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From: <pburks@earthlight.org> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Tue, Jan 30,2007 12:42 AM 
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. I have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

, , . . . .. .  , . .  . . . .  

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst 
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already 
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the 
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. 
For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the 
following: 

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet 
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients 
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and a t  , , 

what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of 
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river 
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake 
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perce~ved water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR 
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines. 
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program. 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in 
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was 
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. 
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary ofinterior o n  .- -. . - 

how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the 
recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and 
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed 
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied. 
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate 
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam 
may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Burks 
684 Benicia Drive #7 
Santa Rosa, CA 95409-3056 



February 28, 2007 
 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Colorado Region, 
Attention UC-402, 
125 South State Street, 
Salt Lake city, UT 84318-1147 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
I write to comment on the development of the Long-Term Experimental Plan for Glen 
Canyon dam.  I’ve been doing river trips in Grand Canyon for 25 years (19 since 1984).  
I‘ve taken both undergraduate and graduate students in environmental studies from The 
Evergreen State College in Olympia, WA on 13 of these trips.  I have a PhD in geology 
from the University of California, Davis.  In this letter I speak in no official capacity, only 
as a concerned citizen.  It is my firm belief that decommissioning of Glen Canyon dam 
needs to be given fair consideration.  Here is why: 
 

1. Dam operation has serious impacts on the National Park downstream.  The 
integrity of the Colorado River riparian corridor cannot be maintained by simply 
fiddling with the outflow dials.  Initially, this “fiddling” focused on protection of the 
beaches, primarily to maintain the river-runners’ experience.  Attempts have 
been made to mobilize sediment stored in the river channel, and move it along 
the shoreline during high flows.  But the fluctuating flows often lead to immediate 
beach erosion.  Reservoirs trap sediment, and for a river like the Colorado, there 
is no economically feasible way to get sediment around the dam. 

2. In addition to ecological function, one also needs to consider basic fluvial 
geomorphology.  A river channel adjusts its shape/size to carry the water and 
sediment that is delivered to it from upstream.  If you change those factors, the 
river will adjust to the new conditions.  Certainly the bank material is important 
(bedrock or alluvial material).  There is a large literature that addresses the 
downstream effects of dams on rivers.  The effects can be considerable. The 
dam releases tend to chop the peak flows and fill in the troughs (low flows).  
When you look at the mean annual flow, the pre-and post-dam discharges are 
very similar, but the flood peaks have changed dramatically.  In a way, it’s a bit 
ironic that the recent test floods, which have been on the order of 35-45,000 cfs, 
would barely qualify as a pre-dam flood.   

3. In addition to the changes in the hydrograph, and thus the adjustment of the 
channel to these new conditions, water coming out of the dam is withdrawn from 
deep in the reservoir (thus changing temperature).  Therefore, it’s not surprising 
that changes are occurring in the ecosystem.  Much of the current discussion 
revolves around native fishes.  It’s conceivable that a temperature control retrofit 
on the dam could address some of the problems associated with protecting these 
native fish, but it will be expensive, perhaps $15 million (or more) by your 
estimate (http://www.usbr.gov/uc/rm/amp/tcd/). 

4. Glen Canyon is not a water-supply reservoir.  Only minor withdrawals are made 
for the city of Page, and for the Navaho Electric Generating Station.  There is 
certainly potential for controversy here, as the Navaho are in court trying to 
obtain additional water.   
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5. Significant loses occur each year from seepage and evaporation from Lake 
Powell.  The amounts are debatable, but 1 million acre-feet is a reasonable 
estimate of the average yearly loss.  As the demand for water in the Southwest 
steadily grows, the utility of a reservoir that wastes nearly 1 MAF every year is 
suspect. Water prices in San Diego, based upon the price used in the ongoing 
negotiations for the sale of Colorado River water by the Imperial Irrigation District 
to San Diego, make the water lost at Lake Powell each year worth approximately 
$225 million dollars.   The fair market value of the water wasted by Glen Canyon 
Dam may be greater than the net income from the sale of electricity produced by 
the dam; essentially, the "fuel" costs more than the product being produced. 
Since 1963, more than 34 MAF of water has been lost from Lake Powell; worth 
about 9 billion dollars.   

6. It is my understanding that currently the dam now generates between 500 and 
900 MW in average during a year (depending on the snow pack upstream).  So 
let’s go with the maximum, 900 MW.  This amount of power equals approximately 
8 billion kWh per year.  I checked the web for wholesales prices and found them 
to be less than 3 cents per kWh (http://www.epsa.org/Competition/benefits.cfm).  
At 2.8 cents per kWh, the power is worth about $225 million.  I recognize that 
hydroelectric generating capacity has peaking power capabilities that aren’t as 
easily available from other forms.  It’s likely that we need some capacity in this 
category, but we could likely do with less than we have, especially if we revamp 
pricing structures to reward users for off-peak use that smoothes out the 
demand. 

7. One also needs to evaluate the flow-regulation function of the dam and reservoir.  
The free run of the river would deliver the required 82.3 maf in each 10-year 
period.  I looked at the data for 1922 through 1962, and there was no 10-year 
period, starting in 1932, where the 10-year moving average was less than 10 
maf.  One also needs to consider various global climate change scenarios.  
Despite a great deal of uncertainty, having Lake Powell turn into a “dead” pool is 
not outside the realm of possibility. 

9. The last point has to do with the sediment protection function of Glen Canyon 
dam.  No question, this dam provides some measure of “protection” for Lake 
Mead, in terms of extending its life expectancy.  Even with the amount of 
sediment that is trapped in Lake Powell, Lake Mead receives quite a bit of 
sediment from both the Paria River (1,410 square miles) and the Little Colorado 
River (25,000 square miles).  The changes that have occurred in the vicinity of 
the Grand Wash Cliffs, including the loss of Pierce Ferry as a take-out strongly 
suggest that sedimentation of Lake Mead is inevitable.   

 
So maybe it’s time to accept the fact that we can’t maintain the ecological health of 
the Colorado River though Grand Canyon as long as Glen Canyon dam exists.  The 
dam will eventually need to be decommissioned -- why not get started by planning 
for it now, rather than wait for a catastrophe to occur? 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Paul Butler 
7710 Brown Road SW 
Olympia, WA 98512 
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From: ~paulv@panix.com~ 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jan 25,2007 9:07 PM 
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. I have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst 
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already 
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the 
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. 
For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the 
following: 

. . . .  .. . . .  

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet 
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients 
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at 
what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of 
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam. 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river 
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake 
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR 
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines. 
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in 
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. 1twa.s . . .. 

precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. 
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary oflnterior on 
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the 
recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and 
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed 
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied. 
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate 
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam . 

may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Vlachos 
100 Bank St. #2E 

New York, NY 10014 

CC: 
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The Bureau of Reclamation is  seeking public comment on the adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan for the future 
operation of Glen Canyon Dam and other associated management activities. Your input on the scope of the project and 
the issues and alternatives that should be analyzed is  greatly appreciated. Please write legibly. 

Please submit your comments in the space provided, fold the card in half, tape the edges, and mail the completed card back to: 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region, Attention: UC-402,125 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1 147. 
Comments must be received by February 28,2007. 
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From: "Richard M. Herron" <rmherron@cox.net>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Sun, Feb 25, 2007  7:12 PM
Subject: Comments for the EIS for a Long Term Experiment Plan (LTEP) for Glen Canyon Dam. 

From Richard Herron, President/CEO Mystic Dancer, Inc. (Lake Powell -
Wahweap Houseboat) 
Att: Mr. Rick Gold, Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado
Region 

 

Dear Mr. Gold,

In an attempt to comply with a settlement agreement reached last September
between environmental groups and the Department of Interior, the Bureau of
Reclamation has begun the scoping process for an Environmental Impact
Statement on the operations of Glen Canyon Dam called the Long-Term
Experimental Plan. 

As presently conceived, this EIS will deliver nothing more than a
continuation of studying the Grand Canyon to death. 

Your voice is needed to expose this fallacy and redirect the EIS away from
experimentation aimed at preserving endangered species in the Grand Canyon,
which are present elsewhere in the Colorado River, and toward action in
containing and for study the eradication of Quagga Mussels recently detected
in Lake Mead and Havasau-and protect the Colorado River's ecosystem and
water supplies for the south-west region of the USA. 

Sincerely,

 

Richard Herron

San Diego, CA
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From: "Robert Rutkowski" ~r~e~rutkowski@hotmail.com> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Fri. Jan 26, 2007 12:20 PM 
Subject: Scoping comments 

Mr. Rick Gold 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Colorado Region 
Attn: UC-402 
125 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1 147 
fax: (801 ) 524-3858 
GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov 

Re: Scoping comments for Bureau of Reclamation's EIS on the Long Term 
Experimental Plan for the Future Operations of Glen Canyon Dam 

Dear Mr. Gold. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for 
the Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term Operations for the 
Future Operation's of Glen Canyon Dam. The river ecosystem in Grand Canyon 
National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the 
problem be undertaken. I have concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned 
is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical issues are 
addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of 
Interior's mishandling of the recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park 
over the past 40 years, and that the information presented so far by the 
Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be 
beneficial, they are useless amidst a backdrop where the commitment to 
implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already experienced 
this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's 
nothing outlined in the purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate 
things will be any different once this process concludes. For this exercise 
to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived 
incorporating the following: 

1 .  Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon 
Dam, but the ingredients necessary to bring about the recovery and 
preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River corridor of 
Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually 
exclusive, this has yet to be proven, and as such, one should precede the 
other. The focus must first address the ingredients necessary to restore the 
natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at 
what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamlLake Powell reservoir system be operated 
in order to achieve this. The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural 
discharge into Grand Canyon. 
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The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal 
temperature variations of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with 
the amount that would be received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the 
artificial riverine environment created by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 
2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam. 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the 
restoration of the natural process necessary for the recovery and 
preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river corridor. The 
no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate 
other operational alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and 
human induced changes affecting flows into Lake Powell, and thus the 
viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric 
benefits, BoR has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or 
no-dam alternative consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality 
quidelines. 

3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in 
the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive 
Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in almost every aspect, 
causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of 
AMP'S failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survay's 
SCORE Report of October 2005. It was precisely these failings that have 
compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its settlement 
agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes 
to the AMP, any recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of 
little value, as there are no mechanisms to ensure they won't be ignored as 
were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not 
surprising that the AMP has been intransigent toward addressing the true 
needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. Scientific, not 
political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the 
Secretary of Interior on how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be 
studied, monitored and managed consistent with the recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body 
of research and advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data 
are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed prior to formulating any 
recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon 
National Park due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this 
time the public has been asking that this be remedied. We continue to lose 
valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's 
mandate to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to 
achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be 
another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to bring these remarks to your attention. 

Mindful of the enormous responsibilities which stand before you, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
Robert E. Rutkowski 

cc: 
House Democratic Leadership 
President George W. Bush 

2527 Faxon Court 
Topeka, Kansas 66605-2086 
PIF: 1 785 379-9671 
E-mail: r~e~rutkowski@rnyrealbox.com 

Turn searches into helpful donations. Make your search count. 
http://click4thecause.live.com/searchlcharity/default.aspx?source=hmemtagline~donation&FORM=WLMT 
AG 

CC: ~comments@whitehouse.gov~, ~HouseDemocrats@mail.house.gov~ 
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E-MAILED ONLY      February 28, 2007 
 
 
Mr. Rick Gold, Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Colorado River Region 
125 South State Street, Room 6107 
Salt Lake City, Utah  84138-1147 
 
Re: Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Adoption of a Long-Term Experimental 

Plan for the Future Operation of Glen Canyon Dam and Other Associated Management 
Activities 

 
 
Dear Mr. Gold: 
 
The Irrigation & Electrical Districts Association of Arizona (IEDA) is pleased to have the 
opportunity to comment on the scoping of this important EIS.  IEDA’s 24 Members and 
Associate Members include contractors for CRSP power, contractors for other federal 
hydropower resources on the Colorado River and water contractors for water supplies from the 
Colorado River.  As such, we are vitally affected by any decisions that will ultimately be made 
and experiments under this program that will precurse those decisions concerning power and 
water operations at Glen Canyon Dam.  IEDA is also a member of the Colorado River Energy 
Distributors Association (CREDA).  We have reviewed the comments that CREDA has 
submitted on this EIS scoping effort and we wholeheartedly support them. 
 
We are providing these additional comments because we hope that this program will provide an 
opportunity for refocusing efforts to collect data on impacts downstream of Glen Canyon Dam in 
a fashion that follows the mandate Congress gave Reclamation and the Secretary in the 1992 
Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA).  We have been involved in the studies Reclamation 
initiated some ten (10) years before that Act virtually since their inception and we are concerned 
that the mission that Reclamation undertook in 1982, which Congress confirmed in 1992, has not 
met its objectives. 
 
Specifically, we believe that the scientific program has collected a great deal of data, much of it 
in an unfocused search for information, instead of compiling data that would be presented to the 
Secretary with recommendations to continue or modify the power operating criteria decisions 
made in the original Record of Decision (ROD) after the Glen Canyon Dam EIS.  The five 
criteria established in that decision for daily power operations at Glen Canyon Dam should have 
been the focus of scientific efforts because they were the focus of the decision-making and the 
instruction in Section 2 of the GCPA from Congress concerning that decision-making. 
 
 

SERVING ARIZONA SINCE 1962 
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Reclamation now has the opportunity to refocus its efforts and to enlist the support of interested 
parties in establishing a program that will have, as its end product, the collection of data that 
must be added to the existing base so that the Secretary can intelligently consider changes to the 
operating criteria for power operations at Glen Canyon Dam.  We hope these comments will be 
helpful to you in this exercise. 
 

THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK 
 
In designing this experimental program, Reclamation must be guided by the framework 
Congress established for the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) and, specifically, the power 
operations mandated at Glen Canyon Dam.  Thus, Section 5 of the CRSP Act provides a 
continuing mandate to maximize power production while Section 2 of the Grand Canyon 
Protection Act (GCPA) authorizes operational changes to power production where other 
mitigation actions cannot suffice.  The monitoring and research imperative in the GCPA directs 
the Secretary and Reclamation to assemble data for reexamining Section 2 decisions and it is that 
imperative that this experimental program must implement.  Inter alia, the suit settlement 
mentioned in the Federal Register Notice confirms this requirement. 
 

DAM EXISTENCE V. DAM OPERATION 
 
Reclamation began studying the downstream effects of Glen Canyon Dam in 1982.  That study 
did not effectively differentiate between effects of the dam’s existence and effects of the dam’s 
power operations.  In 1992, Congress refocused that effort, leading to the ROD, which 
established five daily power operating criteria for the dam.  Congress also ordered the Secretary 
to monitor the effects of that ROD and to do research aimed at revisiting that decision. 
 
To date, the scientific program has not focused sufficiently on that Congressional directive.  The 
challenge Reclamation faces is devising an experimental program that provides for the collection 
of data about these five criteria and possible changes to each of them serially or in combination.  
The proposals of the Adaptive Management Work Group, the federal advisory committee 
established pursuant to the ROD, are part of this examination, but only part.  Reclamation’s 
NEPA requirements include examining all reasonable alternatives, a standard that requires an 
independent analysis and exercise of judgment. 
 
At the same time, Reclamation must further assess the effects of the dam’s existence itself, most 
notably the changes in river temperature.  But what studies have been done on the effects of 
temperature on the specific fish species that frequent the river around the mouth of the LCR?  
Shouldn’t some laboratory work be done before constructing a temperature control device 
(TCD), which Reclamation admits to Congress in its budget documents is an experiment itself 
that may not work? 
 
The other major effect of the dam’s existence, reduction in sediment transport, has been studied 
extensively within the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and the Grand Canyon National 
Park.  But what of the effects on Lake Mead?  On water supply?  Must not Reclamation assess 
cumulative impacts on these resources if it is assessing sediment augmentation? 
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Salt cedar has increased its invasion of the Colorado River below Glen Canyon Dam, and many 
say it has been aided by the artificial flood experiments previously conducted.  If artificial floods 
(beach habitat building flows and beach habitat maintenance flows) are to be part of the river’s 
future, will they cause salt cedar to completely take over the riparian environment?  Should that 
not be one of the study’s concerns? 
 

HUMPBACK CHUB 
 
And what of the humpback chub.  The fish evolved in a regime of fluctuating water availability 
and flows from extreme highs in the area of 300,000 cfs to annual lows of barely a trickle around 
1,000 cfs at Lees Ferry.  Indeed, the establishment of Lees Ferry is historic testimony to the fact 
that flows at that location for a considerable period of time each year were low enough to allow 
ferrying of wagons, goods and people.  History also teaches us that flows were low enough to 
allow portage of the river as well.  Logic then dictates that daily fluctuations change the pattern 
of these variable water flows but not the existence of this variability itself, except to moderate it.  
Whatever impacts the humpback chub incurred from the construction and initial operation of the 
dam for power generation, humpback chub numbers have dwindled since the Record of Decision 
put further limits on that power generation.  Logic further dictates that these additional 
restrictions on daily fluctuations have created an increasingly hostile environment for the 
humpback chub.  Why?  Which of the five criteria has done this?  Which combination?  Is the 
limited daily change of flows alone responsible?  Is the effect not harm to the humpback chub 
but help to its nonnative predators/competitors?  Will wider ranges of daily change disadvantage 
these predator/competitor fish to the benefit of the humpback chub?  Isn’t this inquiry central to 
an effective experimental program? 
 

SEDIMENT 
 
Because water flows and the wind blows, sand deposited on Marble Canyon beaches erodes.  It 
was so before Glen Canyon Dam.  It is so now.  Quixotically, sand deposits in Marble Canyon 
are often made in the places most vulnerable to these natural effects.  Might not man provide a 
better answer?  Reclamation routinely dredges sand below Parker Dam to enhance the river’s 
effects on the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge, a program that benefits both water delivery and 
the environment.  Might not the same program be able to select locations and elevations in 
Marble Canyon to place beach deposits more protected from nature’s erosive effects?  Might not 
the same program provide backwaters of appropriate sizes and at times and locations 
theoretically most helpful to juvenile humpback chub?  The Adaptive Management Program has 
already tested mechanical means of interdicting natural processes by implementing mechanical 
harvesting of nonnative fish at and around the mouth of the Little Colorado River where it flows 
into the mainstem of the Colorado.  If one such mechanical intervention is worth testing, should 
not another dealing with sediment and beach building be useful, perhaps essential, to test? 
 

RESEARCH FOCUS 
 
Section 5 of the CRSP Act continues to direct Reclamation and the Secretary in this effort.  
Section 2 of the GCPA authorizes modification of the power production capability of Glen  
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Canyon Dam where proven essential to downstream resources, especially the humpback chub.  
Nevertheless, the task Congress has assigned you is to find a way to maximize power production 
while dealing with downstream environmental issues in any productive way you can.  If 
intervention for the humpback chub is warranted, such as mechanical harvesting of nonnative 
fish, it is authorized.  If intervention related to sediment is warranted, such as dredging, it is 
authorized.  Actions that diminish power production without providing an essential downstream 
effect that cannot otherwise be provided are not authorized.  Building beaches in Marble Canyon 
for the benefit of commercial river running companies to the detriment of power production, by 
itself, is not authorized.  It is especially not authorized if there is an alternative means to support 
that resource that does not require diminishing power production at Glen Canyon Dam. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
This experimental program must answer two sets of questions: 
 
 First, what are the impacts of the five existing daily power operation criteria, severally and in 

combination, and how might they be changed to enhance power production without 
significantly causing increased adverse impacts to the humpback chub or some other 
downstream environmental asset? 

 
 Second, what measures other than changes in these criteria can be taken to offset impacts of 

the current and any future increases in Glen Canyon Dam power production? 
 
These questions embody your statutory mandates and must shape your future environmental 
testing.  In turn, the range of “reasonable” alternatives you must select for detailed analysis in the 
EIS as part of this environmental testing must be ones that are intended to provide answers to 
these questions. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important scoping effort.  We look forward to 
working with you in the development of this EIS and its record of decision. 
 
        Sincerely, 
 
        /s/ 
 
        Robert S. Lynch 
        Counsel and Assistant 
        Secretary/Treasurer 
 
RSL:psr 
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From: <mtbiker62@hotmail.com> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jan 25,2007 5:39 PM 
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. lhave 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst 
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already 
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the. . . . .. 

purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. 
For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the 
following: 

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet 
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients 
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at 
what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of 
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

, . . .  ., .. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river 
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake 
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR 
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines. 
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program. 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptwe Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in 
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was 
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. 
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary oflnterior on 
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the 
recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and 
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed 
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the . . .  

operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied. 
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate 
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam 
may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Robert T. Stevens 
225 6th Avenue #2 
Salt Lake City, UT 841 03 

CC: 
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Jan. 27,2007 

Mr. Rick Gold 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Colorado Region 
Attn: UC-402 
125 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 841 38-1 147 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Maricopa Audubon Society members have enjoyed the ecosystem of the Grand Canyon and nature study and 
bird observation there for decades. We value the few fragments of native vegetation that survive on the very 
limited, largely destroyed by dam impoundment release flows and the resulting temperature changes. The 
sand bars and entire riparian ecology of the river has been severely impacted and degraded. Our members 
have witnessed over time, since the formation of our chapter in 1953, the destruction of this unique riparian 
habitat. We look forward to the return of the natural, historic stream-flows. They are essential for both the 
native birds and the endangered native fish which have been severely harmed by BOR's dam operations and 
their water release flow patterns of those dams. 

The Maricopa Audubon Society is pleased to have the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments 
for the Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term Operations for the Future Operation's of Glen 
Canyon Dam. On behalf of our 2300 members here in central Arizona, we would like to state that the river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam,and it is vital that another look at the problem be undertaken. We have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, we would like to express our tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented so 
far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst a 
backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already experienced 
this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the purpose and need 
for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. For this exercise to 
yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the following: 

1. Restructurina the focus of the EIS on the recoverv. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet to 
be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients necessary 
to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at what costs, can 



the Glen Canyon DamlLake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. The restoration 
ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 
The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations 
of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 
The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 
The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment 
created by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Dewrnmissionin~ of Glen Canvon Dam. 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural process 
necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river corridor. The no- 
dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational alternatives. 
Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake Powell, and thus the 
viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR has additional incentive to 
examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality 
quidelines. 

3. Re~lace the Wokina G~OUDS of the Adaptive Manaqement Proaram. 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon Dam 
operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in almost every 
aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S failings were 
spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was precisely these 
failings that have compelled BOR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its settlement agreement with 
environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any recommendations coming out 
of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to ensure they won't be ignored as were 
those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. Scientific, 
not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary of Interior on how Grand 
Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and advisory 
scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed prior to 
formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the operations of 
Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied. We continue to lose 
valuable time and species as the BOR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate to put the resource first. 
While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be 
another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BOR to stop thwarting the public's interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Witzeman, M.D., Conservation Chair, Maricopa Audubon Society, 602 840-0052, witzeman@cox.net 
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The Bureau of Reclamation is seeking public comment on the adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan for the future 
operation of Glen Canyon Dam and other associated management activities. Your input on the scope of the project and 
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Please submit your comments in the space'provided, fold the card in half, t a p w e  edges, and mail the completed card back to: 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region, Attention: UC-402,125 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1 147. 
Comments must be received by February 28,2007. 





























GCDExpPlan GCDExpPlan - Grand Canyon Long-Term Experimental Plan 

  
The Colorado River Ecosystem deserves a better future than current programs are producing.  
 
The Long-Term Experimental Plan must address mechanisms to: 
 
·        Restore flow regimes to properly transport the sediment and nutrients within Grand Canyon, 
when and where it belongs. The reduction in size and distribution of beaches, a result of Dam 
operations, has had significant impacts on downstream ecology and on associated recreational use. 
 
 
·        Restore the seasonally variable water temperature in the main stem of the Colorado River 
through Grand Canyon. 
 
 
·        Implement a restoration and recovery program for the Colorado River corridor in Grand 
Canyon that includes the recovery of all species known to be native to Grand Canyon prior to the 
operation of Glen Canyon Dam. Only four of eight native fish species continue to exist in the Grand 
Canyon. The Humpback Chub will fail to recover and likely go extinct if action isn't taken to reverse the 
degradation posed by Glen Canyon Dam. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Roger Radd 
Conservation Director 
Northern Arizona Audubon Society 
 
nazas.org  

From:    Roger <webmaster@nazas.org>
To:    <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date:    2/22/2007 8:21:26 PM
Subject:   Grand Canyon Long-Term Experimental Plan
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From: Ron Newcome <rnewcome@seward.net> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Wed, Jan 3,2007 9:50 PM 
Subject: LTEP for Glen Canyon Dam 

> 
> 
> Regional Director, 
> Bureau of Reclamation 
> Upper Colorado Region, 
> Attention: UC-402 
> 125 South State Street, 
> Salt Lake City, Utah 84318-1 147 
> 
> Dear Dear Madam or Sir, 
> 
> As one who remembers the construction of Glen Canyon Dam and the 
> flagrant disregard of known science that advanced its construction, 
> I beg of you not to repeat those same mistakes. 
> 
> The National Park Service should serve as the joint lead agency for 
> the EIS as the Grand Canyon Protection Act should be of primary 
> consideration in developing alternatives that preserve and improve 
> park values downstream of the dam. 
> 
> LTEP alternatives must reflect well-defined scientific hypotheses 
> and not the politically preferred science du jour. We know so much 
> more about eco-science then we did in the 1960s please let's use 
> these more sophisticated, known models and not create post facto 
> studies to justify fait accompli. 
> 
> I understand that Beach habitat Building Flow (BHBF) studies are 
> especially critical and should be initiated in early 2007 to 
> provide useful date for the LTEP. These BHBF studies should be the 
> common element to all LTEP alternatives, utilizing sediment 
> triggers with specified frequency based on best scientific data. 
> Selective Withdrawal Device(s) for temperature control and improved 
> water quality should b a common element to all alternatives. 
> 
> Please consider the whole picture this time and incorporate broader 
> socioeconomic analyses and note restrict the impact to hydropower. 
> Recreation, local economies, and non-market values are equally 
> important. Enormous strides have been made in the quantification 
> of these non market values and should be used to accurately reflect 
> the real cost of hydro-power from the dam. 
> 
> Glen Canyon Dam was a bad idea and an environmental disaster. I 
> knew that at 19 and can only wish at 57 that other women and men of 
> good will do everything in their power to correct the errors of the 
> past and preserve the Park for my children and grandchildren. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> 
> Ron Newcome 
> PO Box 3731 
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> 2407 Evergreen St. 
> Seward, Alaska 99664 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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