A Washington Post Article Lauds Wiki Page by River Runners
for Wilderness
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River Runners for Wilderness' Rafting Grand Canyon Wiki was cited in a
September 30, 2007, Washington Post trip planning guide as a resource for good
rafting advice and can be read by clicking here.

The guide is a companion piece to an article written by Sharon Barrett, which
chronicles the river journey of a first-time non-commercial river runner rafting
Grand Canyon and can be read by clicking here. She muses about safety and
clothing issues in the wildly-varying temperatures of Grand Canyon, especially as
it applies to her breast prosthesis.

Barrett notes that RRFW's Wiki is "particularly helpful for do-it-yourselfers". The
Rafting Grand Canyon Wiki is a free web-based "how-to" guide for all aspects of
river rafting in Grand Canyon. Written by river runners for river runners, the topics
include pre- and post-river trip planning information, on-the-river information, the
Grand Canyon National Park river runner orientation video, and a resources
section. There's also a link to a Yahoo online discussion group of over 400 river
runners you can access by clicking here.

New additions to the Wiki include a section on Glen Canyon Dam, human waste
disposal after the river trip, and an amazing just-released video called "Carnage
at Lava Falls" by Duwain Whitis, which is linked by clicking here.

Visitors can read the Wiki from beginning to end or search on a particular topic of
interest.

Anybody wanting to update or add information can simply set up a user ID and
password for the site, then go to the topic you are interested in and click the
"discussion" tab. Discussions will be read by the editors and appropriate content
added to the topic.

The Rafting Grand Canyon Wiki web site is located at this link: click here.



http://www.riversimulator.org/Resources/Press/RaftingGrandCanyon2007WP.pdf
http://www.riversimulator.org/Resources/Press/OnTheColoradoTheDressCodeIsCasualWet.pdf
http://www.rrfw.org/RaftingGrandCanyon/Web-Based_Groups
https://rrfw.org/RaftingGrandCanyon/Rapids
https://rrfw.org/RaftingGrandCanyon/Main_Page
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“As long as the commercial passenger gets easier and more preferential
treatment than the non-commercial user, you can be absolutely certain that the
struggle will never end.” Joe Munroe - June 16, 1980[1]

The Frustrating Reality (1998 - Commercial Revenues $27 Million; Non-
commercial Passengers Wait 20 years)

A 20 year wait to take your own raft down a river, penalties that selectively send
you to the end of the line if you go earlier, motorized rafts with helicopter
exchanges on America’s premier wilderness river, and commercial river operators
emphatically insisting that everything is fine and should stay the way it is. Ever
wonder how things got to this point and how not just one, but two virtually final
non-motorized wilderness decisions somehow evaporated into the described
scenario?

This article brings together a unique historical examination of the behind the
scene activities that delivered this seemingly incredible outcome into current day
reality. It provides a true story of how familial ties and political maneuvering
succeeded in facilitating National Park access to those Americans most able to
contribute to the Grand Canyon river concessionaires’ bottom line. Ignored were
existing laws, the public process, and the independent boating public who are
now waiting 20 years for river access in the crown jewel of America’s National
Parks, the Colorado River through the Grand Canyon.

The Park and Public Involvement (1975 - Commercial Revenues $6 million;
Private Wait 0 years)

With the passage of the Wilderness Act of 1964, Congress directed the National



Park Service (NPS) to conduct an inventory to determine which of its lands were
suitable for Wilderness classification. Multiple segments of the Canyon were
under threat of inundation by proposed reservoirs and Glen Canyon Dam was
filling up. In 1967 only 2,099 people visited the river, but reportedly “Passengers
and boatmen were still scuttling beer cans in the river (‘Open them at both ends
to make them sink.’), squatting behind big rocks or tall bushes, and burying
garbage wherever the sand was soft.”[2] Under these virtually unregulated
conditions visitation rapidly increased to 16,432 visitors annually by 1972,
facilitated by the existence of 22 commercial river companies, many of which
operated motorized rafts.[3] It was becoming readily evident that the Canyon was
coming under a real and severe threat of damage from haphazard use.

In 1970 the Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP, or the “Park”) commenced it's
Wilderness inventory process with the release of its Preliminary Wilderness
Study for Grand Canyon National Park, Marble Canyon National Monument, and
Grand Canyon National Monument.[4] In 1969 Congress had already passed the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which required that significant
environmental decisions must be considered with the input of those affected.
Consequently, public hearings on this Wilderness issue began in May 1971 at
Grand Canyon and in Phoenix, Arizona. Additionally, public comments were
solicited in newspapers in Williams and Flagstaff, Arizona and in Kanab, Utah.[5]
Management of the river corridor was recognized to be an important issue during
these hearings.[6] The Colorado River Outfitters Association (CROA) was
established to lobby the outfitter’s perspective and became an important
participant in these hearings.

After compiling the public’s overall input, the Hearing Officer explicitly reported,
“The desired river experience is felt to be a slow float trip in small parties.”
However, after recognizing that the existing NPS management directives were to
allow continued use of motorized rafts, the hearing officer concluded that “The
plan for continued use of motors precludes wilderness classification for the river
itself.”[7] As a result, the Colorado River was excluded from consideration for
inclusion in the Canyon’s NPS Wilderness Recommendation despite public
opinion otherwise.[8] The Wilderness Recommendation was then forwarded on
September 14, 1972 to then President Nixon who officially communicated the
plan to Congress on September 21,1972.[9]

Meanwhile, the Park was continuing to be plagued with the problems caused by
the River’s rapidly increasing popularity. On December 5, 1972, after soliciting
broad and varied public comment, the Park announced adoption of a plan to
control the use of the River and the adjacent lands. This Colorado River
Management Plan (CRMP) provided for the freezing of commercial user days at
the existing level (89,000) and for the complete phase out of motors by 1977.



This action functionally removed the basis for the prior exclusion of the river from
Wilderness consideration.

On March 20, 1973 Senator Barry Goldwater (R-AZ) introduced (93) Senate Bill
1296 that provided for the enlargement of the Grand Canyon National Park.[10]
Included in this bill was a section that provided for Wilderness in the expanded
Park that was consistent with the NPS and President Nixon'’s earlier
recommendation which failed to include the river. While introducing the bill,
Goldwater acknowledged the new December 5th regulations that removed
motorized rafts from the River by stating, “.... | believe it is unnecessary to
legislate on this (motorized rafting) matter while it is being resolved
administratively.”[11] Consequently, under Goldwater’s interpretation, the
administrative track to phase out motorized rafts by 1977 could continue, but the
river corridor would remain outside of consideration for Wilderness protection.

Outfitters Enraged

Needless to say, the recommendation to phase over to non-motorized trips was
not greeted with much enthusiasm by the solidly established motorized outfitters.
One approach that was pursued by the motorized outfitters was to oppose the
NPS decision on the legal front. Western River Expeditions itself brought a suit in
Salt lake City, Utah against the Park Service alleging the decision to eliminate
motors was "arbitrary" and that no data had been acquired to support the
decision.[12]

Although he generally supported the Western lawsuit, Fred Burke, owner/
operator of Arizona River Runners, a motorized outfitter then located at Marble
Canyon, took on a political tact in dealing with the motor controversy. Burke had
been fighting Canyon Wilderness designation individually, as President of
Arizona River Runners, and with the Colorado River Outfitters Association
(CROA). Besides political experience derived directly from river issues, Burke
had developed significant additional experience by running for a seat on the
Arizona state legislature. At that time U.S. Congressman Sam Steiger (R-AZ)
was one of the most prominent supporters of Bridge Canyon Dam, a project that,
if implemented, would have put almost a third of the Canyon’s river miles under a
water.[13] Burke and Steiger each saw any Wilderness designation of the
Canyon, and especially the river itself as their mutual enemy. Consequently, they
became good friends.

In the course of Burke’s unsuccessful November 1972 attempt at a seat in the
Arizona State Senate, Barry Goldwater had helped Burke, a fellow Republican,
with his commercial campaign spots.[14] Once Burke became aware of
Goldwater’s bill and his statements in Congress, he contacted Goldwater
imploring him to listen to his perspective and those of fellow outfitter Jerry



Sanderson and Gay Staveley, the owner/operator of Canyoneers, a completely
motorized rafting company located in Flagstaff. Fred requested Goldwater
change the wording of his bill to provide for the ongoing use of both motors and
oars. He went on to claim that he was opposed to fast trips and that “There is no
monetary gain under my plan if motors were left on.”[15]

NPS Wants River As “Potential Wilderness”

When hearings on Goldwater’s S. 1296 commenced on June 20, 1973, both the
Interior Secretary and NPS, the originators of the 1972 Wilderness
Recommendation, jointly requested the river corridor itself now be included as an
additional 4500 acres of “Potential Wilderness” since motorized rafts were now
officially being phased out.[16] NPS Director Ronald Walker stated during the
hearings that these new provisions were necessary because the NPS had been
allowed “no input” into Goldwater’s bill.[17]

Upon hearing the NPS proposal to include the river, the Utah Congressional
delegation, which had numerous river company interests at stake, immediately
blasted the Park Service for their proposition to phase out motors. Utah
Congressman Gunn McKay said that the presence of motors did not shatter the
sanctity of a wilderness experience and that the noise they created was only a
“technical problem” that would be solved in the future. He also inferred that
motors were necessary to safely navigate the difficult rapids and that the larger
size motorized rafts provide for the removal of human waste and trash that would
otherwise be left on the beaches.[18]

Utah Senator Frank Moss joined the attack on the NPS proposal stating that the
absence of motorized trips would effectively remove access to both children and
the elderly. Sen. Moss repeated Gunn’s accusation that small boats are less safe
and promote garbage. Moss discounted NPS Regional Director Howard
Chapman’s report that a recent hearing in the Salt Lake Western suit had
disclosed that motorized river craft produce significant numbers of injuries,
especially from the propeller. Although active at the time, this suit against the
Park’s decision to eliminate motorized rafts would eventually be dismissed.
Chapman continued by explaining to Moss that the NPS was trying to manage a
total system and in the Canyon and their objective was to provide an experience
different from the numerous motorized options available on other rivers. If people
wanted a motorized experience, they had available many options elsewhere.

Moss appeared to gain the upper hand in the argument when he discovered that
Park action was based only on unscientific observations and that no formal
studies had been undertaken to justify the elimination of motors or a reduction of
use. Citing this administrative deficiency, Moss proposed that both motors and



user days be maintained at current use levels until sufficient scientific studies
were completed sometime in the future.[19]

Due to the controversy it had generated with the Utah delegation, by the time the
Committee Report for S 1296 was filed on September 21, 1973, the wilderness
provision of Goldwater’s bill had been completely dropped. At least in part due to
this controversy and in part due to the still pending Western lawsuit,
implementation of the CRMP became sufficiently delayed that on October 31,
1973 NPS Regional Director Howard Chapman announced deferment of the
decision to eliminate motors. Current use and allocations would be maintained
until newly commissioned studies on the impact of motor use levels were
complete.

Restarting the Public Process Since the Grand Canyon Enlargement Act’s
Wilderness component had been dropped, a provision was added that called for
the Secretary of the Interior to report within two years all areas suitable for
preservation as Wilderness.[20] Once the Grand Canyon Enlargement Act finally
became law in 1975, an exhaustive public input process commenced in an effort
to determine the public's feelings regarding Wilderness status for the Canyon. A
series of meetings were held in September and October of 1975[21].

In July of 1976, following the release of the Preliminary Wilderness Proposal
(DES 76-28), an additional series of meetings were held in St. George, Utah and
in Flagstaff, Grand Canyon, and Phoenix, Arizona. Comments were acquired
from a total of 23 Federal agencies, 17 state agencies, 3 Indian tribes, 39
organizations, 24 companies, and 501 individuals.[22] The five-year series of
meetings consistently showed public sentiment strongly favored Wilderness
designation for the Canyon below the rim and for the river itself, including the
elimination of motorized river travel[23].

The conclusion of the wilderness study process resulted in the February 1977
Final Wilderness Recommendation that was signed by the NPS Director and
called for immediate Wilderness designation of over one million acres within the
Canyon, including the river corridor. Instead of promptly forwarding this now fully
approved Recommendation to then President Carter, the NPS Legislative
Counsel effectively stalled its Congressional approval by recommending that it be
held until completion of the Colorado River Management Plan (CRMP).[24]
Instead of using the approved Final Wilderness Recommendation as the driving
force for setting management policies for the river, its presentation to the
President was instead postponed until the final outcome of the CRMP became
known and compatible. As you will find, this critical two-year delay based on
somewhat questionable reasoning at least partially contributed to altering the
environment on the river for well over 20 years into the future.



The 1975 Enlargement Act also had a direct effect on the CRMP itself. Indexed
off the Wilderness pre-planning meetings held in the Fall of 1975, six river
management workshops were held in March of 1976 in Phoenix, Los Angeles,
San Francisco, Salt Lake City, and Denver, as well as at the Grand Canyon.
Comments of 365 participants and over 100 organizations were acquired,
including those of the Hualapai Tribe, the Sierra Club, Western River Guides, and
independent river runners from across the country.[25] As a result, in January of
1978 the Draft Environmental Statement - Proposed Colorado River
Management Plan was released for public consideration.

In February of the same year, six more public meetings were held in the same
cities and in March an additional meeting was held in Washington D.C. In all,
2,716 comments were received with 1476 respondents, or 54% favoring the
elimination of motorized trips.[26] It is notable that only four people expressed
opposition to Wilderness designation for the river corridor.[27]

In July of 1979 the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which provided
for the phase out of motor powered trips over a five-year period was released.
Some of the specific conclusions of the plan were that the transition to all oar
powered trips would cause no significant increase in trip costs, that oar powered
trips were recognized to be a better buy for consumers, that commercial guides
would benefit from a longer commercial running season and increased guide to
passenger ratios, and that there would be no significant impact on the local or
regional economies.[28]

One of the primary features of the ensuing 1980 Colorado River Management
Plan was to limit river use by the number of launches, rather than by user days
as in the past. This approach was intended to minimize the on-river congestion
and inter-group contact problems produced by the user day system and unlimited
launches. The 497 commercial launches of 1979 were thus reduced to 443
launches while the 89,000 commercial user days of 1979 were increased to
115,500. Total commercial passengers would remain at approximately 11,500 per
year. This action was intended to both reduce congestion and accommodate the
longer duration oar-powered trips, while delivering an increased “economic base”
to smaller concessionaires.[29]

Of particular interest was a statement by the Park that the 70% commercial/30%
non-commercial user day allocation ratio presented in the 1980 plan was only an
estimate and would need to be adjusted in the future. More specifically, the 1980
CRMP states: “The allocation ratio is, because of the above factors, a best
estimate based on the experience and interpretation of the above data. This ratio
will be reviewed and adjusted as more reliable information becomes available.”



[30] From this statement it is readily apparent that, at the time, the Park wanted
to avoid situations like the present where some Americans are being required to
wait 20 years while others freely access the River almost on demand.

The 1980 Colorado River Management Plan

Implementing the provisions of the final EIS was signed on December 20, 1979
by Park Superintendent Merle Stitt, NPS Western Regional Director Howard
Chapman, and NPS Director William J. Whalen. This action commenced what
should have been a five-year process of slowly eliminating motorized raft trips
from the Canyon by the end of December, 1984.

Dam & Motors Anyone? (1979)

In 1979 in an effort to expand their clout with Congress, Fred Burke and Gaylord
Staveley, together, reincarnated the earlier CROA into what was now called
PROA, the Professional River Outfitters Association, (not to be confused with the
contemporary PRO, Professional River Oulffitters, a private trip outfitting and
equipment company, ed.) chaired by Staveley. PROA purported to present a
unified voice for the river outfitters who had historically been factional on a variety
of issues.

Second term Congressman Robert Lee “Bob” Stump (R-AZ) had taken up the
cause of Grand Canyon dam building from the efforts of his predecessor Sam
Steiger. Stump, a Phoenix area farmer wanted more water for valley farming.
Stump introduced a bill in March 1979, which, if passed, would have eliminated
the motors vs. oars question, and possibly that of Wilderness altogether. Stump's
proposal, House Bill (96) H.R. 3034, was to license construction of Hualapai Dam
(also known as Bridge Canyon Dam) and would have cut a third of the river miles
under dispute by drowning them under a proposed reservoir. Steiger had
unsuccessfully sponsored a similar effort during 1975 with his introduction of (94)
H.R. 6745. Stump had futilely attempted to revive Steiger’s project during his first
term as (95) H.R. 6906, and would again during in his third term as (97) H.R.
3167. To this day Stump reportedly continues to support construction of Bridge
Canyon dam.[31]

Despite his ongoing efforts to drown the Canyon, the outfitters turned to Stump
after the July 1979 release of the final CRMP EIS. Paying no attention to nearly a
decade of NPS gathered public input urging the elimination of motorized trips,
Stump fully subscribed to the outfitters position. In October of 1979, Stump
introduced a bill to prohibit the Park Service from reducing the number of
commercialized motorized trip user days to less than 1978 levels (96 H.R. 5712 -
Oct 25, 79). The bill was officially summarized as follows:



"Prohibits the United States Park Service, for any calendar year beginning after
the date of enactment of this Act, from reducing the number of user days of
commercial motorized water craft travel permitted on the Colorado River in the
Grand Canyon National Park to less than the number of such days permitted
during calendar year 1978."

Stump's bill was referred to the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
then chaired by the late Mo Udall (D -AZ), where it never received a hearing and
was allowed to die. No public review or discussion of the bill's provisions was
ever held. Despite the fact that Stump's proposals for both motors and the dam
had floundered in committee, the foundation was being laid for both the
elimination of Wilderness management and the generation of the 20 year wait
that non-commercial Canyon rafters now face.

Enter James Watt, the Mountain States Legal Foundation, and Beer (1980)

Burke, Staveley, and PROA were not content to limit their efforts to throw out the
NPS Wilderness recommendations only to Stump's obscure and poorly received
bill. Staveley and Burke soon turned to the Mountain States Legal Foundation
(MSLF).

The MSLF was established by and has been continuously funded by Adolph
Coors, the famous western beer magnate. At that time, the fledging
organization's chief legal officer and President was James Watt, an outspoken
fellow who would later become Secretary of the Interior under the yet to be
elected Ronald Reagan. James Watt, a Wyoming native, joined the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce in 1966 where he directed the natural resources section.
[32] He began his federal career in 1969, appointed by President Nixon to the
Interior Department as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Water and Power
Resources. In 1972 he became Director of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. At
that time he spoke of that job, "l am a manager by profession. | could be
managing widgets. | happen just now to be managing recreation." [33] In 1975
Watt became vice chairman of the Federal Power Commission until he resigned
in 1977 when the Democratic Carter administration made him a persona non-
gratis. In July of 1977, Watt became President and Chief Legal Officer of the
Mountain States Legal Foundation (MSLF).

On March 27, 1980, the MSLF, still headed by Watt, filed suit on behalf of
Canyoneers, Arizona River Runners, Hatch River Expeditions, and other
motorized outfitters against NPS Director William J. Whalen in an effort to halt the
elimination of motorized raft trips (MSLF vs. Whalen, et al).[34] Assisting PROA,
Staveley, Burke, and the Mountain States Legal Foundation was a lawyer by the



name of Jon Kyl, who at that time worked for the Phoenix law firm Jennings,
Strouss & Salmon.[35] Unknown to anyone at that time, Jon Kyl would be elected
in 1986 to his first of four terms in the U.S. House of Representatives and, in
1994, would become the freshman and current Republican U.S. Senator from
Arizona.

Park Politically Pressure Cooked 1980 - Industry Gross $7 Million Private Wait 6
Years

Consistent with their expanded political efforts, PROA and the outfitters
persistently complained to the Arizona Congressional delegation about the
provisions of the 1980 plan. These political efforts first became publicly evident
during an Interior Appropriations hearing in May of 1980. At that time Senator
Dennis DeConcini (D-AZ) acknowledged that he had received "complaints" about
the 1980 CRMP plan during a meeting between the Park Service and oulffitters in
his Washington office.

At the request of Senator DeConcini, the Park granted the outfitters a meeting on
June 5, 1980 allowing them an opportunity to suggest adjustments to the 1980
river plan. The Park emphasized no direct discussion of the decision to phase out
motors would be allowed. Without any doubt, the efforts of the PROA consortium
were starting to get results.

Staveley, Burke, and their wives attended the meeting along with Park officials
and representatives from the offices of Senators DeConcini and Goldwater, and
Congressmen Stump, Rhodes (R-AZ), and Rudd (R-AZ). The subject matter
primarily focused around determining the number of passengers accommodated
in 1979 (11,665) and then giving motorized companies additional passengers to
offset potential profit losses from their conversion to rowing. This provided for an
annual “economic increase” of 1400 additional passengers, a 12% increase to
the motorized outfitters over 1979 levels. Since the new rowing trips were
inherently longer, this would effectively deliver well over 15,000 new user days
and annually millions of dollars of new revenues to the motor companies. At the
same time non-motorized outfitters consequently would receive less market
share and non-commercial users would continue to increase their wait. Staveley
later, in a press release, would describe the meeting simply as “very solid and
productive” and that it resolved the scheduling issues related to the phase out of
motors.[36]

A summary of the meeting was sent by the NPS to all river concessionaires that
did not attend the meeting and to others who would be affected by modifications
to the 1980 plan. After receiving extensive responses from other outfitters and
interested parties, Regional Director Howard Chapman reported to Gaylord
Staveley in an August 13, 1980 letter that at least a third of the river



concessionaires disagreed with the Staveley and Burke’s proposed modifications
to the 1980 plan. Chapman also informed Staveley that, according to the
Department of Interior Solicitor's (administrative law) Office, any implementation
of their suggestions without a full public review would violate the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act. Effectively, Chapman, with the concurrence of
Interior Secretary Cecil Andrus, was rejecting the provisions of the June 5th
meeting and upheld continuation of the 1980 CRMP and its provision to eliminate
motors.

Staveley, stung by the Regional Director’s rebuke, wrote to Stump on August
19th stating that all the arguments provided by the "ecopeople" who disagreed
with him were generated by the Park. He suggested that his “opponents” were
being manipulated and "... they are just saying what they are told to say." He
went on to claim "untrue and unreal" comments and "lies" were being delivered
by his opponents. Staveley charged as false the argument that increasing
concessionaire allocations would in any way diminish opportunities for private,
non-commercial boating. He described the argument as: "The lie that private
(non-concessionaire) use is threatened by giving concessionaires the 1979
passenger levels." [37] In a subsequent letter dated August 21, 1980 to NPS
Western Regional Director Chapman, Staveley continued attacking the
"fabrications" of those in the "ecobizness”(sic).

Just a Concerned Taxpayer

After PROA’'s embarrassing summer defeat, it became apparent that a new
approach would be needed. Congressman Eldon Rudd (R-AZ) had already
requested details on GCNP river expenditures from then Acting NPS Director Ira
Hutchison. Rudd, in an August 29 letter to C . J. Ross, forwarded Hutchison’s
August 19, 1980 response and invited the outfitters to any input they deemed
appropriate.[38] One person responding to Rudd’s expenditure inquiries was
Pamela Manning, then Executive Vice President for Burke’s Arizona River
Runners business. Without disclosing her affiliation with ARR, Manning alleged
that the GCNP had significantly increased their operational costs by hiring five
permanent river staff and an extra patrol crew to accommodate the new
management plan. She further alleged that the Park had incurred significant
expense and “bureaucratic waste” in purchasing a trailer to accommodate the
non-commercial permittees. Manning went on to state that one motorized patrol
crew could perform as much work as two oar crews, and inferred that oar trips
were popular with Park personnel simply because they had to do less work.[39]
Manning concluded by stating that she was concerned about the waste of tax
dollars, and that did not wish her name to be attached to the letter’s contents
since she was known in the river community.



Rudd responded to Manning with a letter stating he was confident that Bob
Stump’s previously ignored proposed legislation would be reintroduced to combat
“the unfair CRMP” and thereby protect the rights of river runners.[40] That same
day Rudd sent another letter to Hutchison paraphrasing Manning’s allegations of
misuse of funds and demanded a detailed budget for the GCNP River
Management Unit. Hutchison compiled the requested information and, in his
November 28, 1980 response, explained to Rudd that the trailer under dispute
was surplus property given to the GCNP by Glen Canyon National Recreation
Area, and that permanent GCNP river personnel had increased not by the
alleged five, but only by a single person since 1973.[41] Although the information
previously provided to the Congressman by Manning was proven to be incorrect,
by the end of November it really didn't matter; something else had already
happened that would change the whole river horizon for decades to come.

The Hatch (River Expeditions) Amendment

In 1980 first term Senator Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) was in his fourth year in office.
Orrin is the great grandson of Jeremiah Hatch, the founder of Vernal, Utah.
Orrin’s father, Jesse, was cousin to Bus Hatch, the founder of Hatch River
Expeditions, who was also a grandson of Jeremiah. Bus' son Ted Hatch, like
Orrin, was a great grandson of Jeremiah. Ted was then, and currently still is the
owner of Hatch River Expeditions, the oldest and, at that time, the largest
motorized raft company in the Grand Canyon. Hatch maintains a warehouse in
Marble Canyon where ARR was located at the time.

Fred and Carol Burke along with Pam Manning telegraphed Senator Hatch on
November 4, 1980 stating that motor elimination would deliver a negative
economic impact on Southern Utah and Northern Arizona. They also stated, “We
urgently support your amendment to the Appropriation bill.”[42] By this
communication, it was now evident that the outfitters were very aware that Hatch
was preparing to introduce legislation in their behalf.

On Nov. 14, 1980, Sen. Orrin Hatch hastily introduced from the Senate floor
Amendment SU175 to the 1981 Interior Appropriations Bill (96 H.R. 7724). This
Interior Appropriations Bill provided the crucial annual funding necessary to
maintain the operations of the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981. It was common knowledge to the Senate that any
appropriations amendment would be effective only for the single year the bill
provided funds to run the Department of Interior.

SU175, which would later became known as the “Hatch Amendment ,“ was first
considered by the Senate on the Friday just prior to its Tuesday, November 17th



final approval. Neither the amendment nor its content ever received public
review, even in the form of a committee hearing. The Amendment was
cosponsored by Senator Barry Goldwater (R-AZ) and Jake Garn (R-UT)[43] and
consisted of the following words:

(a) None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used for the
implementation of any management plan for the Colorado River within the Grand
Canyon National Park which reduces the number of user days or passenger-
launches for commercial motorized watercraft excursions, for the preferred use
period, from all current launch points below that which was available for the same
period of use in the calendar year 1978.

(b) For the purposes of this section "preferred use period" denotes the period
May 1, through Sept. 30, inclusive.

Hatch’s and others’ presentations in support of the Amendment, spanning four
pages of the Congressional Record, was in no way subtle. Throughout the
testimony process, Hatch made no public mention of his familial relationship to
the companies his action would ultimately benefit. Hatch commenced by echoing
the same safety and access issues that his predecessor, Frank Moss, had voiced
8 years earlier. He indisputably demonized the Park Service for even offering the
CRMP, stating that they were “jeopardizing the availability” of the Canyon. He
extolled the virtues of motorized rafts as the most cost-effective way to get the
greatest numbers of people into the Canyon. He continued by stating that the
Park Service was inflicting its non-motorized oar provisions on an “unwilling and
often unknowing public without regards to cost. And, | might add under more
dangerous circumstances.[44]”

Hatch’s cost arguments were flawed, completely ignoring the fact that non-
commercials were dramatically less expensive than any commercial trip,
motorized or not. He never mentioned to the Senate that the CRMP he opposed
was part of a 10 year NEPA compliant public decision process. He never
acknowledged that continuation of motorized rafts would enhance public demand
for a resource already outstripped in its ability to handle it. Hatch never
acknowledged that his amendment would provide his relatives and the motorized
outfitters dramatically increased profits.

An Ambivalent Passage

Some Senators expressed concern that the amendment was inappropriate for
this appropriations bill and that no hearings were ever held on this specific
matter. In particular, Senator Huddleston moved that the Hatch Amendment
should not be allowed since it should have been more fully considered in the



appropriate committee[45]. In effect Huddleston recognized that the Senate was
unable to vote on this subject from a position of knowledge.

Retrospectively, Hatch was probably aware that if he forthrightly introduced a bill
opposing NPS actions, it would spur debate and the subsequent analysis would
expose the extensive history behind the NPS actions. Such an effort to defeat the
issue on its merits would be certain to fail, as had Stump’s earlier attempt.
Cleverly, Hatch opted for the much easier alternate and apparently successful
approach of legislatively defunding his NPS opponents.

Since it was attached to a one year appropriations bill, it was obvious to the
Senate that the provisions of the Hatch Amendment were not permanent and
could only affect management policy for one year. Rather than waste precious
time in this late stage of the legislative session and after senators on the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee promised hearings on the issue during the
following year, the Senate accepted the amendment on a voice vote.

As a result SU 1754 was quietly absorbed into the appropriations bill which
eventually evolved into public law 96-514.

Reveling in his apparent success, Burke wrote to Lisa Jackson of Rep. Stump’s
office with his recommendations for implementation of the Hatch Amendment. In
a November 29th letter, Burke recommended an increase in launches so that the
motorized outfitters could be able to accommodate the 150 people per day
maximum historical use provided for in the Amendment. In his letter, Burke
additionally asked for Congressional hearings early in 1981 so that as soon as
possible a determination could be made as to the scheduling of motor trips and
whether motors would be allowed during the 1982 season.[46] Burke's
correspondence shows that both he and the outfitters were aware that Hatch's
Amendment, as passed, was only temporary and that the phase out of motors
might begin anew the following season.

Introducing - Secretary of the Interior James Watt (Watt’'s Senate Confirmation
Hearings)

Staveley, Burke, and the other motorized outfitters were probably delighted by
the good fortune that had befallen them as a result of the November 1980
election of Ronald Reagan as President. When Senator Clifford Hansen (R - WY)
declined Reagan’s offer of Secretary of Interior, on December 22nd, 1980 the
position was then offered to the same James Watt, President of the Mountain
States Legal Foundation, who was already helping the motorized outfitters by
suing the Park to retain motorized rafts.[47] As virtually everyone in the country
would soon know, Watt, who had already described environmentalists as “the
greatest threat to the ecology of the West,’[48] accepted the position as



Secretary of Interior, the trustee of America’s public lands.

Reagan’s election to the presidency became official on January 6, 1981 when a
joint session of Congress counted the votes of the Electoral College.[49] The
following day Watt’s confirmation hearing in the Committee on Senate Energy
and Natural Resources began. The Committee was particularly interested in
Watt’s potential for conflict of interest since, as President of the MSLF, he had
sponsored numerous suits against the Department of Interior. The committee’s
interest was justified. During questioning about the MSLF, Watt made the
surprising claim that he didn’t even know who the contributors to the MSLF were.
Senator John Seiberling (D-Ohio), Chairman of the Interior Subcommittee on
Public Lands informed Watt with the specifics of who the financial supporters of
the MSLF were and then concluded with the following observation. "These are
people whose primary interest in public lands is to exploit them for their own
profit. Their idea of multiple land use is to have everything with any conceivable
value developed, even if its primary value is Wilderness."[50]

Watt had been asked to submit to the committee a summary of those MSLF
cases that involved the agency. Watt’'s prepared summary incorrectly cited his
Arizona suit to retain motorized rafts in the Canyon. Instead of describing the
MSLF v. Whalen case as filed, the description supplied to the committee was
"MSLF v. Dickenson," the NPS Director that succeeded Whalen. In Watt’s
statement, the suit was summarized as follows: "MSLF seeks to protect the right
of the public to reasonable, environmentally sound access to the Grand Canyon
for recreation by challenging the Park Service's decision to ban all motorized raft
trips on the Colorado River through the Grand Canyon."[51]

During the hearing segment questioning Watt’s involvement with motorized
rafting, Senator Dale Bumpers (D-AR) explicitly stated that the Senate (against
his [Bumpers] own vigorous protest) had adopted only a one-year postponement
of the Park Service river management plan.[52] Bumpers even directly asked
Watt,"Do you favor the Wilderness Act." Watt's response: "Absolutely."

Before the hearings had begun, Watt had generated a recusal statement wherein
he consented only to refrain from assisting the MSLF in any further prosecution
of the Interior cases. Watt submitted his statement to the Committee after having
already discussed its content with the chairman of the Committee, Senator
James McClure (R. Idaho).

Curiously absent from Watt's commitment was any promise to, as Secretary of
the Interior, refrain from involving himself in the issues surrounding the MSLF’s
Interior Department litigations. The statement successfully made it through the
hearing without any mention of this deficiency. Time would prove that Watt would



utilize this oversight to MSLF’s fullest advantage.
More Concessions, Motors, and the Brave New World of Watt

Once Watt was confirmed and sworn in there soon became little doubt that he
had an agenda and that he would do whatever it took to get it through. A main
feature of the Watt plan for the parks was a significantly larger role for the
concessionaires, displaying an almost zealous drive to involve them in park
operations wherever possible. In a March 9, 1981 appearance before the
Conference of National Park Concessionaires, Watt pledged, “It is time for a new
beginning and the private enterprise system must be looked to for rejuvenation
and enthusiasm as we try to make the parks more accessible and usable for the
people.... You folks (the concessionaires) are going to play a tremendously
important role and a growing role in the administration of our National Parks and
we are going to reach out and involve you in some areas that you haven'’t been
asked to be involved in before.”[53]

So zealous was Watt’s desire to facilitate concessionaire involvement, he
expressed a ready willingness to remove anyone who might be in his path. “If we
need to change personnel under Russ (Dickenson — NPS Director) to accomplish
a more aggressive concessionaires program, we will change the people.”’[54]
Watt continued, “If a personality is giving you (the concessionaires) a problem,
we are going to get rid of the problem or the personality, whichever is faster.”[55]

Besides his overt enthusiasm for more privatization of the parks, Watt felt no
need to withhold his opinion supporting motorized rafting in the Canyon. “I don’t
like to paddle and | don’t like to walk.” James Watt would say, almost with a touch
of pride.[56] Watt himself saw little value for extended river trips. Relating about
his own Grand Canyon motorized raft trip, “The first day was spectacular.... The
second day started to get a little tedious, but the third day | wanted bigger motors
to move that raft out. There is no way you could get me on an oar-powered raft
on that river — I'll guarantee you that. On the fourth day we were praying for
helicopters and they came.”[57]

The country now had a Secretary of Interior that thought the motor trips were too
long and the motorized Wilderness was still much too tedious.

On the Monday following Watt’s confirmation hearing, January 12, 1981, a press
release came from NPS Western Regional Director Howard Chapman
announcing “... the public will have the option of motor or oar trips in the future.”
Chapman also disclosed that he would be using the Hatch Amendment as a
guide to future river management.



The next day, GCNP Superintendent Dick Marks both called and wrote Fred
Burke with the good news that the commercial “preferred use season” allocation
would be for 105,500 user days. Use would be based upon user days, rather for
the “total number of people” method provided in the 1979 plan.[58] This single
provision emphasizing user days handed to the outfitters the economic
motivation to supply the public with the shorter motorized trips that deliver the
most profit, rather than to provide the longer oar powered trips which cost
patrons less per day. This same increased frequency of short trips set the stage
for the current use of helicopters, which now service more than 50% of the
commercial river passengers.

On February 10, 1981, the MSLF wrote to Fred Burke advising him that the
MSLF would be putting their suit on inactive status as they waited for the Park,
now officially under the supervision of their former leader, to take the “appropriate
action” to fulfill their new promises[59]

1981 Draft Alternatives — Motors, Motors, or Motors?

Other than Watt’s intermittent comments in support of motorized rafts, little was
conveyed to the public about the status of the river until that summer. On June 8,
1981 ignoring ten years of public input calling for the elimination of motors, a new
set of fully motorized management alternatives emerged for public comment with
release of "Draft Alternatives for the Colorado River Management Plan." This
completely new set of four separate motor-oar combination alternatives, each of
which provided for continuation of motor use throughout the summer season,
was announced by NPS Western Regional Director Howard Chapman who now
claimed that the 1979 plan had been "vetoed by Congress."[60] These new
alternatives did not allow the historical public preference for the elimination of
motors to even be considered.

This draft document stated that the new set of presented alternatives were
needed because "The (Hatch) Amendment prohibited a reduction of user days or
passenger launches for commercial motorized craft below 1978 levels during the
summer season. The commercial use level in 1978 was 89,000 user days."[61]
The press release accompanying the draft plan further echoed Chapman's
erroneous conclusion that "... the plan adopted by the Park Service in 1979 was
subsequently vetoed by Congress last year." [62] A two-month public comment
period was provided and closed on August 12, 1981.

With the release of this new plan the Senate’s vote for a single year
postponement of the implementation of the 1980 CRMP had somehow been
transformed into a full purge of the motor phase-out concept. Also, conveniently
forgotten were the Senate hearings that were promised to have occurred in early



1981 that would have more thoroughly examined the facts Orrin Hatch abruptly
introduced on the Senate floor on November 14, 1980. Completely forgotten was
the Park’s plan to revise the user day allocations. Using the same
misinterpretation of Congressional directives, the 1980 plan’s temporary 70%
commercial user day ratio spontaneously, in the 1981 Plan, became inflexible at
115,500 user days for the commercials and 54,450 for the privates.[63] The die
was now being cast for the twenty-year wait currently confronting those
Americans who choose to access the Canyon non-commercially.

Quite happy with the completely motorized horizon the 1981 draft provided,
Watt's Mountain States Legal Foundation abandoned their lawsuit on July 16,
1981.

1981 CRMP - The Incredible End to the Decade of Public Input

In December of 1981 came the issuance of the final 1981 CRMP that provided
continuation of motors and the foundation upon which the river is managed
today. This 1981 document also repeated and further codified the earlier draft
version’s dubious interpretation of the Hatch Amendment with the statement,
"The amendment prohibited a reduction of user days or passenger launches for
commercial motorized craft below 1978 levels during the summer season."
Without ever mentioning that the only alternatives presented for public comment
in the June of 1981 Draft were combinations of motor and oar use, the plan
justifies its final conclusion with the statement, "The preponderance of these
(public) comments favored some combination of oars and motors, while voicing
interest to have a period of oar only use."[64]

This 1981 CRMP contained no mention of any consideration of the non-
motorized options consistently requested and preferred by the public. The
preceding 1980 CRMP had been developed through processes that complied
with the National Environmental Policy Act. Such NEPA processes, which require
that “all reasonable alternatives be considered,” form legal, binding decisions that
require implementation by the administering agency. A decision arrived at via the
NEPA process cannot be withdrawn or a new decision made without going
through a similar NEPA compliant process. Clearly, the publicly preferred no
motor option was a “reasonable” alternative that was never considered in the
1981 plan. The failure to include those “no motor” options in the development of
the 1981 plan would seem to be in violation of the NEPA process. The temporary
defunding of a project had been magically transformed into an illegal “veto” of a
decade of public input.

Of particular note is the 1981 CRMP document that was signed by



Superintendent Richard "Dick" Marks on 11/25/81, Western Regional Director
Howard Chapman on 12/8/1981, and by NPS Director Russell Dickenson on
12/13/1981. Significantly, at the time of each of their 1981 CRMP authorization
signatures, the federal government had already entered into the 1982 fiscal year.
Since the provisions of both pubic law 96-514 and its Hatch Amendment had
already expired with the September 30th end of the 1981 fiscal year (94 Stat.
2957), the very basis for the provisions of the 1981 plan no longer existed.

At that time of its signing there weren’t any grounds for deviation from the
elimination of motors provided in the publicly reviewed 1979 Final EIS and 1980
CRMP. That fact was apparently forgotten despite numerous references on the
Senate floor and during Watt’s Confirmation hearing that the Hatch Amendment
was "solely a one year postponement of the 1979 decision."[65] As stated earlier,
even the outfitters had recognized that the Amendment provided only for a single
year postponement and “that motors may not be allowed in 1982.”[66] Somehow,
all this was forgotten by the National Park Service while it was under the
supervision of James Watt.

1999 Have Your Cake And Eat It Too (Commercial Outfitters Gross over
$27,000,000 - Privates Wait 20+Years)

The 1981 plan provided for 1979 commercial use levels of 89,000 user days to
be increased by 26,500, a 30% increase. This increase resulted in the current
total commercial allocation of 115,000 user days, none of which includes the
30,000 user days allocated to crew members that accompany the commercial
passengers. This commercial user day level was originally provided in the 1980
plan as an “economic base” to effectively compensate the outfitters for reduced
total revenues created by conversion to the longer oar powered trips. Now, under
the 1981 CRMP, the motorized outfitters were able to keep their motors while still
being compensated as if they had converted to oars. For Ted Hatch of Hatch
River Expeditions alone, the increased user days indirectly provided for by his
distant cousin’s Amendment translated to almost 1,000 more user days per year,
or 17,000 more user days over the last seventeen years.[67] Since Orrin Hatch
had failed to disclose his family’s benefit from the outcome of his amendment,
the Senate could not have been aware that they would be providing the Hatch
family with more than $4,250,000[68] in cumulative gross revenues over the next
17 years. In fact the “economic increase” by itself delivered the group of
motorized outfitters additional gross revenues of $78,800,000 between 1981 and
1998 once the 1980 CRMP was aborted.[69]

No matter how you look at it, the monetary returns from Staveley and Burke’s
one-year effort were excellent. The motorized raft industry in the Canyon is now
approximately a $20 million dollar a year industry. Staveley’s Canyoneers



business alone now grosses more than $1,000,000 per year. Arizona River
Runners, no longer owned by Burke, similarly grossed over $3 million in 1998.
Today motors prevail in America’s foremost river Wilderness while non-
commercial river runners are now waiting 20 years for access.

All this, while the river flows and the outfitters continue to insist, everything is
fine; don’t change it.
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Court, evolved when the State of Utah desired

to extract natural resources along the bed of the

Colorado River. Before this development could proceed, a legal determination of the
riverbed's ownership, between the federal government and the state of Utah, was
required.

In this case the plaintiff was the United States, and the defendant was the State of Utah.
The final decision would hinge on whether the Colorado (the Green and San Juan rivers
too) could be declared a navigable, or a non-navigable river.

The court issued its final decree in 1931, giving possession of the riverbed to the United
States in non-navigable sections, for example, the rapids of Cataract Canyon.
Possession of the riverbed in navigable sections were given to the State of Utah, for
example, the flatwater of Meander Canyon below Moab, Utah.

The court, presided by Charles Warren, began acquiring testimony in October 1929,
which is the month of Black Tuesday, the infamous crash of the stock market and the
beginning of the Great Depression.

The decision of determining what was navigable and non-navigable was entirely
dependent on the testimony of individuals who had actual experience navigating the
Colorado River and its major tributaries in Utah.

Most of the witnesses were river runners, both professional and recreational; scientists
and engineers, who worked for either the United States Geological Survey or the
Bureau of Reclamation. Other testimony came from petroleum geologists and placer
miners.

Persons of notable historic importance included Frederick Dellenbaugh, a member of
the second Powell expedition; Franklin Nims, photographer of the Brown-Stanton
expedition; members of the James Best expedition; photographer Ellsworth Kolb;
members of the Clyde Eddy expedition; and members of the Pathe-Bray film
expedition--to name but a very few.

It could be said that the Colorado Riverbed Case is the largest known oral history of the
men and women who utilized the Colorado River basin in Utah prior to 1929. Paper
documents of the Colorado Riverbed Case appear to be very rare and are known to be
archived in institutions such as the Utah State Historical Society and the Utah State
Archives.



An abridged version of the testimony was published at one time, by a non-government
printing company. It would appear that this abridged narrative, in two volumes, is quite
scarce and unavailable to the general public.

In 1997 | donated a complete microfilm set of the testimony, which | purchased from the
Utah State Archives, to the Special Collections Department of the J. Willard Marriott
Library, University of Utah.

The digitization of the microfilm was provided by a grant from the Bureau of
Reclamation.

Approximately 2,125 pages of the Colorado Riverbed Case were digitized from these
microfilm records by iArchives of Orem, Utah.

The link to the records at the Marriott Library, University of Utah is here: The Colorado
Riverbed Case

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
e The River Bed Case
1931 - The Decree and Utah State Objections
1930 - Riverbed Case Brief USA
1929 - Riverbed Case Brief Utah
1929 - Riverbed Case Brief USA
Testimony Abridged: Volume One with Table of Contents (searchable)
Testimony Abridged: Volume Two with Table of Contents (searchable)




A New and Interactive Web
Site Tracks Drought

NOVEMBER 01, 2007
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

On November 1, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
unveiled a new web site (www.drought.gov)
for the public and for water managers
nationwide to help them monitor and assess drought conditions instantaneously. This
site was specifically created in response to the severe and extended drought conditions
of the past decade.

The site is designed to be a clearinghouse for accessing resources and information
about drought conditions as they develop or persist. The web site is call the "US
Drought Portal" and was developed for the National Integrated Drought Information
System (NIDIS), which is led by NOAA, and with collaboration with numerous federal
agencies and several state governments.

The web site provides forecasts, how drought may impact individual communities, and
what kinds of mitigation measures might exist for them.

Considering the recent and intense wildfire conditions that have prevailed in most of the
western states this year, as well as the serious water shortages happening right now in
the southeastern United States, this inaugural portal is a bit late, but nonetheless much
appreciated.

Hopefully, the Congress and the President will act more swiftly in the future, since the
concept of developing a national policy on water scarcity was first proposed in 1973,
which never gained any traction even after the drought of 1976-1977, nor after the
drought of 1988-1992.




Reclamation Issues Final
EIS for Colorado River
Operations under Low
Reservoir Conditions

NOVEMBER 02, 2007
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

On November 2, the Bureau of
Reclamation announced the
publication and distribution of their
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for determining
guidelines to operate the two largest reservoirs in the United States,
Lake Powell and Lake Mead, under low reservoir conditions and in light
of probable shortages for the water users of the Colorado River. The popular name for
the plan is called Shortage Criteria.

Hoover Dam

The Final EIS is now available for the public's review on Reclamation's project website.
Click here

Since 1999, when the two reservoirs were nearly full, the total water storage capacity in
the two reservoirs has declined steadily to 50%. The last eight years of drought have
been observed as the most severe in the last 100 years of recorded history.
Reclamations' operating criteria on the opposite end of the spectrum, a plan called
Surplus Criteria, was completed in 2001. Both plans will be in effect until 2026, with the
possibility of a reconsultation during this interim time period.

The Final EIS presents a Preferred Alternative, which proposes that certain water levels
in Lake Mead be used to determine when a shortage condition would be declared in the
lower basin of the Colorado River, and how that shortage would be shared by the states
of Arizona, California and Nevada.

It also proposes a mechanism to implement river augmentation and conservation of
water supplies in Lake Mead to minimize future shortages should the drought persist.
The impacts of climate change were not considered by Reclamation in this
environmental study.

What this study also does not address is the full range of results from the various
paleoclimate studies of the last 30 years. This data is derived from a scientific analysis
of tree-rings to reconstruct the historic streamflow patterns of the Colorado River over a
time period that spans 1,200 years.

Such studies reveal that the long-term annual yield of the Colorado River can be lower
than it has been in the last century, and that drought can endure for a few, to many,
decades.



The plan is expected to be adopted by the Secretary of the Interior in December, and
take effect in January 2008. Reclamation will use this criteria to develop the Annual
Operating Plan for Colorado River reservoirs through 2026 .

Additional information:

Read the comment letter (2007 Draft EIS for Shortage Criteria) by Living Rivers and
Center for Biological Diversity. This letter explains that the Bureau of Reclamation took
the softest approach possible in developing an operating plan for a systemized river that
has nothing left to give.




Desolation Canyon: DES O LATION
History along the
Green River C A N Y O N
<o
History ALONG THE GREEN RIVER

-

NOVEMBER 13, 2007
BY JAMES ATON

Desolation Canyon is part of a
canyon/river system in one of
the most remote sections of
Utah. The Green River cuts a
118-mile, serpentine swath
through part of a larger
geomorphic unit called the
Tavaputs Plateau. It creates a
north-south running canyon with
east-west drainages. At its
deepest section, the river is
more than 5,000 feet below
some of the wildest country in
the lower 48 states; in places it
is deeper than the Grand Canyon. The region's
massively crumpled topography of steep canyons and
deep ravines is topped with hundreds of square miles of
evergreen forests. Because the region is remote and
protected by such daunting ramparts, it is rich in wildlife, from flying squirrels to black
bears.

Photographs by Dan Miller

While some canyon systems of the Colorado River Basin are more difficult to access,
Desolation is not an especially inviting place. The rugged terrain and aridity associated
with the river, plateau, and canyon have discouraged large scale settlement. Yet people
have come to the canyon for over 12,000 years. The area preserves evidence of a
wealth of human history, from prehistoric granaries to early twentieth century ranches,
ferries, and moonshiner's cabins. Thus, in many ways for various peoples over the
millennia, Desolation Canyon was the last best place.

Our story of Desolation's history will divide into five chapters: natural history, prehistory,
exploration, settlement, and the federal government. While this book does not qualify as
an environmental history per se, the river and canyon figure prominently in
understanding the history of the area.

This book will tell the story of all those peoples who have come and gone over the
millennia. It will illuminate how they made a living in a canyon system that did not
possess natural resources in abundance like other places in the West--grass and/or
minerals. Yet it had enough of those to attract individual entrepreneurs. In some



instances, however, that remoteness worked as an asset for those people; in other
instances it doomed their operations.

The attraction of the canyon has always been its water, both in its mainstream channel
and in its side-canyon streams and dry washes. The Fremont people, in particular, used
the river and drainages for growing food and storing it. The Ute Indians who succeeded
(or may have been) the Fremont also were attracted to the water, but especially to the
game which used the canyon and side canyon system. While no large Ute villages were
nestled down in Desolation, the Utes' presence there in the prehistoric and early historic
periods was significant.

The exploration of the Green River and Desolation Canyon was part of the larger saga
of the exploration of the Green and Colorado River system beginning with the famous
fur trapper William Ashley, continuing with such explorers as John Wesley Powell and
subsequent government surveys, as well as adventurer/trappers like George Flavell and
Nathanial Galloway. Many explored the canyon to exploit its animals; some surveyed it
to serve as a transportation corridor; and some traveled the canyon with the idea of
damming it for irrigation and power. Nothing ultimately came of any of these various
exploitive ventures. The adventurers, however, were the first wave in what has become
the major use of the canyon: recreational river runners.

The first Anglo settlers in the area were cattlemen and cattle rustlers--the two going
hand in hand. A number of ranches such as McPherson's Cradle M and the Seamounts'
Rock Creek Ranch operated within the canyon and around its edges. The ranches
which coexisted with, then succeeded the outlaws, were part of an unusual settlement
pattern in Utah. All were pioneered by non-Mormon individuals outside the village
pattern that characterized most late 19th and early 20th century settlement in the state.

A combination of events such as the Great Depression, the Taylor Grazing Act of 1933,
the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, and World War |l led to the establishment of
more federal government control over the river corridor and surrounding lands. The
Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Uintah-Ouray Ute Tribe,
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service all have sometimes competing jurisdictions over
the river. Issues such as river recreation, endangered species, wilderness, hydroelectric
power, cultural resources, and hydrocarbon extraction all play out in Desolation. It is a
microcosm of the conflicts going on elsewhere in the federal-land-concentrated West.

Desolation is one of the wildest rivers in the West. Certainly humans have altered some
of the natural patterns of flora and fauna, and our book examines these changes. Yet
despite a fair amount of use and comings and goings by humans over the many
millennia, the riparian corridor retains its wild and pristine qualities. Ultimately, however,
the focus of the book will be on the various attempts to make a living in this rugged
place and the very human stores behind those attempts. Likewise, the book will look at
the hows and whys of this region's abandonment and what its future is as a de facto,
federally managed wilderness.
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Utah State University Press will release the book in Spring 2009. It will feature over one
hundred black and white and color photographs, plus a DVD film of oral histories from
Arden Stewart, Waldo Wilcox, and Clifford Duncan.

ALSO BY JAMES ATON
e John Wesley Powell. Western Writers Series #114. Boise State University.
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Using the same techniques employed
by Reclamation's forecasters, the
Colorado River Open Source Simulator (CROSS)* has been developed to allow the
public the opportunity to explore a more complete range of scenarios which nature may
have in-store for Colorado River water users.

Click here to download CROSS

CROSS's simple interface is designed for anyone to use, whether familiar with the
Colorado or not, says Niklas Christensen, who developed the simulator for OTC and is
releasing it today at the American Water Resources Association's annual conference in
Albuquerque. Most importantly, using the same inputs, CROSS outputs validate well
against Reclamation's far more sophisticated and expensive model, making this a
credible and valuable public tool in this era of Colorado River uncertainty.

As a leading scientist on assessing the impact of climate change on the hydrology and
water resources of the Colorado River, Christensen is fully aware of the risks that may
lie ahead for the watershed. Results from his research, funded by the Department of
Energy, predict up to a ten percent reduction in flows by the end of the century. Findings
by other scientists, such as Martin Hoerling from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, predict the change could be much greater and come more quickly, up to
a 40 percent reduction in flows by the middle of the century.

None of us can say with precision what's going to happen, but what the science is telling
us is that something very likely will, and it's quite surprising that such an important
variable has been omitted from Reclamation's shortage forecasting, adds Christensen.



CROSS shows that a reduction in the middle range of predictions, 20% by the year
2100, would render it highly unlikely that Lake Mead, the nation's largest reservoir,
would ever fill again, and a strong likelihood of being empty for good by 2050. By
contrast, Reclamation's shortage assumptions have Lake Mead holding steady
throughout their 2008 - 2060 forecast period. Worse still, should flows mimic what the
basin has experienced so far this century, CROSS shows how Lake Powell, the Nation's
number two reservoir, and Lake Mead would likely become operationally empty within
the next five years.

"With the region in its longest recorded drought, and reservoirs at below 50% capacity,
it's amazing that Reclamation modelers assume the Colorado of the future will likely
mimic its high flow periods of the past," says Owen Lammers, Executive Director of
Living Rivers. With every drop of water already allocated, and just a 2% mistake
equivalent to losing Las Vegas' Colorado River water supply, providing the public with
comprehensive forecasting is no trivial matter.

Even if climate change were not an issue, Reclamation's forecasts still errors toward the
positive. Current estimates of the long-term annual flow of the Colorado River range
from 13.0 to 14.7 million acre-feet (maf). Reclamation's forecasting is largely based on
flows of 15.0 maf--the recorded average streamflow from 1900 - 2005. These 20th
century flows, however, are now recognized to be among the wettest in 1,200 years.
While Reclamation acknowledges this, and has conducted some alternative analysis
with flows as low as 14.6 maf, it failed to examine the full range of variability offered by
researchers.

CROSS illustrates how at 14.0 maf Reclamation's new shortage policy will be
immediately taxed, very likely requiring consultation with the Secretary of Interior to
determine who gets what water and when, the precise action these polices were
designed to avoid. At 13 maf, the new system collapses altogether with Lake Mead
likely operationally empty by 2020, rising for only brief periods through the rest of the
century.

"It's not that we feel such scenarios are any more valid than what Reclamation has
offered, its just their omission misrepresents the potential for shortages that science
suggest we ought to acknowledge", stresses Lammers. Fortunately with CROSS,
anyone can explore the full range of possibilities, as well as the amount of water
conservation we can employ to successfully navigate any uncertainty.

*CROSS requires the use of Microsoft Excel installed on a Microsoft Windows operating
system. CROSS is designed to be a self-contained application and does not require the
user have previous experience with Microsoft Excel.

We would like to remind everybody that a hydrological model is what humans have
created, rather than what really happens in nature.

Additional information:



Comment letter and water budget of April 2007 by Living Rivers on the Draft EIS of

Interim Guidelines

Scripps Institute press release of February 2008 "When Will Lake Mead Go Dry?"

Paper by Scripp's Pierce and Barnett

Reclamation web page: Colorado River Interim Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages
and Coordinated Operations for Lakes Powell and Mead




California Coastal Commission tentatively okays seawater
desalination plant

NOVEMBER 17, 2007
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

The California Coastal Commission has tentatively approved a proposal to construct a
desalination plant near San Diego. The vote was 9-3. The staff recommended that the
proposal be denied. Some suspect the commission's deciding factor was to avoid future
litigation with the developer. However, the possibility of legal action from citizens now
seems just as likely. The final decision will arrive in December or January.

The intention of this facility is to convert sea water into potable water, by using reverse-
osmosis technology, for 300,000 residents at the coastal community of Carlsbad.
Proposed by Poseidon Resources, the desal project would be built next to an existing,
natural gas-fired, electric power station, and at a cost of $300 million.

San Diego County has been hard pressed to find the water supplies it needs for
spreading more urban sprawl. Increasing water supplies from the Colorado River has
also been a tenuous process for the county water managers, now spanning a decade of
planning and environmental review.

The Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968 encourages plans to find alternative
sources of water for the users of Colorado River water. Besides desalination, water
managers are pursuing other forms of augmentation: conservation, cloud seeding,
removal of water-thirsty (non-native) plants, water transfers from farms to cities, and
water imports from far away rivers such as the Columbia or Mississippi.

This kind of conservation and augmentation is not the answer, since the intention of the
new water acquisition is to rapidly convert it into more urban sprawl. This perpetual
quest for more and more water has become redundant and completely absurd.

There are 11,000 desal plants in 120 countries at the present time and, at full capacity,
create only 4 billion gallons per day. If you do the conversion, the maximum annual
world capacity of desalinated water is only 4.48 million acre-feet, which does not even
match the annual flow of the Green River, which is the major tributary of the Colorado
River.

Instead of hounding new water supplies as fuel for growth, the managers need to look,
instead, at developing two kinds of projects: one, a reliable water reserve (aquifer
recharge programs come to mind) to get their existing customers through the tough
times of water scarcity, and two, to provide habitat for their other customers--the wildlife
and reserve lands protected by state and federal laws.



Additional Information:

* Click here to read article from San Diego Union Tribune
 Desalination report by World Wildlife Fund

» Southern Nevada Water Authority augmentation study
* Comments from state of Colorado on augmentation
Southwest Hydrology issue on desalination

Desal roadmap by Reclamation and Sandia Lab




Hydropower is likely to have
no future on the Colorado

NOVEMBER 30, 2007
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

Sediment deposits at Lake Powell

Shaun McKinnon of the Arizona Republic
wrote a piece on November 24, 2007 about
an overall reduction in the snow pack along
the headwaters of the Colorado River--a
consequence of climate change. According
to government forecasters, a reduced snow
pack is predicted through the winter and
early spring. The article by McKinnon is
linked here.

Sediment deposits at Lake Powell

This piece went beyond the normal coverage

of water scarcity events by extending the

reach to look at other things. For example, the revenue losses for hydropower and
recreation, the battering that watershed ecosystems are currently taking on, and how
aquifer recharge programs can offer a positive management solution.

| will take some exception to the discussion about hydropower.

Contrary to popular perceptions, the production of hydropower from Colorado River
dams is actually quite insignificant. For example, the coal-burning Navajo Generating
Station near Lake Powell will produce more electricity annually than all the hydropower
facilities on the Colorado River combined. Hydropower operations cannot run at
maximum capacity on an annual basis. If they were operated in this manner, they would
effectively drain the reservoirs in no time.

Another popular perception is that hydropower is utilized by a typical surburban
household in metropolitan Phoenix, Las Vegas or Los Angeles. In reality, typical
hydropower customers are irrigation projects, rural communities, and various
government facilities. Click here to see a spreadsheet of hydropower customers.

Hydropower revenues are down significantly at the dams before the biggest reservoirs
on the Colorado River, namely Lake Powell and Lake Mead. For example in early 2005,
the efficiency of the power plant at Glen Canyon Dam was 60% of normal, which is
about as efficient as a junk yard pick-up truck.

Both reservoirs are presently half-full, which means there is not enough water in storage
to provide the water pressure, or hydraulic head, necessary to spin the generators into
dollars sufficient enough to be economically viable.



The loss of revenue due to the system's continuing inefficiency has required the re-
negotiation of contracts with customers that use this subsidized federal power and,
stifled the payback schedule (see spreadsheet) to the U.S. Treasury for the construction
loans provided to build the water projects of the Colorado River basin.

In the Arizona Republic piece Tim Culbertson, a spokesperson for the hydropower
industry, reports to the public that this form of energy production is a clean, renewable
resource--which is a stretch.

Reservoirs may not necessarily emit carbon dioxide or methane at the power station,
but greenhouse gas emissions do occur at the places where rivers and tributary
streams dump their organic loads (leaf littler and driftwood) into the reservoir, where it
begins to decay. This natural breakdown of organic materials affects altered river
corridors in negative ways (Report).

For example, it depletes the oxygen levels at lower layers of the reservoir, which are
called "dead zones," because fish can suffocate. Sometimes this layer of depleted
oxygen actually passes through the turbines and into the Colorado River below the
dams.

Besides emitting carbon dioxide and methane gas into the atmosphere, the decay
process also produces hydrogen sulfide, which is corrosive and foul-smelling.

In fact, when weather conditions are favorable, | have observed the upper reservoir fizz
like a carbonated drink, and with matches have ignited the bubbling vents of methane
on the exposed mud deposits. Click here to see photos of a methane gas vent at Lake
Powell in 2005 ("mud volcano”).

A discussion of greenhouse gases from reservoirs can be read by clicking here.
To learn more about the science of limnology click here.

Algae blooms too are a health and ecosystem problem in reservoirs, such as is occuring
on the reservoirs on the Klamath River in California and the Green River in Wyoming.

Along with the organic detritus, sediment is also deposited into the reservoir's river arms
and tributary canyons. These sediment deposits are currently perched above the
current level of the reservoirs. They are massive and over 30 miles in length along the
main stem river arms.

They are anything but clean: when it rains, the deposits turn into thick, gooey mud.
When the weather is dry and windy, dust fills the sky. The tumbleweeds and salt cedar
grow so thickly that camping, and hiking opportunities into side canyons, are usually
impossible.

Hydropower on the Colorado River is presently not a renewable resource--anymore
than a solar panel at the Arctic Circle in the winter time is renewable.



In fact, hydropower on the Colorado River may never work efficiently again, since
Colorado River water managers are allowing the demand for water to match, and even
exceed, the supply, which is all the more exacerbated by this persistent drought and the
looming impacts of a warming global atmosphere.

ADDTIONAL INFORMATION

« 2012 - Oakridge Lab Hydropower Report on Impacts of Climate Change
2011 - Testimony by Leslie James. CREDA.

* Harnessing Hydropower: The Earth's Natural Resource. WAPA.

+ 2011- 2014: Summary western reservoir conditions. WAPA.
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latest construction endeavor, S
which recently celebrated the
final dump truck load for its
earthen-fill dam. The reservoir is 500 feet above the Animas River and just outside of
the city limits of Durango, Colorado. Across the river from a city park, where uranium
ore was once processed, lies the pumping station that will lift the river water to the
reservoir.

The price tag for this project has escalated from $338 to $564 million (does not include
the energy cost to lift the water) and the water management gain is a mere 50,000 acre-
feet. The water from this perched reservoir is dispensed by putting it back in the river to
spread the consumption for downstream users on an annual basis. The activists who
oppose the project call it "Jurassic Pork."

Thus the stage has been set for the development of Colorado River resources for the
21st century: big expensive projects for small amounts of water from a river that has
absolutely nothing left to give.

Here is a list of some of the other Vitamin P (pork) projects for the welfare developers
dependent on the Colorado River. For a complete list click here.

Drop 2 Reservoir

This project will store extraordinary irrigation water in a reservoir along the All American
Canal in California. The water in storage (supplements from heavy rainstorms) will be
transferred for consumption by Las Vegas from its pumping station next to Lake Mead.
The projected cost for the Southern Nevada Water Authority to build this 8,000 acre-feet
storage reservoir, is now projected to cost $206 million, according to the Associated
Press on 12/7/07. This augmentation project is totally dependent on inclement weather
and the annual yield for Nevada will range from zero to 40,000 acre-feet and for a
cumulative total of 280,000 acre-feet.

Nevada Groundwater Project

The Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) proposes to build over 300 miles of
pipelines from pumping stations at groundwater basins in Nevada for a total yield of
40,000 acre-feet annually for 10 years. Afterwards, SNWA will be allowed an additional



20,000 acre-feet annually from the basin based on the results of monitoring and impact
analysis. Various newspapers have recently cited the project cost to be over $3 billion.

St. George Pipeline

The Washington County Water Conservancy District of southwest Utah proposes to
build 160 miles of pipeline from Lake Powell with pump stations to lift the water over a
divide (elevation of 6,240 feet) to St. George. The priority date for this water right is
1958. The annual Colorado River depletion for Washington County is 70,000 acre-feet,
with a pipeline lateral to carry 10,000 acre-feet to Kane County. There is discussion for a
lateral pipeline to carry 20,000 acre-feet to Iron County. The total projected price has
been escalating over time and presently estimated to be $1 billion. For more information
click here & click here. See also FERC (Docket # is P-12966).

Navajo-Gallup Water Supply Project

The proposed pipeline and laterals (270 miles) would deplete 36,000 acre-feet of water
annually from the San Juan River for the Navajo and Jicarilla Apache tribes and for the
city of Gallup, New Mexico. The cost estimate is not precisely known and ranges from
$700 million to $1 billion. For more information click here.

Navajo-Flagstaff Pipeline

A pipeline from Lake Powell (or Lake Mead) for consumption at Navajo and Hopi
reservations, and various cities of Coconino County such as Flagstaff, Tusayan and
Williams, and for a low ball cost estimate of $650 million. For more information click
here. For Reclamation water study click here. (archive)

Flaming Gorge Pipeline

A 400-mile pipeline from Flaming Gorge Reservoir in Wyoming to Fort Collins,
Colorado. The depletion from the reservoir could range from 165,000 to 400,000 acre-
feet at an estimated cost of $4 billion dollars. For more information click here.




Colorado River
Shortage Agreement
Falls Short

DECEMBER 17, 2007
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

The agreement signed last week
by Interior Secretary Kempthorne
and the seven states of the
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Palace in Las Vegas, is not a
heroic achievement at all.

Click here to read the Record of Decision.

Click here for the Biological Opinion.

Click here for coverage in the Arizona Republic.
Click here for coverage in the New York Times.

The Department of Interior needs good news right now, even if it is contrived, since the
ethics of the department have been crumbling in cronyism, according to this Associated
Press story.

This water shortage management plan merely reflects the unfinished work initiated by
the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968, which is the Congressional response to
the Supreme Court decision called AZ v CA (1963-4).

Incidentally, this is the legislation that saved Grand Canyon from dams as a result of the
campaign from the Sierra Club and the state of California.

This agreement is about the preparation of one document on an annual basis: the
Annual Operating Plan (AOP) for the Colorado River. Specifically in response to
whatever the projected circumstances will be on an annual basis. For example, If they
have surpluses, this is what they will do. If they have shortages, this is what they will do.
When they have supplies from augmentation, this is what they will do.

Augmentation to the river supply are things that have not yet been built or finished. For
example, the proposed Drop 2 Reservoir and the Yuma Desalting Plant.

There really is nothing long-term or, more importantly, visionary, about this plan at all. It
is an "interim plan". If the situation gets worse, the states will re-consult and initiate a
revised plan. This is about, at best, micro-managing water resources and with an



attitude of let's-wait-and-see-what-happens.

Why it took 40 years to finish the job is because this was a time period of surplus, which
was created at first by a lack of consumption in the Upper Basin states, and then later
by the abundant snow packs of the 1980s and 1990s. It is interesting that the managers
have this wait-and-see attitude, which means they are not really managers at all, but
opportunists. To paraphrase honest authors of western water history: they are
mountebanks.

The long-term components of forgotten but necessary action items yet to be determined
are:

how will they finance and build massive augmentation projects?

how will they operate the system when a reservoir empties?

how will they manage hydropower collaspe?

how will they vacate the sediment accumulating in the reservoirs?

how will they manage probable maximum floods when one finally arrives?

how will they decommission obsolete dams without interrupting water deliveries?

The major rescue idea from the hydraulic despots, for the moment, is the massive
desalination of ocean water. The 1968 Act allows augmentation activities for Colorado
River basin states. However, because they have not initiated any arrangements for
planning or financing over the last 40 years, until now, whatever they might have up
their sleeves is probably--too late. It will take decades to get this infrastructure in place.

Since the Iraq War has robbed the US Treasury and the present economy is
precariously resting on jack stands, it is not clear that the capital for augmentation
planning and development can be acquired easily anytime soon.

This situation should force the water managers to do what could have done in the first
place: planning within the confines of finite resources, stop coveting other water
communities, maintaining affordability for citizens, and conserving the water that Nature
provides as much as possible. Conservation that creates a reserve supply and not
conservation that creates more resource dependancy by reaching beyond appropriate
build-out, which fosters only more demoralizing congestion and pollution.

More information:

Climate change and the death of stationarity: A new era for western water? Stephen
Gray.




Las Vegas: Mirage in the Mojave

FEBRUARY 05, 2008
BY EMILY UNDERWOOD

Water, water, water... There is no shortage of water in the desert but exactly the right
amount, a perfect ratio of water to rock. Of water to sand, insuring that wide, free, open,
generous spacing among plants and animals, homes and towns and cities, which
makes the arid West so different from any other part of the nation. There is no lack of
water here, unless you try to establish a city where no city should be. Edward Abbey

Las Vegas is in one of the driest valleys of the driest state in the U.S. From the view of a
satellite, the wrinkled topography surrounding the city is the color of tanned hide, with
only rough patches of green that spackle the mountains, and the dark blue fissure of the
Colorado River on the Nevada/Arizona border.

Artesian springs once sustained pioneers as they crossed the harsh Mojave desert,
giving Las Vegas its Spanish name, The Meadows. But in 1905, Las Vegas
mechanically tapped the aquifer, interrupting the springs' natural flow. They soon dried
up, and the meadows they supported are now gone.

Las Vegas's population ballooned as military industry took off and big-time resorts
began to boom. By the 1940's, the city had depleted the aquifer to the point that Las
Vegas could not continue to grow without seeking water elsewhere. Nevada had gained
an annual allotment of 300,000 acre-feet of Colorado River water from the 1922
Colorado River Compact and the 1928 Boulder Canyon Project Act. The expansion of
the 1940s provided the money and the incentive to build a delivery system for
transporting the water from Lake Mead to Las Vegas Valley. In the1980s and 90s, the
city finally managed to create a system that could transport the full allotment.

Today, Las Vegas Valley relies on the Colorado to survive; more than 90% of its annual
water supply comes from Lake Mead reservoir. And survive it has, with the tenacity and



opportunism of any spiny desert creature. With 70,000 newcomers per year, Las Vegas
is the fastest growing city in America

Pat Mulroy, Nevada's "Water Czar" and manager of the Southern Nevada Water
Authority (SNWA), has enabled this expansion. She has nearly doubled the amount of
water that the SNWA can extract from Lake Mead with the clever use of return-flow
credits, which allow the city to subtract the wastewater that it treats and returns to the
reservoir from its yearly allotment.

Combined with conservation methods that also appear to increase water supply while
simply enabling growth, Mulroy has created an illusion of plenty that keeps Las Vegas
fountains flowing, golf courses green, and investors smiling.

The SNWA projects that, if current growth continues, Las Vegas Valley's annual water
needs will rise from 500,000 acre-feet to 1,200,000 acre-feet by 2054. The graph in their
2006 report shows a line rising steadily away from the x/y axis toward infinity.

However, as of September 2007, drought had shrunk Lake Mead by 51%. For Mulroy,
this was an unanticipated catastrophe. In order to decrease its reliance on the Colorado,
SNWA developed a diverse portfolio of resources. Some of the water will be recovered
from water banks, aquifers that are recharged artificially, rather than filling naturally with
snowmelt. Nevada maintains an in-state water bank, as well as banking water in
Arizona and California.

In the future, the SNWA hopes that Nevada will be able to exchange construction of
seawater desalinization plants in ocean states for water rights, but the agency
emphasizes that this is not a short-term possibility.

However, banking, trading, buying and reusing water will account for only about 66-79%
of the anticipated demand. The remaining water, at least 21%, at most 34%, is slated to
come from in-state resources. In August 2004, the SNWA submitted a proposal to
extract up to 200,000 acre-feet of water per year from seven hydrographic basins in the
Great Basin Aquifer System.

No one knows if the aquifer can sustain this flow, or if, once depleted, it will fail to
recharge like the Ogallala aquifer in the Midwest. Nevertheless, in April 2007, the
Nevada State Engineer approved a segment of the plan that will allow a pipeline,
stretching approximately 256 miles from White Pine County to Las Vegas, to pump
40,000 acre-feet per year from Spring Valley. After ten years of environmental
monitoring, this amount may grow to 60,000 acre-feet per year. It will be the largest
groundwater project of its kind ever built in the United States.

In November, a Jim Lehrer News Hour addressed water in the West. To a panel
including rancher Dean Baker, community activist Lisa Mayo-DeRiso, University of
Nevada faculty-member Ron Smith, and marketing CEO Billy Vassiliadis, Judy Woodruff
posed the question, "Has growth been good or bad for Nevada?" The panelists had



mixed responses. Sustainability, they all seemed to agree, is a worthy goal, but they
had varying degrees of hope for attaining it.

The perspective of Dean Baker, a rancher in White Pine County where the pipeline will
begin, is rooted in the limitations of desert life. While growth has benefited Nevada in
many ways, he argued, "It's unsustainable and you just can't keep spreading over the
desert, and raising one house after another, and putting water to it when there isn't any
water."

He has seen the environmental effects of agricultural irrigation. With alarming frequency,
but little predictability, tapping into groundwater causes springs to dry up, and leaves
behind dusty, bare depressions in the ground. The SNWA project will pump far more
water from far deeper aquifers, and Baker does not believe that the agency has
correctly predicted how much water is available and what the environmental effects of
pumping it will be. He fears that it will cause irrevocable damage to ranchland, farmland,
and wilderness preserves of northeast Nevada and northwest Utah.

Billy Vassiliadis, head of the marketing firm R&R Partners and distinguished in 2004 by
the New York Times as Las Vegas's adman, huckster and dealer extraordinaire, warned
about stopping growth in Las Vegas. In response to Judy Woodruff's question,
Vassiliadis replied, "I'm a realist. And the reality is that if growth stops, many, many bad
things will happen to the economy of this state."

Indirectly, he referred to a study commissioned by Pat Mulroy and the SNWA that
projects the economic effects of a sudden end to growth in Las Vegas's Clark County.
(This sudden end of growth is what Pat Mulroy predicts will happen by 2015 if Las
Vegas doesn't get the all the water it is asking for from White Pine and Lincoln
counties.) The results, which some consider contrived to favor business interests, are
nevertheless arresting: hundreds of thousands of unemployed and $200 billion lost in
state tax collections over 14 years.

In light of such impending catastrophe, Vassiliadis argued,"The growth in this state--
good, bad or otherwise--fuels state government, it fuels schools, it fuels transportation, it
fuels health care. And right now maybe we're addicted to it, but the fact is it's a part of
our life and something we have to come to grips with."

Ron Smith, vice president for research at the University of Nevada, and the executive
director of the Urban Sustainability Initiative, fears that the people of Las Vegas have
failed to come to grips with the issue on either side.

"I think there's a huge amount of people in the middle that are neither pro-growth or
anti-growth. They are not cognizant at all of what the issues are. They are not
concerned. They're newcomers. They've been here on the average in Las Vegas 13
years. We've got 5,000 people moving here a month at this point. The real issue is, do
we have the political and social will to deal with sustainability? That is the issue."



Seen from space at night, Las Vegas is a lonely constellation on the North American
continent. The eastern seaboard is lit up like an obsessive doodler's geometric Etch-A-
Sketch. But the arid Southwest retains substantial areas of darkness--rural ranch and
farmland, open space. In these expanses, less visible and less audible than the glowing
frenzy of Las Vegas, live Nevadans of all species who do not emit enough light to catch
a satellite's attention but still eke out a desert living.

The pipeline is a gamble that would cost Las Vegas billions of dollars should the project
fall through. Pat Mulroy herself agrees that the hydrological studies that have been
conducted are, "At best, an educated guess." But money, unlike water, is not a limited
resource in Las Vegas. Should the project fail to deliver everything the agency
promises, should the water table drop unexpectedly, for example, or the technical feat of
constructing the pipeline be too difficult, Las Vegas's survival is not at stake. Its growth
rate might slow, or even stop. Investors might, at least temporarily, retreat. But affluence
gives Las Vegas a cactus-like resilience that is not available to the ranches and
ecosystems of rural Nevada. For them, the water diverted to meet the needs of Las
Vegas may prove to be their lifeblood.

In Dean Baker's experience, the popular will to find sustainable alternatives to building
the pipeline does not exist. He has protested, publicized, and testified, appearing on
countless radio and television programs, writing editorials and spending more time
fighting for his cause than ranching. The SNWA project has moved forward unimpeded.
Pat Mulroy calls conservation measures that Tucson and Albuquerque have used with
great success, "politically impossible in Las Vegas." With his statement, " I'm a realist,"
Billy Vassiliadis dismisses the environmentalists, community activists, and rural interests
who would challenge growth in Nevada.

Baker has attempted to distance himself from politics, "God help us if this is a party
issue." But his predicament, and that of every other life and livelihood dependent on
Nevada's water, is inescapably political. When Baker testified at a hearing for two
environmental bills that would have slowed the SNWA project, he found that, behind
closed doors, under heavy pressure from powerful business interests and the SNWA,
the bills had been rejected before his arrival. More than ironically, perhaps tragically, his
disappointment was described by the Reno Gazette Journal as, "A lesson in politics.

Most politicians, including Obama and Clinton, speak about Nevada's resource
problems in vague terms of mediation: ensuring that growth continues while somehow
still protecting rural and environmental interests. John Edwards, recently lost from the
race, was the only candidate to emphasize the importance of conservation and
sustainable growth over making everybody happy. But even he did not seem able, or
willing, to risk describing specifically what sustainable growth in Nevada would look like.

The Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada (PLAN) calculates that if Las Vegas
could reduce its daily per capita water consumption to the level that Tucson has
achieved, the city could save 190,424 acre-feet of water every year. Contrast this with
the controversial 40,000 acre-feet that will be taken annually from eastern Nevada if the



pipeline goes forward as planned. It would require a transformation of aesthetics and
expectations, but with that saved water, PLAN explains, the city could continue to grow
without tapping into rural Nevada's groundwater.

PLAN's vision, of water served in restaurants only by request, and bed sheets changed
only once every three days for long-term guests in hotels, is inspiring. However, by
softening its message of conservation with the reassurance that the city could continue
growing, PLAN still sidesteps the larger issue. If conservation only fuels more growth,
more growth will inevitably lead to a greater demand for water.

As the New Urban West develops, Western water may, for a time, continue to follow the
same old physics-defying axiom, "running uphill toward money." This is what scholar Hal
Roth contends, insisting that no Western city has ever been truly inhibited by lack of
water, only by the lack of funds.

However, climate scientists expect severe, global warming-related drying trends to
further dessicate the West in coming decades (see the February 2008 issue of National
Geographic for a sobering article on this subject). In the case of Las Vegas, it may be
science, rather than history, that proves predictive of the future of the New Urban West.

One thing is clear: by framing growth in Nevada as all-or-nothing, New Urban West or
economic collapse, community leaders like Billy Vassiliadis and Pat Mulroy offer nothing
new. Nor do they speak for Las Vegans themselves. In 2004, halfway through the
current drought, a poll commissioned by the Las Vegas Review-Journal found that 75
percent of the residents in Clark County were willing to limit construction until the
drought lifted.

By insisting that maintaining the momentum of Las Vegas's growth is the only viable
alternative, Vassiliadis and Mulroy jeopardize not only the interests of those who
currently must make a living in Nevada, but also those who will have to live there in the
future. All sides of the debate pay lip service to the necessity of striking some kind of
balance between rural and urban interests, desert and city, environment and
economics. But so long as the discussion is restricted by a myopic realism that merely,
inadequately, cynically, describes the status quo, the word balance will remain
meaningless, or worse, euphemistic.

Choose your verb: Las Vegas is limited/constrained/supported/made ridiculous/inspired
by the desert. The relationship between the Mirage and the Mojave will have to be
redefined in the next decades. It will be up to Nevadan voters to do the redefining.




Announcing: public
comment period on
operations of Glen Canyon
Dam

FEBRUARY 09, 2008
BY THE EDITORS

Upper Colorado Regional Office

Media Contact: Doug Hendrix or Dennis M “‘
Kubly [ A —
Mimicking river floods at Glen

(801) 524-3837 (801) 524-3715Release Date: Canyon Dam

February 8, 2008

Comments due: February 22, 2008

Reclamation Releases Environmental Assessment for Public Comment on
Proposed High-Flow and Steady Flow Experiment on the Colorado River

Salt Lake City, UT - The Department of the Interior's Bureau of
Reclamation today released for public comment an Environmental
Assessment that describes a proposed early-March 2008 high-flow test
and fall steady flow experiment from Glen Canyon Dam downstream
through the Grand Canyon. Comments will be due by close of business
February 22, 2008.

"Reclamation continues to support the application of science and

adaptive management to the operation of Glen Canyon Dam and the
management of natural resources in Glen and Grand Canyon," Reclamation
Commissioner Robert W. Johnson said in announcing the availability of

the Environmental Assessment. "Experiments such as the proposed
high-flow and fall steady flow continue to advance our understanding

of the ecosystem while providing tangible benefits to the fishery,

river environment, and recreational users in Grand Canyon National Park."

The environmental assessment evaluates the impact of the proposed test
on a wide range of environmental and socioeconomic resources. A
decision by the Department of the Interior is anticipated in late

February 2008, with plans to conduct the high flow in early March

2008, if the decision is to move forward with the experiment.

The high-flow experiment and associated research activities, should
they occur, will be undertaken cooperatively by scientists and



resource managers from Interior's U.S. Geological Survey (USGS),
Reclamation, National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and Bureau of Indian Affairs.

The 2008 test would be similar to the previous high-flow tests
conducted in 1996 and 2004, but the amount of sediment available is
considerably larger. In particular, scientists have concluded that

more sand is needed to rebuild sandbars throughout the 277-mile reach
of Grand Canyon National Park than was available in 1996 or 2004.
Currently, sand supplies in the river are at a 10-year high with a

volume about three times greater than in 2004 due to tributary inflows
below the dam over the past 16 months.

The Environmental Assessment is available for public review on the
Internet by following this link--click here--or by contacting

Dennis Kubly, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Regional Office,
125 S. State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138, and by telephone at
(801) 524-3715.




Lake Mead Will Go
Dry

FEBRUARY 19, 2008

BY JOHN WEISHEIT

Scripps Institution of Oceanography at the Intake towers at Hoover Dam
University of California San Diego created quite a

stir in the media February 12, 2008 with their press

release, which stated that there is a 50 percent

chance Lake Mead, a key source of water for millions of people in the southwestern
United States, will be dry by 2021, if climate changes as expected and future water
usage is not curtailed. Click here to read the science paper.

The Colorado River water managers immediately discounted the independent work of
these scientists. Larry Dozier, deputy general manager of the Central Arizona project
had this to say, "[Our] studies evaluated a broad range of potential hydrologic conditions
and several alternative operating criteria. Lake Mead did not 'go dry' at any time during
the various scenarios. Shortages were manageable." (Arizona Daily Star.)

Terry Fulp, area manager of Hoover Dam operations for the Bureau of Reclamation said
the following, "There is nothing new about the findings in the Scripps study. Such 'doom
and gloom' predictions have been circulating for years now. In my lifetime, | don't expect
to ever see it."

Thomas Piechota, an associate professor at University of Nevada, Las Vegas,
remarked, "First, an assumption was made that no shortages would be declared on the
Colorado River under low reservoir conditions. This is in opposition to the shortage
criteria that the basin states recently established in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement: Colorado River Interim Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages and
Coordinated Operations for Lake Powell and Lake Mead."

The study by Scripps referenced CROSS, or Colorado River Open Source Simulator,
which is available on this very web site. With this simulator you can run, if you choose
to, your own worst case scenario that DOES take into consideration declared shortages
and climate change projections.

Why take anybody's word for it when you can decide the truth for yourself?

References:

° Central Arizona Project; official press release.




Associated Press by Amanda Lee Myers.
Lake Powell Chronicle by Bob Phillips.

Las Vegas Review Journal by Henry Brean.
When Will Lake Mead Go Dry?
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Rearranging deck chairs at Glen - ‘

Canyon Dam

APRIL 13, 2008
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

The experimental flood release last month
from Glen Canyon Dam was merely another
public relations facade staged by the
Department of the Interior believing three
times is a charm. Luck is not how one
restores the Grand Canyon.

Jet tubes at Glen Canyon Dam
mimic natural floods

The first media hoopla was in 1996, then again in 2004, and now in 2008. Twelve
years, three experimental floods, same results: a degraded ecosystem for this
prized national park. These experiments do nothing but rearrange the furniture and
most of the shuffling occurs in Marble Canyon, which is the first 61 miles of Grand
Canyon National Park.

Sometimes mistakes occurred, such as the 2004 high flow test which, due to
circumstances revolving around logistical problems, prevented any gains in scientific
knowledge concerning the biological resources threatened by the fluctuating
hydropower flows from Glen Canyon Dam.

How much sand has been removed from Marble Canyon since operations at Glen
Canyon Dam began? According to the USGS, 16,000,000 metric tons of sand were
initially scoured away in the spring months of 1965 (two years after the the initial filling
Lake Powell began) between the Lee's Ferry gage (Mile 0) and the gage at Phantom
Ranch (Mile 88) (Rubin, 2001). These clear water dam releases peaked at 58,100 cfs
on June 13, 1965.

You can view the historic data of Lake Powell here once power generation began, upon
reaching the minimum pool elevation of 3490 feet above sea level, and also during the
snow melt of 1965.

During the initial filling of the reservoir, and to provide water for downstream use at the
same time, the concrete plug in the left diversion tunnel was designed to bypass water
through 3 steel gates (photo) that could be operated from a chamber that had access
from the dam superstructure (see page 42: dam construction and specifications). After
the reservoir reached the level of the penstocks to commence power generation, and
the testing of the various waterworks, the bypass gates and chamber were back-filled
with concrete on July 7, 1965.



The reduction of sand since the scouring event of 1965 in Marble Canyon has been
6,000,000 metric tons (Wright, 2008), and this removal rate remains ongoing despite the
sand conservation mandate of the Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992.

Even if Interior began to operate the dam with the single purpose of rebuilding the
beach and habitat conditions as they existed in 1992, it would take 40 to 45 years to
achieve this goal, they say. The odds are clearly against the status quo player.

To view photos of beaches near the time of Glen Canyon Dam construction and after
the 2008 experimental flood click here.

To view photos of beaches as they appeared in 1889 click here and search for
photographs of Grand Canyon by Robert Brewster Stanton.

Why is this charade tolerated? Why does Interior continue to stage farcical media
sensations instead of providing results that are tangible and real?

The scientists explained in 2005 that the sand replenishment hypothesis from the 1995
EIS is flawed. The scientists recommended that mechanical sediment augmentation
may need to be implemented afterall.

Mechanical sediment augmentation is physically extracting sediment that is currently
being stored in the reservoir, Lake Powell. A system of dredges and pipelines would
need to be funded and built to pump a slurry of sediment into the river below Glen
Canyon Dam or 15 miles downstream at Lees Ferry. If not a slurry pipeline, the
alternative would be 500 trucks a day hauling sediment over roads.

To view photos of the sediment accumulation occurring at Lake Powell, click here.
To view satellite imagery of Lake Powell sediment, click here.

It is clear: there will never be enough sediment for the ecosystem until different
applications are seriously examined. Namely, mechanical sediment augmentation and
restoring a free-flowing river through Grand Canyon by dismantling Glen Canyon Dam.

Before the big dams of the upper Colorado River basin were built, the total annual
amount of suspended sediment in the river from 1925 to 1940 was 195 million tons.
Lake Mead accepted a serious load of sediment during its initial filling period, which
started in 1935.

Scientists noted how a change in climate patterns (the intensity of summer storms have
decreased overall) occurred around 1940. From 1941 to 1957, the annual sediment
load in the river dropped to 85 million tons. 1957 is the year that the upper Colorado
River basin dam construction began. These reservoirs now intercept the sediment load
of the Colorado River basin. The flow of sediment that enters Lake Powell is now 44
million tons annually.

Click here to read a science article about sediment.



Click here to see what happens to a sediment-choked reservoir in flood stage.

Very few people have seen Cataract Canyon above Lake Powell. Those who have, like
myself, will tell you how the sediment passing through Cataract Canyon creates ample
beaches and sandbars every year. And yes, Cataract Canyon has endangered species
too, but at least they are not extirpated (regionally extinct) like they are in Grand
Canyon. Scientists are not studying Cataract Canyon sediment dynamics at all, even
though the National Research Council has advised they do.

Meanwhile, behind the curtain of these staged events, Interior continues their
bureaucratic stalling, obstructionism, lying to the public, and wasting their revenues on
useless programs. No different than a polluter paying the fine, instead of correcting the
problem.

HiH#

As of September 9, 2008 and reported by the Associated Press, the sandbars created
by the experimental flood last March have eroded away.

Watch this time-lapse photography of eroding sandbars.

Sediment Response to Construction and Recent Adaptive Management of Glen Canyon
Dam, Colorado River, Arizona. Booth, 2005.(cache)




Towing icebergs to San Pedro:
Augmenting dwindling water
supplies

APRIL 25, 2008
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

Not satisfied that the entire contents of the
Colorado River sloshes inside the bloated
bellies of the seven basin states, this
monster is now searching for water beyond
their horizons. They call it river
augmentation, or the mechanical harvesting
of water to artificially enhance their ever-
dwindling supplies at home, as represented
by the two largest reservoirs in the United
States going empty.

They intend to convert water that is not
pristine and make it potable through reverse-
osmosis, pump river water from
farawayplaces up and over the Great Divide,
sprinkle clouds with silver iodine crystals so
moisture will condense in the Colorado River
watershed instead of the Mississippi watershed, and tow Arctic icebergs to southern
California harbors. Click here (cached) & here (cached) to read stories in the press.

Colorado River augmentation study

To accomplish this they have determined that it is okay to consume more limited
resources like fossil fuels and uranium, and pollute our atmosphere and expose us to
radiation, so that electricity can provide what God has forsaken.

The water purveyors finished their mission decades ago to make the land productive,
but they just can't stop and leave well enough alone. Commissioned with $750,000 from
the Southern Nevada Water Authority and steered by the monster itself, two self-serving
engineering firms, CH2MHILL & Black & Veatch, have produced an imaginative
playbook called "Study of Long-Term Augmentation Options for the Water Supply of the
Colorado River System."

Its bad enough that this breed of engineers have designed dams and reservoirs that will
be rendered useless by sediment fill or old age, whichever comes first, but now they are
going to double stack the paradigm with more expensive infrastructure that is just as
vulnerable.



As historian Donald Worster, who wrote Rivers of Empire, said in 1985, "Democracy
cannot survive where technical expertise, accumulated capital, or their combination is
allowed to take command."

Surely the public must realize if the monster gets its way, a third stack of infrastructure
will soon follow. Is this really what you want? Did they even ask you? Are you aware
how much this is going to cost?

Missing from this devouring document are things everyday people like me want: wet
river beds, national parks that function, steady-state planning, cradle-to-grave economic
planning, conservation to build a water reserve instead of debilitating congestion,
growing crops for reasons other than maintaining a water right, and energy conservation
and efficiency that brightens our air, water and future.

Click here to read "The One-Dam Solution"
Click here to read National Research Council's report on Colorado River water supplies
Click here to read National Research Council's new report on desalination.

Click here to read on article on desalination.




Announcing: Scoping of environmental

issues for the proposed Lake Powell ROUHNCROCUNMENT 2

Pipeline Project in Utah and Arizona. LAKE POWELL PIPELINE PROJECT
MAY 06, 2008
BY THE EDITORS FERC PROJECT No. 12966

NOTE: The Bureau of Reclamation has
formally terminated the process to
develop an Environmental Impact
Statement for the construction of the
Lake Powell Pipeline Project.

e September 9, 2020 - Surrounding
states bash Utah's Lake Powell
pipeline project. By Brain Maffley for

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of Energy Projects

the Salt Lake Tribune Division of Hydropower Licensing
Washington, DC
Please direct any questions about the May 2008

licensing of this pipeline to Jim Fargo at
(202) 502-6095, james.fargo@ferc.gov.

Click here to review the Scoping Document by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission.

Click here to study the project documents from the website of Utah Division of Water
Resources.

Comments due July 7, 2008.

NOTICE: FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20426

DATE: May 5, 2008
MEMORANDUM TO: The Agency/Party Addressed

SUBJECT: Scoping of environmental issues for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Project, FERC No. 12966, Utah and Arizona.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission) is doing National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping for the proposed Lake Powell Pipeline
Project and the anticipated license application for the Lake Powell Hydroelectric System
FERC No. 12966 (Hydro System), a component of the water supply pipeline, located in
Utah and Arizona.



The Utah Board of Natural Resources (Utah) filed its Notice of Intent and Pre-
Application Document (PAD) for the Hydro System on March 4, 2008 and will use the
Commissions Integrated Licensing Process (ILP) for the Hydro System licensing, and to
prepare the environmental record needed by other federal agencies reviewing the
project.

Because the Hydro System is only one component of the proposed 180-mile-long water
supply pipeline project, construction of substantial parts of the overall project will require
permits from other federal agencies. Utah intends its PAD (and subsequent studies) to
be used by all the agencies that would need to issue permits for the pipeline, developing
a record that can be used to prepare a single environmental analysis document
covering the entire water supply pipeline.

Pursuant to NEPA, we intend to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS)

for the entire Lake Powell Pipeline Project, in cooperation with other federal agencies,
that would be used by the Commission to determine whether, and under what
conditions, to issue an original hydropower license for the Hydro System and that would
be used by other federal agencies for their decisions. To support and assist our
environmental review, we are beginning the public scoping process to ensure that all
pertinent issues are identified and analyzed.

We invite you to participate in the scoping process and are circulating the attached
Scoping Document 1 (SD1) to provide you with information on the project and to ask for
comments and suggestions on our preliminary list of issues and alternatives to be
addressed in the EIS. Please review this SD1 and, if you wish to provide comments,
follow the instructions included in section 5.0 Request for Information.

The Commission's regulations for the ILP require that parties wishing to submit
comments on the PAD or staff's SD1, or wishing to request studies, do so within 60
days of the issuance date of SD1.

As part of our scoping process and in an effort to identify issues, concerns, and
opportunities associated with the proposed action, we will hold three scoping meetings
on June 10, 11, and 12, 2008, to receive comments on the scope of the EIS. The public
scoping meetings will be held at the Dixie Center, 1835 Convention Center Drive, St.
George, Utah; Cedar City Festival Hall Conference Center, 105 North 100 East, Cedar
City, Utah; and Kanab Middle School, 690 Cowboy Way, Kanab, Utah. More
information on the meetings is available in the attached SD1.

A site visit is typically held in conjunction with the scoping meeting. The site visit

for the projects is scheduled to take place on June 9 and June 10, 2008. The SD1 also
has details on the site visit, including the person to contact if you are interested in
attending.



Please direct any questions about the licensing of the Hydro System to Jim Fargo
at (202) 502-6095, james.fargo@ferc.gov.

Enclosure: Scoping Document 1

cc: Utah Board of Water Resources
1594 W. North Temple

P.O. Box 14620

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6201

ON THE COLORADO
Articles about the Lake Powell Pipeline
e January 07, 2019 - Army Corps of Engineers accepting public comments for Lake
Powell Pipeline
e October 22, 2018 - The Water Rights of Central Utah Project, including Ultimate
Phase
e September 18, 2018 - Green River Block Environmental Assessment for a
Federal Water Contract for Eastern Utah Counties
August 22, 2018- Lake Powell Pipeline Permitting Process Renewed
June 28, 2018 - Proposal to amend the Arizona Strip Resource Management
Plan (RMP)
e December 26, 2017 -_Lake Powell Pipeline Approved for Environmental Analysis
(Temorarily Suspended)
March 21, 2011 - Lake Powell Pipeline Documents
June 03, 2010 - Ultimate Phase Water Rights Stored at Flaming Gorge Reservoir
May 06, 2008 - Announcing: Scoping of environmental issues for the proposed
Lake Powell Pipeline Project in Utah and Arizona




Structure of AMP The Beginning Years of
the Adaptive Management

Program for operations at
Glen Canyon Dam

AUGUST 21, 2008

BY JOHN WEISHEIT
Work Group

t For twelve years now, the Glen
e N Canyon Dam (GCD) Adaptive

Technical Monitoring . Indgpendent Management PrOgram (AMP) has
ORANONp TN e SR provided volumes of knowledge and
understanding of the Colorado River

ecosystem in Grand Canyon National
Park, but has yet to fulfill its primary
mandate to stop the cultural and
biological degradation of this sublime
landscape.

The reason why the program does not work and remains an embarrassment to the
watching world of ecosystem management professionals is the recalcitrant attitude of
state agencies concerning the management of subsidized federal hydropower.

THE CHRONOLOGY

October 30, 1992 - Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA) passed by Congress, which
specifies that Glen Canyon Dam be operated in a manner that recovers the resource
values of Grand Canyon National Park.

February 14, 1993 - The lead researchers of aquatic ecology recommend the
reestablishment of natural hydrological patterns below Glen Canyon Dam to restore the
endangered fish populations in Grand Canyon National Park and submit their report
(1994 version).

April 25, 1993 - Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) requests modifications to
the proposed preferred alternative on operations at Glen Canyon Dam (GCD). The
request is beneficial to hydropower production, rather than park values at Grand
Canyon. Thus the stage is set for a management strategy to circle around the GCPA for
the next 15 years.

January, 1994 - Draft Environmental Impact Statement on operations at GCD is
published (Federal Notice).




1994 - A Beach/Habitat Building Flow (BHBF), an experimental high flow release from
GCD to restore beaches and sandbars is proposed. The water/power agencies claim it
violates the Colorado River Basin Project Act of 1968 as an unwarranted spill (water
bypassing the generators and the revenue they produce). Interior believes GCPA
changed the definition of spill, because the bypassed water is now used for an
additional purpose, the restoration of natural and cultural values in Grand Canyon. As of
2008, this fundamental debate remains unresolved and has undermined the intent of
the GCPA.

March 21, 1994 - Final ruling on critical habitat for the endangered fish of the Colorado
River.

November 17, 1994 - Meeting held to initiate planning for a science center to conduct
monitoring (quantitative) and research (qualitative) in the Grand Canyon specific to
adaptive management. Adaptive management is defined as a management plan
designed from the outset to "learn by doing," and to actively test hypotheses and adjust
treatments as new information becomes available.

November 9, 1994 - Non Use Economic Value Policy Analysis

December 21, 1994 - Biological Opinion (BO) of GCD for Modified Low Fluctuating
Flow (MLFF), the preferred alternative of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on
operations of GCD. The BO is explicit about the importance of initiating experimental
flows: "If the Service believes there is not sufficient progress, Glen Canyon Dam would
be operated as SASF flows (Seasonally Adjusted Steady Flow) during spring through
fall (April to October) beginning in 1998. If the Service determines a study design can
not be developed that is expected to provided information to support removal of
jeopardy to the razorback sucker and humpback chub populations in the Grand Canyon
and associated tributaries, such will be considered new information and may be
grounds for reinitating formal consultation."

January 5, 1995 - Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) staff meet in Denver. Glen
Canyon Environmental Studies (GCES) to transition out for new Adaptive Management
Program (AMP).

January 12, 1995 - The first AMP Transition Working Group (TWG) meets in Phoenix.
Minutes.

February 22, 1995 - Transition Monitoring Group meets in Tempe, AZ. Minutes.

March 9, 1995 - Meeting with Duncan Patton (GCES chief scientist) in Tempe, AZ, on
concept of research center at Flagstaff, AZ, and called Grand Canyon Observatory. This
program for long-term monitoring of Grand Canyon resources will later be called Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC) of the US Geological Survey.



March 21, 1995 - GCD FEIS is filed with Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
March 23, 1995 - Transition Working Group meets in Phoenix. Minutes.
March 24, 1995 - FEIS availability is published in Federal Register.

March 28, 1995 - Letter from environmental groups (NGOs) to Reclamation
Commissioner Daniel Beard and Reclamation's response.

March 1995 - Government Accountability Office (GAO) begins audit of FEIS, as
mandated by the GCPA. Signing the Record of Decision (ROD) must wait for completion
of audit.

April 6, 1995 - Reclamation's response to Biological Opinion.

April 11, 1995 - Briefing paper for first experimental Beach/Habitat Building Flow
(BHBF) of 52,000 cfs. Draft Programmatic Agreement for Cultural Resources presented.

April 28, 1995 - Meeting with Steve Magnussen (staff of Interior's Deputy Secretary for
Water and Science). Magnussen will become the chairperson for the Adaptive
Management Working Group (AMWG), otherwise known as the Secretary's Designee
and appointed directly by the Secretary of Interior (Bruce Babbitt). Minutes.

May 2, 1995 - Transition Monitoring Working Group meets in Phoenix.

June 20, 1995 - Meeting for Programatic Agreement on Cultural Resources for Glen
Canyon Dam Operations in Phoenix.

June 21, 1995 - Transition Work Group meets in Phoenix. Minutes.

June 21, 1995 - Begin draft appraisal of Selective Withdrawal (Temperature Control
Device).

August 11, 1995 - Non-use Value Report is peer-reviewed by National Academy of
Sciences.

August 30, 1995 - TWG meets in Phoenix. Minutes.
September, 1995 - Non-Use Value economic report to be issued.
Sept, 30 1995 - GCES Phase Il programming ends.

November 30, 1995 - Transition Working Group meets in Phoenix where goals and
objectives are discussed. A draft of final objectives is presented July 2, 1996. For
example, that endangered fish populations will be maintained or enhanced at levels that
were observed ten years prior (1987) and on a ten year rolling average; to attain
sustainable population of humpback chub in the mainstem of the Colorado River by



2005. The population of Humpback Chub has declined from approximately 9,322 adults
in 1989 to 6,017 adults in 2006, and no sustainable population yet exists in the
mainstem. Minutes.

January 11-12, 1996 - Razorback Sucker Workshop

February 13, 1996 - TWG meets in Phoenix. A draft appraisal of Selective Withdrawal
(Temperature Control Device or TCD) is presented, and a final appraisal was completed
in 1999. The purpose of the TCD is to warm the water from GCD so that endangered
fish can spawn in the mainstem of the Colorado River, which is a primary objective of
the AMP. See note below for October 21, 1996. Minutes.

March 22 - April 6, 1996 - Experimental flows start and end with low, steady flows to
measure the volume of beaches and sandbars. The main event is an experimental flood
flow of 45,000 cfs from GCD to lift sand from the bottom of the river to the margins of
the river. Studies since 1996 refute the original findings of the 1995 GCD FEIS
concerning sediment conservation in Grand Canyon.

May 21, 1996 - TWG meets in Phoenix. Minutes.

Initial results of BHBF are presented.

The first AMWG Charter is presented (revised in 2006).

The first guidelines for GCMRC are presented.

The first schedule for a Long-Term Monitoring Plan is presented.

June 19, 1996 - First meeting of GCMRC (Planning Work Group) in Phoenix, AZ.
Minutes.

July 2, 1996 - TWG meets in Phoenix. Final objectives are presented.
August 29, 1996 - TWG meeting in Phoenix. Minutes.
October, 1996 - GAO completes audit of 1995 EIS on GCD operations.

October 9, 1996 - Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt signs the Record of Decision for
operations of GCD.

October 21, 1996 - Reclamation announces the first public scoping for potential
impacts from installing a temperature control device (TCD) at GCD. Public scoping
occurred again in 2004, but as of 2008 a final action plan has yet to be delivered by
Reclamation. See note for February 13, 1996 above.

November 21, 1996 - TWG meeting in Phoenix. Minutes.

January 9, 1997 - Temperature Control Device Workshop meets in Phoenix.

January 22, 1997 - GCMRC meeting in Phoenix. Minutes.



February 3-4, 1997 - TWG meets in Phoenix. Draft of Long-Term (five year) Monitoring
and Research Strategic Plan is presented. Minutes.

March 3, 1997 - Federal Register Notice that stipulates, among other things, that
Congress will receive an annual report on the progress of fulfilling the requirements of
the GCPA, and the Annual Operating Plan (AOP) process would include public
participation in setting the operations at Glen Canyon Dam specific to fulfilling the
mandates of the GCPA. Contrarily, only one final Report to Congress has been
produced (see below) and the operating criteria specified to work with the goals of the
GCPA and the Biological Opinion (see the above entry of December 21, 1994 to begin
Seasonally Adjusted Steady Flows by April, 1998) were compromised by the protectors
of hydropower revenue. See also the Federal Register Notice of February 24, 1998 and
the AOP of 1998, which affirms status quo operations for Glen Canyon Dam.

Draft 1998 Report to Congress is presented to AMP.
Final 2002 Report to Congress is formally transmitted.
2008 motion to finalize a Report to Congress.

March 6, 1997 - TWG meets in Phoenix to discuss Long-term Monitoring Plan.

April 8-10, 1997 - First Science Symposium held in Albuquerque, NM, with papers
published by the sponsor, the George Wright Society.

August 26, 1997 - Special meeting in Phoenix to consider BHBF in Spring, 1998, which
will not occur until November of 2004.

September 10, 1997 - First Adaptive Management Working Group (AMWG) meeting in
Tempe, AZ. Minutes.

October 2-3, 1997 - TWG meeting. Minutes.

October 13, 1998 - Federal Register Notice on 4.5 foot extensions for spillway gates at
Glen Canyon Dam.

November 3-5, 1997 - A three-day experimental Habitat Maintenance Flow (HMF) of
30,600 cfs was performed to rebuild mid-elevation beaches and low-lying sandbars that
had eroded away after the March, 1996 experimental BHBF.

November 4-5, 1997 - TWG meeting. Minutes.

December 10-11, 1997 - TWG meeting. Minutes.



January 15-16, 1998 - AMWG meets in Phoenix. Minutes.
Results of HMF experimental flow.

October, 2001 - Comments on the recovery goals for endangered fish. Coggins and
Gloss; GCMRC.

Hit#
Additonal information:

1990 - Agency Recalcitrance and Evasion Regarding Compliance with NEPA Relating to
GC Dam Operations: A Documented Need for Congressional Intervention. Lippman.

AMP CORE DOCUMENTS (Archive)
° 1992 - Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992

° 1994 - Biological Opinion
e 1995 - Reclamation response to BiOp
° 1995 - Environmental Impact Statement
° 1996 - Record of Decision
Charter

° 1996 AMP Charter
e 2006 AMP Charter
e 2008 AMP Charter

REVIEWS BY NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
° 1990 - Colorado River ecology and dam management

° 1991 - Colorado River Reservoir Operations

° 1994 - Review: Glen Canyon Dam long-term monitoring plan

° 1996 - Review: River Resource Management in the Grand Canyon

° 1999 - Review: Glen Canyon Dam adaptive management program
Science

e 1996 - Guidelines of Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center (USGS)
e 2000 - Protocols of Science Advisors

e 1999 Draft SCORE Report

e 2005 - SCORE Report

Annual Reports
e 1997 - Federal Reqister Notice for Annual Reports to Congress
e 2002 - First Annual Report
e 2010 - Second Annual Report




Strategic Plan
e 2001 - Strategic Plan with Appendices

Desired Future Conditions
e 1996 - Objectives
e 2010 - Desired Future Conditions
e 2011 - Desired Future Conditions

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
e Recommendations to the Secretary of Interior (combined)
e 2009 - Supplemental Biological Opinion

Click here (Susskind) and here (Camacho) and here (Fellers) to read objective
evaluations of the Adaptive Management Program. Fellers' summary as a powerpoint
presentation is here. Click here to read report by Lenard. And finally a paper by Ann
Brower et al.

Click here to read Environmental History of the Clorado River: A Changing Focus of
Science. Bennati and Shannon.

Balancing a Complex Set of Interests: Glen Canyon Dam and Adaptive Management.
Water Education Fund, 2010.

Click here (cached) to read Reclamation's response (10/21/09) to the critiques of the
AMP. This fascinating article demonstrates that the agency is clearly not going to solve
the Grand Canyon impairment issue anytime soon.

2008 - Report to the Secretary's Designee on clarifications of roles in GCD Adaptive
Management Program.

* Click here to read a history of operations at GCD before Adaptive Management.
* Click here to read letter by litigants about AMP to Secretary of Interior.
* Click here for AMP primary documents not available on its web page.

« 2009 - List of extirpated species at Grand Canyon
» 2009 - New York Times article
e 2009 - Hydropower study by David Marcus. Table 1. Tables 2 and 3.

» 2010 - Desired Future Conditions

* 2010 - Answers from Grand Canyon Trust and National Parks and Conservation to
Subcommittee Chairs Napolitano and Grijalva about AMP.

« 2011 - Analysis of the 2000 low steady flow. Ralston.




Escalante National
Monument: A history
of the first proposal

AUGUST 27, 2008
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

Harry Aurand, a petroleum
geologist, believed that the best
resource value for the
Canyonlands province of the
Colorado Plateau was its
superlative scenery. While
looking for oil throughout the
landscape, he decided that it
was more appropriate to protect
the landscape under the The Maze District and the Orange Cliffs.Phot by Josh
auspices of the national park Mahan.

system and, in 1934, planted a

seed within the Department of Interior.

In 1936 Harold L. Ickes, then Secretary of Interior, presented the idea to President
Franklin Roosevelt and Utah Governor Harry H. Blood, without success. In fact, he tried
several more times without success, even after World War Il when Harry Truman was
president.

Click here to read the preliminary report.

The long correspondence for the creation of this federal reserve land can be read by
clicking here.

A chronology for this correspondence, prepared by the National Park Service, can be
read by clicking here.

An article from the Utah Historical Quarterly (Spring, 1965), can be read by clicking
here.

The national monument would have encompassed 4 million acres and protected the
canyons of the San Juan, Green and Colorado rivers in southeastern Utah, including all
of gentle beauty of Glen Canyon, which is presently under hundreds of feet of water as
the result of completing Glen Canyon Dam sufficiently enough to begin the filling of the
reservoir in 1963.

The reason why the monument was never enacted into law, through the Antiquities Act
of 1906, was due to the objections of Utah politicians. They thought this landscape was
best used for extractive purposes which, through the years, has never proven to have



any lasting economic value. This was the argument Harry Aurand was trying to make,
even in the tough times of the Great Depression.

Roosevelt did what he could in Canyon Country, by successfully creating Capitol Reef
National Monument in 1937, which became a national park in 1971.

During the administration of President Lyndon Johnson, Canyonlands National Park
was created by an act of Congress in 1964, and in 1996 President William Clinton
created Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (1.9 million acres), which is
administered by the Bureau of Land Management.

Click here to read an article from the Salt Lake Tribune (October 6, 1996) about Grand
Staircase-Escalante NM.

In 1996 Harold M. Ickes, the son of Secretary Harold L. Ickes, was Clinton's deputy
chief-of-staff.




The Colorado River Research
Program

Colorado River
Research Program

SEPTEMBER 09, 2008
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

REPORY SERIES
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK

The Colorado River Research Program in
Grand Canyon National Park was initiated by
the National Park Service in 1973 to secure
scientific data to provide a factual basis for
the development and the implementation of
a plan for appropriate visitor-use of the
Colorado River from Lee's Ferry to Grand e
Wash Cliffs and for the effective O etinast Pors Sorvies
management of the natural and cultural

resources within the Inner Canyons. The

intensified research program consists of a series of interdisciplinary investigations that
deal with the resources of the riparian and the aquatic zones and with the visitor-uses
including river-running, camping, hiking, and sight-seeing of these resources, as well as
the impact of use and the upstream operations of Glen Canyon Dam upon canyon
resources and visitor enjoyment.

Here are the Technical Reports:

No. 1: Design and Method of the Sociological Research in the Grand Canyon. Bo
Shelby and Joyce M. Nielsen. June, 1976.

No. 2: Motors and Oars in the Grand Canyon. Bo Shelby and Joyce M. Nielsen. June,
1976.

No. 3: Use Levels and Crowding in the Grand Canyon. Bo Shelby and Joyce M.
Nielsen. June, 1976.

No. 4: Private and Commercial Trips in the Grand Canyon. Bo Shelby and Joyce M.
Nielsen. June, 1976.

No. &: Survey of Fishes, Mammals and Herpetofauna of the Colorado River in Grand
Canyon. Royal D. Suttkus, Glenn H. Clemmer, Clyde Jones, and C. Robert Shoop.
June, 1976.

NOTE: Study #5 recommended the following on page 48: "Economic, biological, political
and time facets should be explored for every conceivable plan to restore the habitat. A
plan to restore a portion of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon area on a seasonal



babsis (seasonally adjusted flows) to coincide with the spawning of [humpback chub]
should be explored. Possible plans include: Removal of Glen Canyon Dam and
construction of a by-pass around Glen Canyon Dam.

No. 6: A Periphytic Microflora Analysis of the Colorado River and Major Tributaries in
Grand Canyon And Vicinity. David B. Czamecki, Dean W. Blinn, Terrill Tompkins. June,
1976.

No. 7: Alterations of Terrace Deposits and Beaches of the Colorado River in Grand
Canyon. Alan D. Howard and Robert Dolan. July, 1976.

No. 8: Limnologic Studies on the Colorado River from Lees Ferry to Diamond Creek.
Gerald Cole and Dennis M. Kubly. June, 1976.

No. 9: User Carrying Capacity for River-Running the Colorado River in the Grand
Canyon. F. Yates Bordon. November, 1976.

No. 10: An Ecological Survey of the Riparian Zone of the Colorado River between Lees
Ferry and Grand Wash Cliffs. Steven W. Carothers and Others. June, 1976.

No. 11:Human Waste Disposal on Beaches of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.
Robert A. Phillips and Cynthia Sortor Lynch. February, 1977.

No. 12: Survey of Bacteria, Phytoplankton and Trace Chemistry of the Lower Colorado
River and Tributaries in the Grand Canyon National Park. Milton R. Sommerfeld, Wayne
M. Crayton and Nancy L. Crane. July, 1976.

No. 13: Hydrology and Sedimentology of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. Emmett
M. Laursen and Elliot Silverston. December, 1976.

No. 14: Summer Distribution and Reproductive Status of Fish of the Colorado River in
Grand Canyon National Park and Vicinity, 1975. C. 0. Minckley and Dean W. Blinn.
June, 1976.

No. 15: Aquatic Investigation on the Colorado River from Separation Canyon to the
Grand Cliffs, Grand Canyon National Park. James E. Deacon and John R. Baker. June,
1976.

No. 16:An Economic Analysis of the River Running Industry in the Grand Canyon
National Park. C. R. Michael Parent and F. E. Robeson. December, 1976.

No. 17: Synthesis and Management Implications of the Colorado River Research
Program. R. Roy Johnson, September, 1977.

No. 18: Sound-Level Evaluations of Motor Noise from Pontoon Rafts in the Grand
Canyon. D. N. Thompson, A. J. Rogers, Jr., F. Y. Borden. 1974.




MANAGEMENT PLANS OF GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK

1970 - Wilderness Study Report

1971 - Final Wilderness Recommendation

1973 - Revised Final Wilderness Recommendation
1976 - Preliminary Wilderness Study Report (included below in 1980 Final
Wilderness Recommendation)

1979 - Colorado River Management Final EIS
1979 - Colorado River Management Plan

1980 - Grand Canyon Wilderness Recommendation
1988 - Backcountry Management Plan

1989 - Colorado River Management Plan

1993 - Wilderness Recommendation Plan

1995 - General Management Plan

1997 - Scoping Report

1998 - Draft Wilderness Management Plan

2004 - Draft EIS Volume One

2004 - Draft EIS Volume Two

2004 - Draft EIS Appendices

2005 - Final EIS Volume One

2005 - Final EIS Volume Two

2005 - Final EIS Volume Three

2005 - Final EIS Appendices

2006 - Record of Decision

Additional Information:

Celebrating the Grand Canyon. An environmental history of Grand Canyon by Jeff
Ingram.

Link to website of Grand Canyon National Park's Colorado River Management Plan

Link to Federal Code for Grand Canyon National Park

1999 - Wilderness Management Plan for Grand Canyon National Park and the Colorado

River. McCully.

2002 - Motorized River Ranger Patrols in the Grand Canyon: Are They the Minimum

Required for the Administration of Wilderness? Boussard.




A Legal History of Operations at Glen Canyon Dam

OCTOBER 03, 2008
BY JOHN WEISHEIT

LTy Power Plant
For 34 years, the Bureau of Dam E XPANSION

Reclamation has performed a
dog and pony show, that i ik

currently costs taxpayers

$36,000 a day to avoid effective environmental compliance for the protection and
preservation of Grand Canyon National Park. This agonizing spectacle has been a
complete waste of public resources and will continue to be until the current constructs of
federal law are better defined by Congress to eliminate the clever manipulation of state
and federal managers of hydropower. These managers hide behind a public relations
messaging system they created, explaining how hydropower is cheap, renewable and
plentiful, which in every case is false. The hidden costs and trade-offs to mitigate the
environmental harm brought on to water quantity, water quality and destruction of critical
habitat, completely nullifies the so-called benefits of federal hydropower.

Special thanks to Robert Lippman for his help to compose this chronology.

1990 - Agency Recalcitrance and Evasion Regarding Compliance with NEPA Relating to
GC Dam Operations: A Documented Need for Congressional Intervention. Lippman.

July 19, 1962 - Lake Powell filling and Glen Canyon Dam (GCD) operating criteria are
set by Department of the Interior (27 Fed. Reg. 6851). Stewart Lee Udall is Interior
Secretary. The criteria provided for, among other things, minimum flows of 1,000 cubic
feet per second (cfs), and annual minimal release of 8.23 million acre-feet (maf). There
are no comprehensive federal or state environmental laws to be compliant with. Glen
Canyon Dam is operated to maximize hydropower revenue as a peaking power facility.

January 1, 1970 - The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) becomes effective,
which provides that all federal decision makers must systematically consider and
document environmental impacts (either a comprehensive Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), or a less detailed Environmental Assessment (EA)), of all major federal
actions having a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, and with
the goal "to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in
productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic and other requirements of present
and future generations of Americans."

June 10, 1970 - Department of the Interior (DOI) publishes, pursuant to the Colorado
River Basin Project Act (CRBP) of 1968, "criteria for coordinated long range operation of
Colorado River reservoirs" (70 Fed. Reg. 7138). DOI and the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) fail to initiate NEPA compliance for this major federal action.



Even as of today, the five-year and annual operating plans (AOP) for the Colorado River
basin does not undergo any formal public review process outside of elite "working
groups" that typically meet at McCarran Airport in Las Vegas. Therefore, for example,
the beaches and sandbars in Grand Canyon, that were enhanced by an artificial flood
flow last March, are being destroyed by higher fluctuating hydropower releases from
Lake Powell upstream to help refill Lake Mead downstream (read article).

* 2005 - Long-Range Operating Criteria (LROC)
2004 - Environmental Assessment of 2005 LROC
2002 - Letter from Upper Colorado River Commission discouraging public
participation

October 27, 1972 - Public Law 92-593 establishes Glen Canyon National Recreation
Area from Lee's Ferry, Arizona to the Orange Cliffs west of Canyonlands National Park.
Glen Canyon was first proposed as a national monument in 1935 by the Roosevelt
administration. National recreation areas are managed under a multiple use agenda,
which is a tier below national monuments and parks. However, designated wilderness
areas are not necessarily precluded in a national recreation area.

April 21, 1973 - Friends of the Earth (FOE) v. Armstrong (360 F Supp, 165, 1973).
Joining FOE in this suit for relief and injunction are Wasatch Mountain Club and outfitter
Kenneth Sleight. The defendants are DOI and Reclamation; Armstrong is Reclamation
Commissioner. The purpose is to prevent the rising waters of Lake Powell from creeping
into Rainbow Bridge National Monument (RBNM) as a violation of the Colorado River
Storage Project Act (CRSP) of 1956, which states the intent to keep impounded waters
out of RBNM. The case was upheld by the federal District Court in Utah, but was lost in
the appeal process.

June 1973 - The National Science Foundation begins to publish studies related to Lake
Powell and called the Lake Powell Research Project Bulletin. The reports provide
baseline data and analysis for the reservoir and the surrounding region.

July, 31, 1973 - Grand Canyon Dories v. Walker. Two river trip concessioners, Grand
Canyon Dories and OARS, bring forward to federal court a temporary injunction
regarding Reclamation's announcement (July 27, 1973) about extreme low water
releases from GCD following extreme peaking power releases in the morning. The
defendants are National Park Service (NPS), Reclamation and DOI; Walker is Director
of National Park Service (NPS).

Water year 1973 created a significant elevation rise at Lake Powell reservoir, which
increases the efficiency of hydropower production. People such as myself were visiting
Lake Powell that summer and remember mature, green cottonwood trees completely
underwater, as well as ancient Indian ruins and rock art. The federal government, during
the Great Depression, tried to protect the cultural heritage of Glen Canyon, but
insensitivity to this concept by Utah politicians prevailed. The National Historic
Preservation Act was passed by Congress in 1966.



August 1, 1973 - Grand Canyon Dories v. Walker. A court order of dismissal was
entered.

August 2, 1973 - FOE v. Armstrong. The defendants appeal and the court decides that
CRSP does not prohibit Lake Powell from entering RBNM because Congress denied
funding to construct a proposed concrete dike to keep Lake Powell reservoir water from
entering the monument. An appeal to US Supreme Court was presented, but the high
court refused to hear the case.

September 5, 1973 - Grand Canyon Dories v. Walker. Plaintiffs file an appeal stating
that Reclamation cannot arbitrarily set operations of GCD without first initiating NEPA
compliance procedures.

December 28, 1973 - Endangered Species Act (ESA) is passed by Congress. The
purposes of this Act are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which
endangered species and threatened species depend upon may be conserved, and to
provide a program for the conservation of endangered and threatened species.

August 20, 1974 - Grand Canyon Dories v. Walker (500 F. 2d. 588). Plaintiffs bring
forward a complaint to the federal court on the issue of Reclamation's non-compliance
with NEPA regarding operations at GCD and seek injunctive relief.

The appellants allege that operations at GCD interfered with the safe operation of
licensed float trips, and that the continuing operations of GCD are indeed a major
federal action, and therefore NEPA requires the preparation of an EIS. The court denied
judicial relief on the grounds that no evidence was produced to show DOI had
considered how NEPA applies to the operations at GCD. The court thus held, in those
adolescent days of NEPA litigation, that a determination must be undertaken by the
agency prior to any judicial review.

With this action the DOI was effectively put on notice for future NEPA compliance and,
in the following year, Reclamation did undertake a formal study to prepare an EA on
operations at GCD, but it was never finalized.

In fact, Reclamation will never follow through on finishing a properly prepared EA or EIS
for another 22 years, which finally occured in October, 1996 with the signing of the
Record of Decision (ROD), and only because Congress mandated completion by
passing the Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA), 1992. This multi-decadal NEPA
experiment in agency recalcitrance came with a multi-million dollar price tag for
taxpayers and a ruined ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park.

Reclamation is currently involved in an EIS called LTEP (cached), or Long-Term
Experimental Plan. This EIS is the result of a 2006 court settlement. Reclamation is
again dragging its feet and has recently stretched a 2 year EIS schedule into a five year
(or more) schedule. It is possible Reclamation may terminate (see page 6) (cached) this
new EIS altogether, as was Reclamation's fashion in the 1970s and 80s.



September 3, 1974 - The Navajo Legal Aid Society (DNA) files suit in federal court to
keep Lake Powell reservoir water from inundating RBNM. The case will evolve into
Badoni v. Higginson. Badoni is a Navajo medicineman and Higginson is Commissioner
of Reclamation. Click here for history of Navajo legal claims.

January 3, 1975 - Grand Canyon National Park Enlargement Act essentially doubled the
size of park to 1.18 million acres (1,904 square miles). The Act also enlarged Havasupai
Indian Reservation.

January, 1976 - DOI circulates for public review a Draft Assessment of Environmental
Impacts Regarding Operation of Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Powell (Draft EA), to
serve as the "basis for determining whether or not a formal environmental statement will
be required by NEPA." The draft not only addressed downstream impacts of the dam,
but discussed "alternatives to provide replacement peaking capacity at GCD in order to
facilitate a release more oriented to recreation and boating." DOI and Reclamation
never followed through with hearings or the preparation of a final EA, nor was any
Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued. (In 1982 a FONSI was eventually
issued, which concluded that GCD impacts to park values would be neglible and
therefore no action program was required.)

July 1, 1976 - NPS publishes, among many others, a scientific report on the degraded
conditions of beaches and sandbars of Grand Canyon National Park as a result of
operations at GCD and human visitation.

July 23, 1976 - Federal Register Notice announces public hearings concerning the
Preliminary Wilderness Proposal for Grand Canyon submitted by the National Park
Service. The final recommendation is issued in February 1977, but is subsequently
delayed until August 1980 to complete an Environmental Impact Statement for
developing a Colorado River Management Plan. After this public process, the National
Park Service recommends that Congress grant wilderness protection to the Colorado
River in Grand Canyon and that oar boats replace motor boats within seven years. This
management plan and wilderness recommendation were derailed by the river outfitters
using the legislative influence of Utah Senator Orrin Hatch, in the 1981 Interior
Appropriations Bill.

Thus, like Reclamation, the outfitters are self-exposed by their actions for manipulating
public resources for a privilege over a shared obligation to improve the integrity of the
Colorado River and enhance the Grand Canyon experience. Read Hijacking a River by
Jeffrey Ingram.

1977 - DOI and Reclamation released its Western Energy Expansion Study (WEES, Full
Report), which summarized the "results of an assessment of Reclamation's
opportunities to respond to urgent needs for electrical power and energy in the West."
The report focused upon enhancing peaking power generation through significant
operational and structural modifications at existing Reclamation facilities, including
GCD. The study identified a proposal for a 250 megawatt power plant addition to the
existing outlet works at GCD, rewinding of existing generators for 104 megawatts of



capacity, and proposals for the coordination of power marketing criteria and
transmission techniques for instantaneous operations. WEES did not reference any
NEPA compliance study.

Spring, 1977 - Badoni v. Higginson (455 Fed. Supp. 641). Navajo medicinemen allege
that Reclamation had not complied with NEPA regarding not only operations at GCD
and Lake Powell, but the entire CRSP. Plaintiffs sought to prevent destruction to a
natural area and desecration of sacred areas at RBNM resulting from threatened
inundation by Lake Powell. The district court ruled consistent with Dories v. Walker that
the NEPA issue was not yet ripe for review. This decision was subsequently appealed
by the plaintiffs.

May 25, 1978 - US Fish and Wildlife Service issues Biological Opinion on operations of
GCD and its effect on endangered fish in Grand Canyon National Park.

June 21, 1978 - Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) v Higginson (655 FR 2d, 1981).
EDF files a complaint against DOl and Reclamation in federal district court (District of
Columbia) on the issue of a comprehensive EIS (CEIS) for the entire Colorado River
basin. Joining EDF in the suit is Wilderness Society and Trout Unlimited.

September 28, 1978 - Peaking Power Status Report is issued, and describes various
sites and applications where additional dams and their reservoirs would be located. One
dam site (see also WEES, Full Report) is located directly above Lee's Ferry, Arizona.
River flows from behind Glen Canyon Dam (15 miles above Lee's Ferry) would be as
high as 68,000 cfs for 6 hours during the day, and as low as 2,000 cfs for the rest of the
day. River flows behind the dam near Lee's Ferry (60-feet tall) would be a constant
12,000 cfs.

1979 - Pursuant to WEES and Peaking Power Status Report (1978), Reclamation
initiated a study "to determine the economic, environmental and engineering feasibility
of expanding the Glen Canyon Dam Power Plant." A proposal for project alternatives
were articulated and technical teams engaged to review planning for biological, social
and recreational aspects, with a view towards a "feasibility report and EIS by 1981."
(Glen Canyon Dam Power Plant Expansion Study Newsletter No. 1, November 1979).
Proposals included increasing high flows between 28,000 to 33,000 cfs, and even
40,000 cfs for short periods of time, and with a corresponding decrease in average low
flows for longer periods of time. US Geological Survey records at Lees Ferry gage show
that proposed flows were already implemented by Reclamation without any regard to a
public review process. Click here to see a table of high water releases.

Click here to view selected Reclamation literature.
1979 - Grand Canyon is designated by the United Nations as a World Heritage Site.

US Fish and Wildlife Service present a recovery plan for the endangered fish of the
Colorado River.



September, 1979 - Reclamation publishes a five page Environmental Evaluation for the
GCD Power Plant Generator Rewinding Project, noting that the rewinding of two of eight
generators were already finished. The completed project was stated as yielding an
increase in the capacity of GCD from 1,150 megawatts to 1,336 megawatts and
increasing the maximum release from 32,000 cfs to 33,700 cfs.

1980 - More specific operating criteria are proposed for GCD, and to be revised in 1985
and every five years thereafter. The effect of these operational proposals (major federal
actions) is evident in documented plans for enhanced peaking power generation by
Western Area Power Administration (WWAPA), which markets and distributes federal
subsidized hydropower from GCD.

November 3, 1980 - Badoni v. Higginson (638 F. 2d. 172). The Court of Appeals affirms
the decision of District Court that the issue of NEPA compliance was not yet ripe for
judicial review and acknowledged that Reclamation had formally decided to draft a CEIS
for the entire Colorado River Basin Project: "The information gathered in the preparation
of the DEA on the operation of Glen Canyon Dam and Reservoir is intended to be used
in the preparation of a comprehensive basin wide EIS, which will evaluate the operation
of all the Bureau of Reclamation projects on the Colorado River and its tributaries. The
determination to prepare a comprehensive basin wide EIS on the Colorado River dams
is a reasonable one within the administrative discretion of the Department of Interior"
(Brief of Federal Appellees, Badoni v. Higginson, 1978, pp. 26-27).

The Court agreed that the government's decision to draft the CEIS, as opposed to a site
specific EIS, was reasonable since GCD and Lake Powell were important links in the
Colorado River development scheme and cannot be considered alone (Badoni v.
Higginson, p. 181). However, the initial work in 1977 by Reclamation for NEPA
compliance was abandoned, even though Congress has never specifically denied funds
for such a project.

March 27, 1981 - Badoni v Higginson. The plaintiffs appealed and the court maintained,
as in EDF v. Higginson (655 F. 2d 1244), that the agency would seek funding for the
CEIS. Reclamation decided instead to meet its NEPA obligations by continuing "its past
practice of addressing cumulative and synergistic impacts in site specific impact
statements for individual projects and their components in the Colorado River Basin."
(Appellee' s Memorandum to Court, p. 1.) The Court of Appeals thus affirmed the
District Court's decision based upon the government's original promise to complete the
CEIS, but remanded the case to the District Court for determination of the legality of the
government's shift from a CEIS to a site specific project EIS, emphasizing that NEPA
compliance was required one way or another, and that EIS's must be prepared
addressing cumulative impacts.

April 3, 1981 - EDF v. Higginson. Plaintiffs include Trout Unlimited and Wilderness
Society. The appeal is argued in the District of Columbia.

November, 1981 - Public and administrative pressure over the Power Plant expansion



at GCD caused Reclamation to revise their Draft Environmental Assessment for the
uprating of the generators. A preliminary document was released "in accordance with
the NEPA and current DOI and Reclamation guidelines," which concluded that
environmental and recreational impacts were insignificant or nonexistent.

January, 1982 - As the generating rewinding project is nearing completion, a Draft
Environmental Assessment on the project was issued. Again, the conclusion of the
environmental impacts were considered negligible.

April 20, 1982 - EDF v. Broadbent. EDF, Wilderness Society, Trout Unlimited offer a
settlement agreement in federal court (District of Columbia), wherein Reclamation and
DOI agreed to prepare EIS's on Colorado River hydropower facilities, specifically
addressing cumulative and synergistic environmental impacts within each document.
The cases pending were thus dismissed pursuant to the stipulation filed and accepted
by the court. Broadbent replaced Higginson as Reclamation Commissioner. James Watt
is DOI Secretary.

April 30, 1982 - Philip Williams and Associates provide professional public comments for
proposed uprating plans at GCD power plant.

December 9, 1982 - Reclamation publishes the final EA and FONSI for the Glen
Canyon Power Plant Uprating, stating that the "preferred plan would not be a major
federal action resulting in significant environmental impacts." Public and professional
comments were ignored contrary to the NEPA process.

December 1982 - Glen Canyon Environmental Studies (GCES) begins as a component
of the environmental assessment developed for the uprating and rewinding of
generators at GCD. The studies are to focus on a broad range of ecological and
recreation issues related to the operations at GCD, but were not to address any
economic or societal issues. This program was terminated after the eventual completion
of an EIS of 1995 and the signing of the Record of Decision in 1996. The replacement is
called the Adaptive Management Program.

March 24, 1983 - Statement of National Wildlife Federation (NWF) before the Senate
Subcommittee on Water and Power opposing Reclamation's proposed hydropower
expansion plans.

April 30, 1983 - The Sierra Club proposes a resolution to oppose peaking power at Glen
Canyon Dam to protect park values at Grand Canyon National Park, for DOI to
complete an EIS, and to