express its síncere thonks to
Dr. Garretl and our wamest wìshesfor hìs happy and successlulfuture.
Approved unanìmously.

Introduction of new Science Adviser - Reclamation has contracted with Sound Science LLC for
science adviser services, the executive coordinator is Dr. David Braun.

Special Tribute to Mr. Jason Thiriot. The AMWG paid special tribute to Mr. Jason Thiriot who
had served as an AMWG altemate for the State of Nevada since August 2013. Jason was
involved in many aspects of the GCDAMP and instrumental in leading public outreach efforts.
The AMWG teamed with the Arizona Diamondbacks major league baseball team to raise funds
for the Thiriot Children Memorial Fund, they also made personal cash donations.
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Conclusion

The AMÌWG endeavors to provide informed recommendations conceming the operations of Glen
Canyon Dam for your endorsement. Decisions are made by a group of diverse and committed
stakeholders that span the resources and values of the Grand Canyon. Their decisions are
informed by leading edge science conducted by GCMRC and they are advised by the
participating Department agencies.

Recommendation

The AMWG brings a diverse group of stakeholders to the table that provide scientifically
informed and broadly supported resource management recommendations to protect downstream
resources in the Grand Canyon. The Department of the Interior (Department) agencies, my staff
ancl I work ulosely with the AMWG [o ensure gooil dialogue and infrlrmed and practical
recommendations. Two recommendations from the August 2015 meeting were adopted by
consensus and I recommend you approve both.

The attached approval document is provided for your consideration.

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Assistant Secretary, Indian Affairs
Acting Director, U.S. Geological Survey
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation
Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Director, National Park Service
Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs

Assistant Director, Wildlife Management, Arizona Game and Fish Department,
5000 W. Carefree Highway, Phoenix, Arizona 85086-5000
Attention: Mr. James deVos

Bureau of Indian Affairs, 2600 N. Central Avenue,4th Floor, Phoenix, Arizona 85004
Attention: Mr. Chip Lewis

Department of Energy-WAPA, Western Area Power Administration,
150 E. Social Hall Avenue, Suite 300, Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Attention: Ms. Lynn Jeka

The Hualapai Tribe, PO Box 310, Peach Springs, Arizona 86434
Attention: Ms. Loretta Jackson-Kelly

Director, Cultural Preservation Office, The Hopi Tribe, PO Box 123,
Kykotsmovi, Arizona 86039

Attention: Mr, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma
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National Park Service, Grand Canyon National Park, PO Box 129,
Grand Canyon, Arizona 86023
Attention: Mr. David Uberuaga

Executive Director, Department of National Resources, Navajo Nation, PO Box 9000,
WindowRock, Arizona 86515
Attention: Ms. Ora Marek-Martinez

Pueblo of Ztni, PO Box 339,Zuni, New Mexico87327
Attention: Mr. Kurt Dongoske

San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe, PO Box 2656,Tuba City, Arizona 86045

Southern Paiute Indian Consortium, Kaibab Paiute Indian Reservation,
Tribal Affairs Bldg., HC 65 Box 2, Fredonia, Arizona 86022
Attention: Mr, Charley Bulletts

Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Ecological Services
Office, 2321W. Royal Palm Road, Suite 103, Phoenix, Arizona 85021-4951
Attention: Mr. Steve Spangle

Arizona Department of Water Resources, 3550 N. Central Avenue,
Phoenix, Arizona AZ 85012
Attention: Mr. Tom Buschatzke

Executive Director, Colorado River Board of California,TT0 Fairmont Avenue,
Suite 100, Glendale, California 91203-1035
Attention: Ms. Tanya Trujillo

Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District,210 West Spencer, Suite B,
Gunnison, Colorado 81230
Attention: Mr. John McClow

Colorado River Commission of Nevada, 555 E. Washington Avenue, Suite 3100,
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101-1048
Attention: Ms. Jayne Harkins

New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission, PO Box 25102,
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504
Attention: Ms. Deborah Dixon

Interstate Streams Engineer, State Engineer's Office ,122W.25th Street,
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002
Attention: Mr. Steve Wolff
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Director, Division of Water Resources, 1594 V/. North Temple
Salt Lake City, Utah 841t4
Attention: Mr. Eric Millis

Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, PO Box 1315, Flagstaff, Arizona 86002
Attention: Mr. Larry Stevens

Grand Canyon River Guides,453 W. Mulberry Drive, Phoenix, Arizona 85013-4349
Attention: Mr. Sam Jansen

National Parks Conservation Association, 307 West 200 South, Suite 5000,
Salt Lake City UT 84101
Attention: Mr. David Nimkin

Colorado River Energy Distributors Assooiation,l042g S. 51*t Street, Suite 230,
Phoenix, Arizona 8504
Attention: Ms. Leslie James

Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems, 155 N. 400 W., Suite 480,
Salt Lake City, Utah 84103
Attention: Mr. Ted Rampton

Federation of Fly Fishers, 4510 E. Joshua Tree Lane, Pa¡adise Valley, Arizona 85253
Attention: Mr. John Jordan

Deputy Regional Director, Upper Colorado Region, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
125 S. State Street, Room 8100, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138
Attentionl Mr. Daniel Picard

Regional Director, Upper Colorado Region, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
125 S. State Street, Room 8100, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138
Attention: Mr. Brent Rhees

Adaptive Management Work Group Alternates
Technical Work Group Members and Altemates
(via e-mail)
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DECISION MEMORAI\DUM F'OR THE SECRETARY

From: Jennifer Gimbel
Secretary's Glen Dam Adaptive Management Work Group
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary - Water and Science

Subject: Report and Recommendations from the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management
Work Group Federal Advisory Committee Meetings held on February 25-26,2015,
May 28,2015, and August 26-27,2015

I. RECOMMENDATION

The AMWG brings a diverse group of stakeholders to the table that provide scientifïcally
informed and broadly supported resource management recommendations to protect downstream
resources in the Grand Canyon. The Department of the Interior @eparhnent) agenóies, my staff
and I work closely with the AMIWG to ensure good dialogue and informed and practical
recommendations. Two recommendations from the August 2015 meeting were adopted by
consensus and I recommend you approve both. The recommendations are to:

l. Approve the final Fiscal Year (FY) 20I5-I7 Triennial Budget and Work Plan for
implementation in FY 2016.

2. Approve the Water Year2016 Hydrograph for Glen Canyon Dam.

II. SECRETARY'S DECISION

L appnovp
DISAPPROVE

*çtour,^^\*r. tf Ztrs
Date Secretary

4""r\*p
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