TWG Comments

Budget & Work Plan Presentation (November 12-13, 2003)
GCMRC FY05-06 Draft Interim Monitoring and Research Work Plan (dated Nov. 10, 2003) — [The BAHG Responses of 12/01-04/03]

description of the methods, project schedule, trip schedule, personnel needs, and a more
detailed budget. If a project includes contingencies for experimental flow activities, these
should also be listed with the project and include methods, schedule detailed budget items.
Outsourced science/labor should be specifically identified if known. | like to apply the Who,
What, Why, When, How (WWWWH) rule. Who is doing the project, What are they doing, Why

in the form of finalized work
plans (all ongoing projects)
and in the form of
solicitations/RFP’s when

they are released and any

Comments From Response Responder
GENERAL BUDGET PROCESS & ORGANIZATION COMMENTS
1 As far as general budget development, we've got to stick to a more reasonable time table for GCRG Renew commitment to Budget Ad-
review. Presently, the transition to the new organizational framework of GCMRC has made it follow the protocols hoc Group
difficult to accurately assess details of the budget requests. For example, the budget summary established by the (BAHG)
table presented at the TWG meeting does not match items identified in the work plan (the 04/13/01, memo from the
upgrade presented at the TWG meeting, not the review copy presented on 11/4 through the budget ad-hoc group
AMP web site). Hopefully this basic issue will be resolved before the Dec 1 budget ad-hoc (BAHG). Always provide
meeting. Obviously we are behind schedule, but in the future, draft work plans should be 14-day lead prior to TWG
presented 30 days before discussion in a TWG meeting. This is a large complicated project meetings & 30-day when
and 5 business days lead time for a informed budget discussion is not sufficient. feasible. The GCMRC
takes the lead on initiating
the timeline for budget
discussions & approval on
basis of science
programming
schedule/need. The budget
ad-hoc will address out-
year budgeting process.
2 1 know the center does not have an administrative secretary [officer] at the moment, but GCRG This information is available| BAHG
actual costs for previous years will be essential in future years. and will be provided in the
future in table and graphic
form. The level of
information will be
recommended by the
BAHG.
3 In general, all of the project descriptions were too abbreviated. Each project should include a GCRG This information is available| BAHG
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are they doing it — link to strategic plan, When are they going to do it, and How are they going funded work plans that

to do it and how much is it going to cost. In reviewing the workplan, it seems that most project result from them. The

descriptions are lacking in descriptions of Who is going to do the work (if known), What are they BAHG will make

doing (methods and schedule), Why this project is important by linking it with the strategic plan recommendations on the

— perhaps a separate table describing these linkages would be appropriate, and How much is it level of reporting, etc.

going to cost (more detailed budget or at least access to more detail).

4 | think we made a major mistake in the way the FY05 budget was presented to the TWG. | AZGF Renew commitment to BAHG

had less than a day to review the workplan and budget, and was handed a revised document at follow the protocols

the TWG meeting. Some of this is the responsibility of the TWG, and not entirely the established by the

responsibility of GCMRC. | think had there been sufficient time to review the document and 04/13/01, memo from the

sufficient time to discuss the workplan and budget, we might have this resolved. budget ad-hoc group
(BAHG). Always provide
14-day lead prior to TWG
meetings & 30-day when
feasible. The GCMRC
takes the lead on initiating
the timeline for budget
discussions & approval on
basis of science
programming
schedule/need. The budget
ad-hoc will address out-
year budgeting process.

5 - | think we need at least a three-day meeting to go over the budget and have a full AZGF Renew commitment for BAHG

discussion of workplan and budget. “Quality Time” needed for
budget/workplan
discussions, as per BAHG
memo of 04/13/01. The
budget ad-hoc will address
this.

6 - The current process for TWG review of the proposed FY ‘05 budget and work plan is less CREDA This comment will be

than acceptable and does not provide a mechanism for meaningful input by the TWG to
Reclamation and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center, much less the Secretary
of the Interior concerning the Program. The TWG and AMWG have spent many years
struggling to develop an acceptable out-year budget and work plan approval process. This

addressed by the BAHG in
the development of the new
budgeting process.
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process has not been followed for FY ‘05.
7 - USBR and GCMRC have put a commendable effort into the FY05 budget plan. GRCA NPS-GRCA [This information is available| BAHG
appreciates this effort and is looking forward to a final product that can be replicated in future and will be provided in the
budgets. This will allow for GCMRC staff to spend more time on science and less time on a future in table and graphic
budget. form. The level of
information will be
recommended by the
BAHG.
8 - Please identify actual costs in the budget sheets (tables). NPS-GRCA |Will be provided, as per BAHG
BAHG recommendations
9 - Identify actual type of award. For example the money may be outsourced but is it sole NPS-GRCA |Will be provided, as per BAHG
sourced verses internal USGS competition verses open to the public competition, etc? BAHG recommendations
10 - Why would delays of the FY05 budget approval process result in decreasing the research NPS-GRCA [The earlier the budget is BAHG
that goes out for public competition? There are several public entities that are not on a approved the more timely
university schedule. University personnel should not be the focus for completed research. becomes the process for
getting the competition and
award process becomes
and the work initiated.
11 - Draft work plan numbers and titles do not correspond with the FY05-06 line item budget. NPS-GRCA |GCMRC will correct inthe | BAHG
Please adjust accordingly for a more effortless review. future.
12 - The budgeting process should involve the Budget Ad Hoc Committee plus GCMRC first, NPS-GRCA |Follow existing BAHG BAHG
then TWG, then AMWG. process in 04/13/01 memo.
13 - The budget should be based on an integrated model of the ecosystem structure and an GC Wildlands |The BAHG agrees that BAHG
agreed upon program administration. We recommend the Science Advisory Panel review that review of program direction
model. & science products should
be done by the Science
Advisors
14 - The budget should be formatted to incorporate the Experimental Management Actions and | GC Wildlands |The BAHG concurs with
the HBC Actions into the appropriate resource areas in the GCMRC Science Activities. These this comment. GCMRC is
are science activities also, and need to be evaluated in the context of the other monitoring and currently making the
research activities within the resource areas. They should remain distinct projects (and in proposed revisions for
some cases where they have been combined into other resource projects in the workplan they budget & work plan.
need to be split out into distinct projects), but they should be grouped with like projects in the
terrestrial, aquatic, integrated or sociocultural/other program areas.
15 - To assist in evaluating the research components of the proposed budget line items, it GC Wildlands |The GCMRC agrees, and | BAHG




Comments From Response Responder

would be helpful to have the IN that the research project addresses and its sequence order this will be done in

number attached to the line item. preparation of future
workplans.

16 - The budget breakdowns need to be more detailed. If we are being asked to make GC Wildlands |BAHG will address this

recommendations on a budget, we need the ability to look at augmenting or cutting the budget comment in its

within any particular project in order to put together a budget recommendation that does the recommendations for future

science that we think needs to be done for the money that we have available. The “Outsourced budgets & work plans (06

Science/Labor” category should be split into two. The logistics category should indicate and beyond)

estimated number of trips and cost per trip. The operations category should include a

breakdown of what is included in that category with line item budget numbers attached. And

the salary category should include a breakdown of the positions included and the number of

pay periods estimated, again with line item budget numbers attached.

17 - GCMRC appears to be too big; more money should be sent out to competitive science GC Wildlands | Appropriate for AMWG

(non USGS scientists.) discussion at Mar. meeting

WAPA

18 - L. 24-38 (Tribal Consultation): Have other tribes been invited to be involved? GC Wildlands |Yes, (Havasupai, choose to
remain uninvolved, yet
interested)

19 - Tribal role within the science program (continued): What the Hopi Tribe would like to see is| GC Wildlands |The BAHG suggests this as

a mechanism whereby tribal programs can develop culturally relevant monitoring and science
that can be funded at levels appropriate to accomplish the work and that these projects go
through the same type of peer review that other projects receive. Obviously, the review needs
to address whether the methodology is appropriate for addressing the questions within a given
cultural system, not whether the cultural system itself is valid. Currently, the limited funding
opportunities for tribes are a fixed amount, not tied to a specific task or scope and level of work.
This fixed (equal) funding approach essentially obviates the Center's peer review process and
sends the message that work by tribes is not really rigorous and of a lesser value within the
broader science program.

an AMWG discussion topic
at future meeting(s).

-Tribes should also develop
proposals for AMWG
describing the proposed
future activities and how
they should be funded.

-It is not clear to the BAHG
why the existing tribal
funding cannot be applied
to the proposed new
activities? Use of the
existing tribal funding

should be carefully defined.




Comments

From

Response

Responder

20 - Scope and direction that the science program is headed: concern about the direction of the
program as a whole, while not a budget item in and of itself, is fundamental to funding priorities
within the program and has not been explicitly addressed or resolved on the broad scale.
Perhaps the biggest dichotomy is the relative weights of research vs. monitoring. (In this
discussion, research is used to mean relatively short-term “experiments” to address a specific
process related question whereas monitoring is used to mean collection of data to identify
temporal trends (recognizing that neither of these categories are not mutually exclusive)).
Obviously, an understanding of the _workings_of the system is need at some level in order to
effect management actions. It is also necessary at some level in order to effectively and
efficiently monitor the system since not everything can be directly measured. It seems like the
program, however, is stuck in the _understand the system_phase and is not moving into a
monitoring phase. It is the rare meeting that you don't hearing about the next [fill in your favorite
resource group] flow experiment_or a modification to an ongoing one. And each of these
requires additional study that eats into an already under-funded program. Discussion needs to
occur on what is the proper balance for the program. The system is dynamic and virtually every
year will bring slightly differing conditions and dam operations. If we continue to go down the
path that we seem to be following, our effort will be focused on treating each _event_as an
experiment unto itself and forsaking the long-term monitoring continuity. A parallel issues is the
role that the Center (and AMP program as a whole) is going to take in active management
outside of direct dam operations. In part, this is an in-and-out issue, but at a broader level than
just for the Ins, MOs, etc. The clearest example is surrounding the humpback chub. The
program seems to be moving ever closer to becoming a humpback chub recovery program.
Whether this is good or bad isn't necessarily the issue. There just hasn't been adequate
resolution of whether this is the direction that the program should go; it just seems to be
proceeding on its own inertia. The ramifications on a capped budget of moving beyond
fundamentally being a resources monitoring program into remediation (a management agency
function) are substantial to say the least.

GC Wildlands

BAHG will consider these
comments in development
of a process for future
years planning and budget
documents

21 - Tribal role within the science program: The need and desire to incorporate tribes and tribal
values into the science program has been clearly and repeatedly stated within science and
management forums of the AMP. Unfortunately it is not reflected in the budget. In fact, the
potential for realizing real tribal participation is decreasing. Within the FY05 budget, the only
place within the science program for tribal participation is in the terrestrial monitoring and this is
limited; the cultural program doesn't even have any! For the past three years, the Hopi Tribe
has been working towards developing an integrated monitoring approach with the GCMRC's
terrestrial monitoring program. It seeks to utilize the expertise of the Center's program to collect
specific resource data while complementing this with tribal knowledge that can only be

Hopi

The BAHG suggests this as
an AMWG discussion topic
at future meeting(s).

-Tribes should also develop
proposals for AMWG
describing the proposed
future activities and how
they should be funded.
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collected with direct participation of tribal participants. The base funding for this program has

dropped from 25K to 10K for FY05 and appears that it will remain at this level, irregardless of -Itis not clear to the BAHG

the level and needs for the Tribe. There are additional funds for developing an outreach plan in why the existing tribal

FYO05 which is appreciated by the Hopi Tribe (as this is an integral part of the Hopi long-term funding cannot be applied

monitoring plan), but which may or may not be appropriate for other tribes. Each tribe needs to to the proposed new

develop its own culturally appropriate participation needs. Outside of the terrestrial monitoring activities? Use of the

program, there are no funding mechanisms available for the tribes to directly participate within existing tribal funding

the science program. In order to fundamentally participate, a tribe needs to be able to develop should be carefully defined.

monitoring and research approaches that address the needs of the program (and the tribe)

from within its own cultural system. It can't be accomplished from the outside. Simply adding a

tribe to an already developed program is more along the lines of consultation, not participation

at a fundamental level. In the past, more culturally appropriate participation this has been

facilitated through the use of unsolicited proposals from the tribes, but this mechanism is not

available for FY05.

22- The workplan contained no project descriptions of a) tribal consultation, b) cooperation with GCRG Reclamation will check to

tribes, c) tribal river trips, d) programmatic agreement. GCRG would like to request these items see about the status of this

be added. Every element of the program should have the same level of project description. information and will add if
missing.

CORE MONITORING: GENERAL

23 - | feel uncomfortable in cutting core monitoring for any program area. | would prefer that WAPA The BAHG recognizes that

some of those funds be reinstated. Examples include terrestrial, coarse sediments and fine “core monitoring” has not

sediments. | understand that GCMRC is considering going to an every-other-year core been fully defined yet.

monitoring schedule. That may be appropriate in some cases. However, without some sort of These projects will be

scientific evaluation, switching over to biennial at this time would be inappropriate. addressed on a case-by-
case basis.

24 - In the last GCMRC presentation at the TWG it was apparent that “core monitoring” was NPS-GRCA | The BAHG recognizes that

suffering from a lack of funds. Why is “core monitoring” being cut before other research? Why “core monitoring” has not

doesn’t the budget reflect (emphasize) the importance of “core monitoring” and de-emphasize been fully defined yet.

extra curricular experiments? GCMRC will be submitting reports on the importance of “core These projects will be

monitoring” in April, yet, those programs are the ones being cut. This is a contradiction in addressed on a case-by-

practice. case basis.

25 - Lines 102-107. It has been told to TWG members that higher technology and models will NPS-GRCA | The BAHG believes that

allow for a decrease in field work and a decrease in overall core monitoring activities. When
will the budget reflect this? Currently, the budget reflects when the models will be completed,
yet the budget shows no consequential decrease in expenditures. Please explain this. This is

the answers to these
guestions will be evident in
the 2006 and beyond




Comments From Response Responder

also exhibited in lines 138 and 140. budgets & workplans.

26 - Need to fully funding the core monitoring program: This comment is pretty much self- HOPI

explanatory. Things that are identified as core monitoring should be the first things to be

funded. TWG/AMWG recognized the importance of core monitoring when it conducted the

prioritization exercise: core monitoring was not included in the exercise precisely because it

needed to be done every year (or as appropriate as dictated by resource response time) in The BAHG recognizes that

order to maintain a scientifically valid monitoring program. The FY05 budget has substantial “core monitoring” has not

reductions in a number of the projects identified as core monitoring, in particular the terrestrial been fully defined yet.

monitoring and some of the sediment projects. If these are not truly considered to be core These projects will be

monitoring, than that should be identified. Otherwise thought needs to be given to restoring addressed on a case-by-

funding to them. case basis.

EXPERIMENTAL FLOWS: GENERAL

27 - Zeroing out the experimental flow component for the mass balance program seems WAPA BAHG will develop a work

inappropriate since we want to do an experimental flow if we get the sediment trigger. Without plan & budget that includes

this monitoring program, it may be impossible to assess if it worked. carry-overs that apply to the
“with” and “without
sediment” experimental
components.

28 - Pg. 43. These three contingency events perhaps should be included as a regular budget CREDA BAHG will develop a work

item owing to their importance. If hydrologic conditions prevent their being deployed, then plan & budget that includes

funds could be allocated to less critical needs or carried over. carry-overs that apply to the
“with” and “without
sediment” experimental
components.

29 - If the experiment doesn't occur, where will the funds be moved? How much of the NPS-GRCA | BAHG will develop a work

program continues regardless of the experiment? If the experiment does not occur wouldn't it plan & budget that includes

be wise to reinstate “core monitoring” programs that were cut? carry-overs that apply to the
“with” and “without
sediment” experimental
components.

30 - Pg. 45. We fail to understand why baseline monitoring work needed to test the value of a CREDA The BAHG acknowledges

1994 Biological Opinion-mandated set of flows has not been done and why it is now considered
“additional work.” By 2005, it will be over 10 years since the BO mandated such work. We
seriously question the need for a SASF release regimen; but we also have scant information on
baseline conditions that would help make the necessary comparisons, to possibly result in

the challenges in
comparing these data sets.
GCMRC will commit to
presenting these data to the
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recommendations to the Secretary. A GCMRC plan (Program of Experimental Flows) agreed TWG in the near future and
to by USBR and USFWS to meet the BO RPA was intended to study the SASF concept. This the results will be
plan requires a year of ROD flows in an 8.23 maf year and this occurred in 2003. However, it is incorporated into the core
our understanding that monitoring and research of the kind and intensity thought necessary monitoring programming
during the 90-day period of the 2000 LSSF to test its effects was not repeated in 2003. The decisions.
workplan is silent on addressing this significant baseline issue. We suggest there should be a
presentation to the TWG of the comparative findings (2000 v. 2003).

COMMENTS RE: PA PROJECTS

31 - The BOR line item for treatment for NN and GLCA concerns me since it is treating sites WAPA The BAHG believes that

above the 97,000 cfs line. | prefer to renegotiate the sites for treatment to a lower stage flow. this is a misinterpretation of
the commitment for
treatment of sites.

32 - Since the proposed “APE” for treatment of archaeological sites has been negotiated to WAPA If the NN — GLCA treatment

97,000 cfs, 1 would like to see some of those funds retained to begin the whole canyon plan requires less funding

treatment plan, preferably a monitoring and treatment plan. than is committed, then it
can be reprogrammed to
the Grand Canyon River
Corridor (GCRC) treatment
plan.

33 - The recommendation of the BOR to reduce the TCP GIS funding to $30,000 is appropriate WAPA The BAHG supports this

since Zuni is interested in pursuing this project. proposal as a pilot project,
under the condition that
results are presented to the
AMP and that they are
subjected to external peer
review. (This change would
free up $120,000 for the
FYO5 budget)

34 - Line 48. TCP GIS — This presentation left TWG representatives confused. The questionis| NPS-GRCA | The BAHG supports this

will TCP information be integrated into a GIS data base for use in assessing affects of AMP
actions on National Register eligible and non National Register eligible Traditional Cultural
Properties as a result of this project? If so, why isn’t there a push for all tribes to participate as
this would be very important for partial completion of GCMRC's integrated data base?

proposal as a pilot project,
under the condition that
results are presented to the
AMP and that they are
subjected to external peer
review. (This change would
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free up $120,000 for the
FYO5 budget)

35 - The recommendation for $10,000 for the Zuni to participate in the check dam work sounds
premature. Based on the meeting, Zuni is not ready to work on the check dams until additional
studies are done on their efficacy.

WAPA

The BAHG suggests that
the TWG and the Zuni
should consult on this issue
with regard to effectiveness
of check dams relative to
arroyo gradient.

BAHG

36 - Line 47. Zuni Conservation Program: The installation, monitoring and maintenance of
check dams are an essential part of the preservation program. It could be combined with NPS
funds if the additional funds were added to NPS budget. TWG representatives were very
confused after Reclamation’s presentation for this project. The presentation of this program
came across as being completed by unprofessional Zuni personnel and as a task not really
needed. This presentation was not only insulting to the Zuni Tribe, but also an embarrassment
to people who actually reviewed the draft final by Joel Pederson and others (University of
Utah). The Pederson report indicated that “Based on these results, we recommend that the
placement, monitoring, and maintenance of erosion-control structures continue in Grand
Canyon, and that further research be done to confirm our initial findings, including that brush
check dams are superior to rock linings”. NPS strongly supports continued funding to the Zuni
Tribe for these efforts until determined otherwise.

NPS-GRCA

The BAHG suggests that
the TWG and the Zuni
should consult on this issue
with regard to effectiveness
of check dams relative to
arroyo gradient.

37 - The monitoring line item for GLCA may need to be zeroed out since the sites will receive
treatment.

WAPA

Funding for this will depend
upon two factors: whether
sites have been subjected
to treatment, and whether
the type of treatment
requires future monitoring.
The FYO05 budget will be
adjusted depending upon
progress in the treatment
process.

38 - | would like the table for each project to reflect the amounts of dollars associated with the
experimental flow. | would also like to see the dollars for what is called core monitoring.

WAPA

GCMRC will make revisions
to the FYQ5 workplan to
reflect the various funding
categories. (move to the

core monitoring section)
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39 - There seems to be much disagreement between BR, NPS, and PA signatories over the
scope of the cultural program. Perhaps AMWG needs to recommend to the Secretary that BR
and NPS work with the PA to define the APE and clarify responsibilities for compliance. It
appears that the PA and GCMRC haven’'t made much progress. Would resolution of the APE
issue help the AMP with decisions about which projects (Holocene deposits) might be covered
within the AMP and which should be funded by other programs?

AZGF

A presentation or review by
the PA signatories on the
history of determinations is
suggested as a means of
clarification on this issue.

BOR and NPS are jointly
working toward creation of
an agreement to meet their
joint responsibilities related
to future work plans and
budgets

40 - Programmatic Agreement: Dennis Kubly indicated at the last TWG meeting that
Reclamation and the National Park Service were close to agreement on the shared compliance
responsibilities for cultural resources. This agreement may have an impact on the FY '05
activities identified for the Programmatic Agreement, but to what extent is unclear to CREDA.
During the November TWG meeting it was clear that there was close to $400,000 that could be
trimmed (which Reclamation appeared to support) from the proposed programmatic activities.
It was unclear in the TWG meeting whether Reclamation supported the revisions to the
proposed FY ‘05 Programmatic Agreement activities. Given this uncertainty, CREDA would
like to understand how the agreement between Reclamation and the National Park Service will
affect the overall Programmatic Agreement responsibilities, how it will revise the activities
identified for FY ‘05, and what will happen with the funds that are trimmed from the
Programmatic Agreement. Will these funds be reprogrammed and what is the process for the
TWG to comment on that reprogramming, or will they be subtracted from the total FY ‘05
budget? Given these uncertainties, CREDA continues to support our original comments to
delay funding for the Whole Canyon Treatment Plan, to limit the National Park Service’s Glen
Canyon monitoring program request unless the National Park Service presents the TWG with a
detailed work plan and justification for this monitoring, to re-evaluate and perhaps delay the
need for check-dam construction during FY ‘05, and reduce the TCP GIS documentation
project scope of work to a pilot project for the Pueblo of Zuni with sufficient funding to develop
protocols that the other four tribes may choose to follow. Above all, Reclamation should
provide the TWG with sufficient time to meaningfully comment on the FY ‘05 activities proposed
under the Programmatic Agreement and to understand how the TWG’s comments were
considered by Reclamation.

CREDA

TBD

41 - L. 42, 48 (Database and TCP GIS): Who is doing the work?

GC Wildlands

Zuni will do the TCP GIS.
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The BAHG is requesting
from the PA a
determination of how the
Cultural Program Database
will be managed, including
any disclosure agreements
required.
42 - Line 43. NPS GRCA - This program is for both Monitoring and Treatment please reflect NPS-GRCA [The BAHG acknowledges
this in the title. Additionally, the actual request for funds for FY05 is $276,000. At the PA this comment as
meeting, $206,000 was discussed, but it was not based upon the NPS funding request. As informational and
with other out year budgets recommended by GCRMC, it would be appropriate to include the understands that the FY05
actual request rather than the funds that have currently been identified. Throughout the request remains at
program definitions, TWG has encouraged GCMRC to submit budgets to reflect the work to be $206,000.
done, even if these funding requests are above current levels. The PA program budget should
be equally represented.
43 - Line 46. Whole Canyon Treatment Plan and Implementation: Please note that at the last NPS-GRCA [The BAHG agrees.
PA meeting the majority of representatives expressed that these dollars to be spent on a
formalized treatment plan. The dollars left over from the plan would be used to begin treatment
to fulfill Reclamation’s NHPA Section 106 responsibilities as stated in the 1994 Programmatic
Agreement. By no means will treatment be completed in FY05.
NPS-GRCA |The BAHG agrees.
Note: Need to change the
44 - "Whole Canyon Treatment Plan"; The title of this project seems to concern some TWG title of this project to more
members; (please edit to reflect that the treatment plan is for part of the Colorado River corridor accurately reflect the
below Lees Ferry, not the whole Grand Canyon.) geographical boundaries.
GC Wildlands [The BAHG concurs that all
AMP-funded activities
should be subject to AMP
45 - L. 43-44(GLCA & GRCA Monitoring): Review cost effectiveness. peer review protocols.
GCMRC INTEGRATED SCIENCE PROGRAMS COMMENTS
46 - Pg.52. We wonder if the sensitivity level of sediment modeling information is too high, i.e. CREDA These comments should be

does it need to be higher than the level needed to help the AMWG recommend modifications to
dam operations? First, do we presently have sufficient information to say which of the dam
operations reviewed in the EIS will conserve the most sediment, e.g., HFF, MLFF, SASF, etc.).

provided to the TWG and
the AMWG for

programmatic review and
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Second, will further refinement of the data set allow us to recommend a modification to discussion. They are

operations at a different level of sensitivity from that found between alternatives described in beyond the scope of the

the EIS? These comments also apply to Project A-3. BAHG in consideration of
the FYO05 budget process.

47 - Project A.1.a IQWP . What is the 15% USGS assessment? Descriptions should be GCRG The 15% assessment is the

provided for the research projects, including methods, schedule, budget, etc. (- I'll abbreviate indirect rate charged by the

this comment as WWWWH, as it applies to essentially all of the projects) USGS for funds transferred
from outside USGS for the
program.
The WWWWH will be
addressed by the BAHG in
its future recommendations,
as appropriate.

48 - L. 99 (A.1l.a, IQWP-Lake Powell): Since these are BOR O&M funds, it should be noted GC Wildlands | The BAHG agrees.

that these funds are restricted to this project, and can’t be used for other aspects of the science

program.

49 - Pg. 49. Monitoring component 3 (of project A.1.b in the tailwater only) seems inadequate CREDA The BAHG recommends

to track changes in chemical and biological conditions in the CRE. Multiple tributary inflows that an assessment be

plus in-situ changes modify chemical and biological conditions below Lees Ferry yet no stations done (by Lake Powell

are located downstream. We think additional effort needs to be made to quicken the transition scientists and members of

from funding reservoir water quality monitoring in favor of downstream monitoring as suggested the TWG) on the need for

by the PEP. Also, under Status/Schedule, comments regarding the initiation of water quality QW data to provide

monitoring associated with the TCD are troubling. It will be too late to begin monitoring after ongoing verification and

the TCD is operable if the intent is to understand changes in water quality resulting from the support of model

TCD. A baseline of data should be collected before the TCD is operable and now, with the simulations. This approach

probability summer 2004 water temperatures will be similar to those from a TCD, this workplan should also be applied

should include such work. downstream.
Section 8 funds ($200,000)
are available for
measurement of affects of
warmer water in the CRE in
FY04 and FYO05.

50 - L. 95 (A.1.b., IQWP-Downstream): Why does the program need to spend $200k on this? GC Wildlands |The BAHG recommends
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Don’'t we have enough data to model temperature throughout the river corridor downstream that existing QW data from

from the dam? If we are monitoring water quality in the reservoir, how much effort do we have the CRE below GCD be

to fund to monitor it downstream of the dam? Does what is released change that much as it analyzed for their utility in

travels downstream? Can we model that as well? We see huge potential overlap with the addressing these

aquatic foodbase monitoring as well — is that so? We need to assess whether this project is questions.

doing more work than it needs to. Have we done a power analysis? We also need to assess

whether water quality is a significant enough priority for the program to be spending $200k on

it.

51 - Project A.1.b. more detail is needed as to what this program entails.(WWWWH) GCRG The WWWWH will be
addressed by the BAHG in
its future recommendations,
as appropriate.

52 - Project A.1.c. restore funding level. The consequences of current proposal are GCRG BAHG will develop a work

unacceptable. This program is essential to the program. More detail is needed about this plan & budget that includes

project (WWWWH). carry-overs that apply to the
“with” and “without
sediment” experimental
components. (See #27-29).
Barring implementation of
the EHF, there is no
additional need for R&M of
non-ROD fluctuating flows
in FYO05, as they don't occur
(see GCRMC Exp. Flow
plan).

53 - L. 54 (Project A.1.c, experimental component): We're not clear from the workplan about GC Wildlands | See #52

what would be done if there were more funds available, so we can't evaluate the cut. Would

the program be getting necessary additional information regarding transport rates from this

work if we could fund it?

54 - L. 103 (A.1.c, Stream-flow and sand transport-core monitoring): The cuts in this program GC Wildlands | See #52

were explained at the last TWG meeting, but we're still confused...can we get a written
explanation of what is being cut in this project and what the implications for the long-term data
stream are? Is this reduced core monitoring? The general comments from line 102 apply here
as well.




Comments From Response Responder

55 - Project A.1.d. not included in plan. Add to revision using the WWWWH rule. GCRG Details for this future
monitoring element will be
described in project A.8
(food base). The budget for
this element is $0 in FYO05.

56 - Project A.2. restore funding for this core monitoring program GCRG Proposed in the future as a
biennial monitoring effort,
beginning in FYO05. Also, to
be discussed in the core-
monitoring plan

57 - (Project A.2 coarse sed modeling): We agree with zeroing this out for 2005. With limited GC Wildlands |The BAHG agrees. We will

funds, the program needs to lean toward direct effects monitoring associated with the examine it further in the

experimental purposes. However, in the long run we need to get a better sense of how core-monitoring plan.

important understanding the coarse sediment component of the sediment dynamic is,

compared to some of the fine sediment work, and whether our budgeting is in line with those

priorities.

58 - L. 104 (A.2 coarse grained inputs-core monitoring): D