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The Outing Committee proposes the following resolution.

II.

FROPOSED RESOLUTION:
Opposition to Peaking Power Management at Glen Canyon Dam Powerplant:
The Sierra Club opposes Peaking Power Management at Glen Canyon [am Fower

Flant and calls on all appropriate Sierra Club entities to expend all

reasonable efforts in pursuit of the following actions:

1) A full Envircnmental Impact Study should be undertazken by the BOR,
encompassing all impacts of peaking-power generation on the down-
stream environment to Lake Mead, and exhaustively detailing alter-
natives to peaking-power “demand” at Glen Canyon Dam.

2) A return to a pre-1979 management policy at the dam while the EIS
(or interagency study) is being conducted, thereby halting further
damage to the Canyon until such impacts can be assessed and mitigated.

3) Oversight hearing be requested of the Mouse Subcommittee on Public
Lands and National Parks in order to determine the present extent
and necessity of such an extreme management policy at the dam.

Chairman John Seiberling must be made aware that the EA released
by the Bureau is short-sighted, incomplete and narrow in scope, and
must be subjected to the scrutiny of the subcommittee.

BACKGROUND:

For at least the last four years, the management of the Glen Canyon Dam

has been moving away from a baseload mode of power generation to one of

peaking power. FPeak power generation (which can be sold for up to four times

the rate of base power production) requires dramatic fluctuations in daily

and seasonal water releases from the dam. Peak power generation, which

responds to hourly demands for electricity, requires daily fluctuations in
river flow from 3,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 30,000 cfs - often coming
within one hour's time. In addition, peak power generation requires generally

low summer releases - excegt during hours of peak power generation - and large
winter releases ("dumping®) in order to meet mandated release commi tments to
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to downstream water users. Such dramatic extremes in water releases cause down-
stream river fluctuations in excess of twelve vertical feet, and a conseguent
"scouring out” or "flushing out" of the river's riparian zone.

Qur concerns are great for the river in question is the Colorado River, and
the stretch of river impacted is the Grand Canyon!

Three years ago, in an effort to expand peaking-power capacity at Glem Canyon
Dam, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) besan rewinding the eight turbines in the
dam in order to maintain and upgrade their power-generating efficiency. Such
uprating, done without study of downstream impacts, will allow peak power releases
to grow almost twenty percent, thus greatly magnifying the already serious
ecological impacts im the Canyon downstream. The rewinding is expected to be
completed this year. The move into a peaking-power mode of operation, with its
consequent dangergus and ecologically disastrous "tidal" fluctustion in water
volume and velocity, has been growing more extreme each year, and will become
more extreme - by plan - throughout the remainder of the decade. Several commer-
cial river-runners in the Grand Canyon predict that swch recreational uses of

the Canyon will mot be possible beyond the year 1990, due to hazardous water
conditions and ecological destruction. '

Fully one-third of all outings conducted by the River Trips Subcommittee of the
Outing Committee are run on the Colorado River through the Grand Canyon. Trip
leaders have noted the rapid erosion of beaches, the destruction of native
fisheries, the disruption of riparian vegetation and habitat, and the increased
danger of many rapids brought on by sudden and unpredictable changes in water
volume. As early as August, 1981, the National Park Service released a study
(albeit incomplete and inconclusive) documenting the historic and expected
impacts on the Grand Canyon of the BOR's peaking-power policy at Glen Canyon
Dam (see attached), supporting the personzl observations of our trip leaders.
In the interim, the problem has only grown worse.

Recently, the BOR released its final "Environmental Assessment for Glen Canyon
Powerplant Upratings." The environmental assessment (EA) reports a "finding of
no significant impact” in the river corridor of the Grand Canyon for the proposed
(1.e., increased) changes in water release patterns in purswit of expanded peak
power generation at the dam. The report goes on to© say that, in spite of this
finding, there will be "no changes" in current operations at the dam pending a
Joint agency study (with the National Park Service) to "determine the environ-
mental effects of the present and historical operations of Glen Canyon Dam on

the resources of the Grand Canyon."

The EA is grossly inadequate, for several reasons: First, the study fails to

include impacts on the river downstream; it simply leaves out the Grand Canyon

from serious consideration. Second, it fails to incorporate - or, indeed, mitigate -
the.seven negative findings established by the Recreation Technical Team, assembled
in 1979 by the BOR and included in its report entitled "Recreational Effects and
Envirormental Impacts for the Proposed Peaking Power Project at Glen Canyon Dam."
Third, it fails to acknowledge the overwhelming negative comment received after

the draft EA was released in 1981 (much of the comment was scientific in nature) .

?l::nt?:nrileggetgf the gn;;rgnmental Assessment, the Bureau has revealed its

ntinue - indeed increase - its peaking-power management policy to

:ﬁﬁ g“tri:ﬁ"%ﬂ*:hgrggﬁtigﬂjﬂh gﬂtguna1 Park, and in the face of 5ubstan€ial {tudy
emime . Suc ; ;

allowed to continue. ry 2 tragically short-sighted policy cannot be
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BACKGROUND

The Bureau of Reclamarion (BuRec) began studies on the feasibility of pumped-
grorage hydroeleccric projects for the Upper Colorado River Basin in 1964,

These studies were in reésponse to anticipared population growth and increasing
eleccrical use in che region. For example, electrical use in Arizona, Nevada,
NMew Mexico, Utah, Colorade and Wyoming is increasing at a rate of 3 to 5 percent
annually. BuRec also recognized that wacer flow chrough turbines housed in

dams can be more readily adjusted to meet rising and changing hourly demands

Eor electricity than canm less responsive codal- or oll-fired power plant boilers.

Since those 1964 efforts, approximately 150 localities in the Upper Colorado
River Basin have been identified as portencrial peaking power sites. Alter
furzher sire assessments followed by public commenc in 1978, this lisc of
peaking power sites was narrowed to six faciliries, one of which was Glen

Canyon Dam,

Today BuRee is upracing its eight turbines by rewinding coils and replacing
worn components, making them more efficiemt. Although the dam is presently
acknowledged as a peaking power facility, one that can vary its production
according to changing hourly demand, uprating will increase irs peaking power
generating capacity from 1,150 megawatcs (MW) to approximately 1, 336 MW. It
would also allow Glem Canyon Dam turbines to operate at maximum water release
rates of 33,000 cubic feer per second (cfs). about 10 percent above today's

AVETAgE release races,

As a result of turbine upracing underway, daily wacer releases will not exceed
33,000 cfs. In addition, the Matiomal Park Service hopes BuRec will maintain
pinioum Colorade River flows of 5,000 cfs durimg the April co September boating
season and 3,000 cfs October through March; and also develop release schedules
that will permit gradual fluctuations between those extremes. [nder this
scenarie, goals to increase energy production and to preserve resources on
Kational Park Service lands for the enjoyment of future generatiomns cam be
achieved.

FEAKING FOUWER FROFOSAL

Accerding to BuRec the aforementioned increase in generating capacity may not

be sufficient to satisfy future demand: the need for peaking power in the six-
state region service by Glen Canyon Dam and other Federal dams upstream on

the Celorade River and its tributaries is projected to be 8,100 MW by the year
2,000, about three times what iz pow produced. As an addicional step in meeting
this project demand, in 1979 the BuRec began studying whether o increase the
generating capacicty at Clen Canven Dam by an additicenal 250 MW, tc the 1,586 MKW
level (It should be noted that an alternative to increase the capacity by 125

MW was recently dropped as being umeconomicall).
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The 250 MW increase in peaking power generating capacity would involve in-
scallacion of two addicional turbines in large bypass tubes already exiscing
wich the dam. With the addition of these turbines, ar its most extreme, the
flow of the Colorads River would Fluctuate from 1,000 cfs during "off-hours"
production pericds te 40,000 cfs during peak production periods. Due to Colo-
rado River Compact requirements, low flows can be expected to increase im
duration to make up for the shorter periods of higher flows. For comparison,
typical summer flows today may drop as low as 5,000 cfs during the night but
during most of the day remain between 15,000 to 25,000 cfs.

The BuRec proposed time table for completing their peaking powver feasibility
study and envirommental statement is:

Fall 1981 ~Informal public meetings on capacity selectionm

Winter ]98] to

Winter 1982 =Feasibility report preparation
Fall 1982 =Initiate work om draft environmental scatement
Early 19B3 =Draft Fen:ibili:} report preparation
Fall 1983 =Final Feasibility report preparatcion
Fall 1934 -Final Environmental statemsnt preparation and

final decision

RESEARCH AMD TMPACTS

In 1979, when this tentative increase was first being considered, the BuRec
begen evaluating impacts of proposed water releases from Glem Canvon Dam on
river flows, boating, sport fishing, vegetation, beaches, and fish and wild-
life. To assist with that task they established four technical teams to help
determine biclogical, recrearional, sociological, and power research needs and
to bhelp predict impacts. National Park Service (NPS) personnel served on the
Biclogical and Recreationmal teams. In addition, in March and October 1980

the NP5 assisted BuRec investigators im surveying stream profiles, in gathering
information on inundaticn effects within Grand Canvon National Park, and in
gathering instream flow model input dara. When results of BuRec studies become
aveilable, we anticipare access tc them. They will be invaluable for develop-
ment of mitigariom actions, identification of addirional research requirements,
and assessment of impacts to Grand Canyon National Park, Glen Canyon Mational
Recreation Area and other NFS units upstream, downstream or on tributaries

that may be affected by this or furure proposals.

Considerable research has been completed on the Colorado River environment
potentially affected by the BuRec proposal to increase peaking power capacity
by ancther 250 MW. Sctudies have been performed by indepandent investigators as
wall as by NP5 and other Federal and State agency scisntises. In "Biology and
Ecology of the Grand Canyon from the Bibliographv of the Grand Canvon and che
Lower Colorade River 1540-1980. (Spanner, et al. 19B8l) there are listed ac
least 60 citations on literature directly related to the inner canyon riparian
and Colerade River environments,
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Alchough not directly relzced to peaking power proposals, the results and
conglusions of much of thig past research infer what zome of the effects

would be, mose notably:

1. 5ignificant disruption to riparian vegeration, wildlife and soil communi-
ties that have adjusted to conditions created by construction of Glem
Canyon Dam in 196& {(Carocthers and Aicehigen 1976: Johngon and Carothers 1980:

‘and Dalan 1981).

2. Accelerated ercsion and loss of beaches used for camping along the Colorade
River, vhich will affect river carrying capacity ({(Borden, 1975; Howard and
Bolan 1976; Shelby and Mielsen 1376; Borden, Turner and Strauss 1977:
Valentine and Dolan 1979%; and Dolan 1981).

3. Significant effects to habitar and perhaps to propagarcion of fishesz native
te the Colorade River (Mimcklev and Blinm 1976; Suttkus, et al. 1976;

Miller 1977; and USFWA 1%80 and 1981).

A BuRec commissioned report written by the Recreation Technical Team assesbled
ipn 1979 and entitled "Recreational Effects and Eovironmental Impacts from the

Propesed Peaking Fower Project at Glem Canyon Dam" concluded that expansion of
the dam's generating capacity would have these effactsz.

1. Daily flows im the Celeorade River may vary from 1,000 te 40,000 cfs,
creating significant alterations in the riparian envircnment.

2. With the extreme daily fluctuvationg, water saturated beaches may slump
or ¢ollapae inte the river.

3. Ar 4D,000 cfe an estimated &3 percent of beaches studied (38) would be
flooded. .

4. Some 31 percent of all existing primary habitac-trees and plamts - would
be washed out.

3. With sudden and unpredictable high releases it is possible that boats may
become tangled in che trees lining the river banks.

6. River banks would be lined with dead and dying vegetarion, eliminating
habitats of birds, beavers and other mammals and reptiles fregquenting the

riparian environmentc.

T. Users will have to camp on beaches that are partially flooded. Several
nights of crowded conditions do little to represent the solitude of &
wilderness experience expected on the Colorado River.

Investigator and NP5 observacions in June 1980 when Lake Powell spilled over
the dam for the first cime were also revealing. During che spill, flows

reaced a maximum of &3,000 to 45,000 cfs, a volume approximating what would

happen daily during peaking power gentra:ian Dr. R. Dolan of the Universicy of
Virginia notes in his 1981 reporcs, "Analysis of Erosion Trends of the Sedimentary
Depesics in cthe Grand Canyon" and "Analysis of Porential Recrearional impacts

due te High Water Releases from Glen Canyon Dam on the Celorade River in the

Grand Canyon" that:
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Ar 40,000 £fs 32 percent of the sampled campsite besches (38} in Grand
Canvon were flooded over 50 percent of their area and 12 percent showed
signs of serious erogion, including changes of several feet in their sur-

veved profiles.

At 40,000 cfs there will be one-third fever campsires available slong

the river, and of the remaining twe-thirde caution will be the rule if they
are to be safely used. Since the "tidal zone" of the beaches will expand
dramatically, guides will be required to plan carefully in mooring boats
and selecting sleeping areas. On many beaches, higher terrace levels will
be the only safe sites for camping. These will be hotter in summer and
probably less desirable. Loading and unloading boats will alsa become a

more difficult task.

The hydrology of the river near the campsites will change more frequentcly.
Reverse eddies will be washed out at high water levels makinmg approaches
and moorings more difficult if not impossible. Many rapids will be washed
cut at high water and be wvery difficulet to navigare ar low water.

observations of the effects of the June 1980 high-water relesase from places

including Phantom Ranch, River mile 120 and Diamond Creek, although unquantified
and in need of verification through research, infer that at 40,000 cfs there

will be significant impact including:

1.

Cumulative and irreversible loss of soil subsrrare and nutrients, and
cumulative and irreversible loss of as much as ome-third the riparian
acreage along the Colorado River. B

Elimination of large numbars of native as well as nonnative plants in the
tamarisk - willow portign of the riparian vegetation association.

Possible setbacks in succession and reductions in species diversity and
numbers (the riparian zone supports approximately B9 of the 283 species of

birds, 36 of the 93 species of mammals, and 19 of the 535 species of rep-
tiles and amphibians found in the park}.

Decrease in the asount and composition of contributed detritus, insect and
other organic material important to Grand Canyon and perhaps even Lake

Mead aquatic ecosyscem productivity.

Change in the cross-section of river banks from sharp protective banks and
overkangs to rounded, bare exposed banks, thereby changing habitar for
native fizh spacias,

Because of the loss of camping beaches, displacement of assocliaced activities
into undisturbed areas and/or increased congesclon and crowding at temaining

beaches.

Longer periods of low flowvs, making rapids such a3 Horn Creek extreaely
hazardous or impassible, and possibly: (a) preempting or limiting comtinued
uge of large mocorized rubber rafts and wooden dories; (b) causing trip
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delays, "stacking up" and congestion at difficulc rapids and principal
campsites; (c) causing increased landscape scarring and discurbance to
vegetation and wildlife in areas of congestion; (d) causing changes in
itineraries that could affect duration of trips or the passing up of sig=
nificant attractions; (&) causing more accidents that may Tesult in imnjury
or loss of life and damage to or destruction of property and equipment; and
(f) causing economic loss to companies unable or unwilling to adapt their

operations o new [low conditioms.

8. Potential hazard to recreation boaters and fishermen, especially above
Lees Ferry, resulting from rapidly fluctuating water levels and swifrg,
cold currents. Lees Ferry is a nationally recognized fishing area noted

for its ctrophy=sized trout.

Above Lees Ferry, potential degradacion of habitat in anm area ackpowledged
for its excellent crout fishing.

COMCLUSTON

The Macional Park Service recognizes our nation's need for additional energy

1f we are to accommodate anticipated population and induserial groweh and main-
cain our high standard of living. Should it become necessary to accomplish
this geal by increasing the peaking power generating capacity at Glem Canvon
Dam, we hope it can be achieved with no or minimum adverse effect to the
unigue natural, scientific, recreational and scenic values of Grand Canyon
Hational Fark and other units this agency is chartered to protect. - To accom-
plish thar end, we offer the services of National Fark Service scientists and
planners to assist the Bureau of Reclamation with the conduct of research amd
with preparation of the feasibllity study and envircnmental stacement.
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