











Minutes of Regular Meeting
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
Wednesday, June 15, 2011

A Regular Meeting of the Colorado River Board of California (Board) was held in the
Vineyard Room, at the Holiday Inn Ontario Airport, at 2155 East Convention Center Way,
Ontario, California, Wednesday, June 15, 2011.

Board Members and Alternate Present

Dana Bart Fisher, Jr., Chairman

W. D. “Bill[ ] Knutson
Henry Merle Kuiper
John Pierre Menvielle

John Palmer Powell, Jr.

Thomas M. Erb
John V. Foley

Steven B. Abbott
John Penn Carter
Mitch Dion

Dave Fogerson
Leslie M. Gallagher
William J. Hasencamp
Mark L. Johnson
Richard Johnson
Jeremy Junbreis
Kevin E. Kelley
Michael L. King
Jan P. Matusak
Nathan Miller
Carrie Oliphant
Glen Peterson
Halla Razak

Bill D. Wright

Jeanine Jones, Designee
Department of Water Resources

Board Members and Alternates Absent

Terese Marie Ghio
James B. McDaniel

Others Present

Steven B. Robbins
Jack Seiler

Tina L. A. Shields

Ed W. Smith
Catherine M. Stites
Mark Stuart

Michael Quesada
Joseph A. Vanderhost

J.C. Jay Chen
Christopher S. Harris
Michael W. Hughes
Lindia Y. Liu

Mark Van Vlack
Gerald R. Zimmerman

CALL TO ORDER

Chairman Fisher, announced the presence of a quorum, called the meeting to order at

10:05 a.m.



OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD
Chairman Fisher asked if there was anyone in the audience who wanted to address the

Board on items on the agenda or matters related to the Board. Hearing none, Chairman
Fisher moved to the next item on the agenda.

ADMINISTRATION

Approval of Minutes

Chairman Fisher requested the approval of the April 13" meeting minutes. Mr.
Knutson moved the April 13™ minutes be approved. Mr. Menvielle seconded the motion.
Unanimously carried, the Board approved the April 13 meeting minutes.

Fiscal Year 2011-12 Board Budget

Acting Executive Director Harris reported that the 2011-12 Budget was included in
the Board folder for review by the Board members. Mr. Harris briefed the Board on the
cooperative programs, such as weather modification, Basin Water Study, and non-native
phreatophyte control, that the Board contributes to in conjunction with the other Basin States.
Mr. Harris requested approval of the final Fiscal Year 2011-12 budget and authorization for
the Acting Executive Director to execute Standard Agreement No. 44. Upon the motion of
Mr. Kuiper, seconded by Mr. Menvielle and unanimously carried, the Board approved the
Fiscal Year 2011-12 budget, and authorized the Acting Executive Director to sign Standard
Agreement No. 44 in support of the Board's activities in Fiscal Year 2011-12.

New General Manager of the Imperial Irrigation District

Mr. Menvielle introduced Mr. Kevin Kelley to the Board as the new General
Manager of the Imperial Irrigation District. The Board welcomed him.

Ethics Orientation Training

Chairman Fisher reported that a state mandate for Board members is the completion
of ethics orientation training. The training can be completed online. The web address to take
the test is: http://ethics.doj.ca.gov/. Completion of the course takes about two hours. The
deadline to take the course is June 30"

AGENCY MANAGERS’ MEETING

Mr. Harris reported that the Agency Managers have not met since the last Board
meeting, and that hels planning on scheduling a meeting next month. Mr. Harris reported
that he will be canvassing the Agency Managers to determine a few dates to hold the next
Agency Managers meeting.



PROTECTION OF EXISTING RIGHTS

Colorado River Water Report

Mr. Harris reported that as of June 6", precipitation in the Basin was 128 percent of
normal. The snowpack water equivalent was 264 percent of normal. The unregulated inflow
into Lake Powell forecast for April through July was about 12.6 maf, or 159 percent of
normal. The 2011 water year forecast unregulated inflow into Lake Powell was about 16.6
maf, or about 138 percent of normal.

Mr. Harris reported that the monthly precipitation for May 2011, showed that much
of the Upper Basin was above normal, particularly the Green River Sub-basin where
precipitation was over 150 percent of normal. In the Lower Basin, particularly southeastern
Arizona was drier than normal, with monthly precipitation in May of less than 50 percent,
and currently suffering from a wildfire that has burned over 730 square miles.

Mr. Harris reported that water storage in Lake Powell was 14.5 million acre-feet
(maf), or 60 percent of capacity. The Lake Powell water surface elevation was about 3,626.8
feet above mean sea level. Water storage in Lake Mead was about 11.38 maf, or 44 percent
of capacity. The Lake Mead water surface elevation is 1,098.8 feet above mean sea level.
Total System storage is 33.58 maf, or 56 percent of capacity, at this time last year the System
storage was 33.51 maf, or 56 percent of capacity.

Mr. Harris reported that Reclamation(s projected consumptive use (CU) for the State
of Nevada is under its entitlement of 300,000 acre-feet (263,000 acre-feet); and for Arizona
the CU is projected to be under its entitlement of 2.8 maf (2.780 maf); and for California the
CU is also projected to be slightly under its entitlement of 4.4 maf (4.100 maf). The Lower
Basin projected CU for 2011 is estimated to be 7.143 maf.

Mr. Harris reported that Basin Storage Curve projects an increase in Basin storage,
that should delay any threat of shortages in the Lower Basin for awhile.

State and Local Water Reports

Mr. Stuart, of the California Department of Water Resources, reported on the climate
conditions in California. Precipitation in the Los Angeles area is about 20 inches so far,
where the normal for this time of year is about 15 inches. In the Northern Sierra precipitation
was 70 inches, where the normal is 50 inches. The San Joaquin watershed precipitation was
about 62 inches. The normal for this time of year is 40 inches of precipitation. As of June
10™, the Northern Sierra snowpack is still 83 percent of the April 1% normal, the Central
Sierra snowpack is 84 percent of the April 1% normal, and the Southern Sierra is about 56
percent of the April 1¥ normal.

Mr. Stuart reported that as of June 1 the State Water Project (SWP) was 97 percent
of capacity, as is expected to fill completely. The SWP allocation is currently at 80 percent
of entitlements.

Mr. Bill Wright of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD)
reported that Diamond Valley Lake began filling around June 2010 and as of June 2011 is
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considered operationally full. As of June 1%, 2011, Diamond Valley Lake was about 795,000
acre-feet, or 98 percent of capacity, Lake Mathews was about 151,000 acre-feet, or 83
percent of capacity, and Lake Skinner was about 37,000 acre-feet, or 85 percent of capacity.

Mr. Wright reported that the MWD Board approved the delivery of 225,000 acre-feet
of discounted groundwater replenishment deliveries, to some of their member agencies.
Some of this water and some of the San Diego deliveries are being delivered via the
Diamond Valley Lake, thereby generating power through the turbines at the Diamond Valley
Lake. In addition, the out of basin storage on the SWP is 300,000 acre-feet and increasing
the Colorado River supplies by 200,000 acre-feet.

Mr. Harris reported that the Mammoth Pass Snowpack was about 55 inches, and the
Gem Pass snow pillow reported snow of about 500 percent of normal. All of the

precipitation stations are well above normal for this time of year.

Colorado River Operations

2011 Annual Operating Plan

Mr. Harris reported that the meeting to begin development of the 2011 Annual
Operating Plan (2011 AOP) was recently hosted by Reclamation via a webinar format, and
was well received by those attending online. Mr. Harris reported that the 2011 AOP
hydrologic determinations are based on the April 2011 24-month study. Subsequent drafts of
the 2011 AOP will be updated based on the progression of the water year. The current draft
of the 2011 AOP projects operations to be based on the “Upper Basin Balancing Tier[ [from
the Interim Guidelines. The current projected releases from Glen Canyon Dam for calendar
year 2012 are expected to be 9.6 maf. For the Lower Basin, operations of Lake Mead and
Hoover Dam will be based on The “Intentionally Created Surplus Conditions[] Reclamation
expects that there will not be any unused apportionment available for reallocation. Mexico is
also scheduled to receive 1.5 maf, according to the 1944 water treaty. The draft 2011 AOP is
available online at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/A0OP2012/AOP12_draft.pdf and
there is an additional link to a cleaned up version of the draft with changes highlighted,
at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/AOP2012/A0OP12_draft alternate_version.pdf.

Mr. Harris reported that to the extent possible Reclamation intends to release water
from Glen Canyon Dam through the turbines, possibly releasing part of the water intended to
be released in 2011 and in the early part of 2012. Reclamation is planning on continuing
with an aggressive maintenance schedule that requires some of the turbines to be temporarily
out of service. Reclamation intends to minimize any bypass releases.

The Associated Press’ News Article Entitled ““Feds stop work on Flaming Gorge pipeline
study”

Mr. Harris reported that on May 26" the Associated Press reported that the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers had suspended its evaluation of the proposed Flaming Gorge
Pipeline. The Flaming Gorge Pipeline is several hundred miles long and was to convey
250,000 acre-feet annually from the Green River watershed along the border of Wyoming
and Colorado, and then along the Rocky Mountain Front-range from Fort Collins,
terminating in Pueblo, Colorado. The suspension was initiated by Mr. Million, who believes
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the project would create more energy that it consumes and thus is seeking another federal
agency, as in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, to act as the lead agency for the
pipeline.

U.S. Department of Energy Announces that 25 Percent of Moab tailings Pile has been
Relocated

Mr. Harris reported that in a June 3" news release the Department of Energy
announced that it had successfully completed the relocation of 25 percent of the uranium mill
tailings at the Moab site. The radioactive materials were relocated approximately 30 miles
north to a permanent disposal site near Crescent Junction, Utah. The Department of Energy
is using trains to relocate the material and because of the additional input of “Stimulus
Funding[ 'was able to run 10 trains per week. The Department of Energy plans to revert back
to four trains per week upon the expiration of the remaining stimulus funding.

Colorado River Basin Water Study Report

Mr. Harris reported that on June 6" Reclamation finalized its Interim Report No. 1 of
the Colorado River Basin Water Study Report. Interim Report No. 1 is available on
Reclamations website at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/crbstudy.html. Mr. Harris
reported that included in the Board folder was a copy of the news release announcement as
well as the Executive Summary. On Reclamations website you!ll also find the Status Report,
Technical Reports A, B, C, and D, as well as Fact Sheets, additional information, and related
links to climate change in the Basin States. Mr. Harris reported that the Interim Report No. 1
is worth reading and he encouraged Board members and agency technical staff to read it.
Reclamation requests that comments be submitted by July 8™ for review by the Project
Study Team. The Project Study Team timeline lists a total of three interim reports with a
final report to be completed by July 2012. The Final Basin Study will be a compilation of
the previous Interim Reports.

Mr. Harris reported that Reclamation held an on-line webinar on June 14™ to provide
a general overview of Interim Report No. 1 and give everyone the background, purpose and
intent of each section of the report.

Mr. Harris reported that on June 3", the seven Basin States sent a letter to
Reclamation Commissioner Michael Conner reiterating the States[position regarding the use
of the Basin Study Report. In the letter the States requested that the Basin Study Report
define current water supply and demand imbalances over the next 50 years and develop
potential mitigation and adaption strategies to address imbalances. The letter also requested
that the report not be used by one state in litigation with another Basin state, and reaffirmed
that the Basin Study Report will not alter factual or legal positions or current Colorado River
water entitlements. Mr. Harris reported that Commissioner Conner responded, via letter, on
June 6™ in support of the Basin States[points, and congratulated the states for continuing to
cooperate and collaborate on difficult Colorado River issues.

Basin States Discussion

Chairman Fisher reported that the Basin States met May 31%, in San Diego, and
discussed the Basin Study Report, tributary stream flow issues in Arizona, the current Glen
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Canyon release schedule in regards to the turbine flow capacity and meeting the Interim
Guidelines without spilling through the reservoir, as well as the binational discussions with
Mexico.

There was some discussion about how the releases from Glen Canyon Dam could
also generate electricity via the turbines. Some of the turbines are up for regular maintenance
that requires they be temporarily taken out of commission. The maintenance schedule might
be adjusted to accommodate the flows required to equalize the reservoirs according to the
Interim Guidelines. Mr. Zimmerman added that the Interim Guideline was originally based
on the water year but expanded to calendar year to accommodate years when additional
releases would be needed to equalize the reservoirs. If additional flows are allowed to extend
beyond the calendar year into the next calendar year, then there is the concern that during wet
periods the release schedule could fall further and further behind.

Status of Binational Discussions — U.S. and Mexico

Chairman Fisher reported that the binational discussions with Mexico, held in San
Diego on June 1% was attended by the Commissioner of Reclamation, the Commissioners of
both the U.S. and Mexico sections of the International Boundary and Water Commission, all
the Basin States representatives and their staffs, both the Mexico and the U.S. sides. The
common goals and benefits were expressed from both sides. Chairman Fisher reported that
Commissioner Drusina wanted to complete a deal where Mexico would get funding to begin
its list of projects. The protocol and procedures with the necessary checks and balances to
satisfy the different styles of governments on both sides of the border has not yet been
completed. Chairman Fisher reported that Mexico has made it clear that they have not shared
in any of the surpluses in the past, and that Mexico would want a share in any future
surpluses, if they are going to share in any of the drought shortages of the future. Not having
a share when the river was in a declared surplus condition has not set well with Mexico; and
that if they would be included in surplus sharing then Mexican consideration of shortage
sharing, during a drought, may not be as difficult to accept. Chairman Fisher reported that
there appeared to be a general consensus that this could be acceptable. Chairman Fisher
noted that there seemed to be a focus on the Mexico side to get started on its list of projects,
where the states were more focused on shortage sharing. Ms. Razak, of the San Diego
County Water Authority, reported that two new core work groups, in addition to the four
already formed, were added to address Mexicols need for information on the results of
cooperative process both nations are discussing. The fifth work group will look at salinity
and the impacts to the salinity of the Colorado River deliveries to Mexico, if Mexico is
allowed to store water in the U.S., and the sixth core work group is on hydrology, because
Mexico insists that shortages on the Colorado River be tied to a hydrologic event. Ms. Razak
reported that both core work groups are meeting June 15" to work together and answer each
other(s questions.

Chairman Fisher reported that Mexico wants the current binational negotiations that
would help fund its list of water projects to culminate in a new Minute that would be
completed by April 1, 2012.  Mr. Michael King of the Imperial Irrigation District (IID)
reported that IID was approached by Mexico to build a turnout on the All American Canal
for emergency delivery of water to Mexico (Mexicali, Tecate, and Tijuana) in the event of a
catastrophic earthquake and delivery system disruption in Mexico. Mr. King reported that
there were a number of issues that need to be resolved beforehand. In addition, Mexico(s
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timeline didnt leave enough time to complete the environmental impact report, and ensure
that IID water users would not suffer during the operation of the turnout. Chairman Fisher
added that there should be more discussion before emergency preparedness plans could be
approved, let alone construct the infrastructure.

Mr. Harris reported that the Basin states sent a letter to IBWC Commissioner Drusina
and Reclamation Commissioner Conner on May 20", affirming the Basin States[interests in
continued participation in the discussions and negotiations with Mexico on Colorado River
water management opportunities, identified the principal representative and alternate
designated to participate in the process, and acknowledged that the states planned to attend
the meeting to be held on June 1* in Tijuana, Mexico.

Colorado River Environmental Activities

Status of Grand Canyon Trust Lawsuit

Mr. Michael Hughes of the California Attorney Generalls Office reported that a
couple months ago the Judge on the Grand Canyon Trust case issued a final decision in favor
of the defendant on all the remaining clams, and recently the Grand Canyon Trust has filed
an appeal of that decision to the Ninth Circuit Court and filed a request for a preliminary
injunction with the District Court in Arizona. Mr. Hughes reported that it(s not yet clear
what relief they are seeking with the injunction. The preliminary injunction and appeal may
take months to be resolved.

WATER QUALITY

Salinity Control Forum Meeting

Mr. Harris reported that the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum)
and Advisory Council (Council), held meetings in Glenwood Springs, Colorado, on May 23-
24, 2011. The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Work Group (Work Group) held
meetings on May 25-26, 2011. The Forum recommended the cost share in Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) expenditures for Salinity Control activities outside of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) designated salinity control project areas. The
selected projects from the Application Review Committee process associated with
Reclamation(s Basinwide Funding Opportunity announcements are anticipated to create salt-
loading reductions of more than 30,000 tons of salt annually. The awarded projects are
targeted to come in at less than eighty dollars per ton of salt removed.

Mr. Harris reported that the Grand Valley Salinity Control Project completion wrap-
up is expected over the next two years. Most of the Valley has been brought into the
program, and that there are only about 2,000 acres where remediation measures can be
implemented.

Mr. Harris reported that the Forum adopted the 2011 Draft Triennial Review Report
and should be available soon. The draft will be open for review and comment and is expected
to be adopted at the next Forum meeting.



Mr. Harris reported that Reclamation is moving forward with the Environmental
Assessment and design portions of the pilot evaporation pond alternative study for the
Paradox Valley Unit Injection Well Facility. The current concern for potential impacts to
migratory birds will be addressed in the National Environmental Policy Act assessment.

OTHER BUSINESS

Next Board Meeting

Chairman Fisher announced that the next meeting of the Colorado River Board will
be on Wednesday, July 13, 2011 at 10:00 a.m., at the Holiday Inn Ontario Airport, 2155 East
Convention Center Way, Ontario, California.

There being no further items to be brought before the Board, Chairman Fisher asked
for a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Menvielle moved the Board meeting be adjourned.
Mr. Knutson seconded the motion, unanimously approved the Board meeting adjourned at
11:18 a.m. on June 15, 2011.

Christopher S. Harris
Acting Executive Director






SUMMARY WATER REPORT
COLORADO RIVER BASIN

July 5, 2011
June 6, 2011
ELEV. [ of MAF ELEV. [ of
RESERVOIR STORAGE MAF IN FEET capacity IN FEET capacity
(as of July 4]
Lake Powell 17.433 3,651.7 72 14.498 3,626.8 60
Flaming Gorge 3.355 6,030.2 89 3.188 6,025.8 85
Navajo 1.461 6,068.6 86 1.453 6,068.0 86
Lake Mead 11.781 1,103.2 46 11.382 1,098.8 44
Lake Mohave 1.652 641.3 91 1.715 643.6 95
Lake Havasu 0.568 447 .4 92 0.589 448.5 96
Total System Storage 37.366 63 33.583 56
System Storage Last Year 34.642 58 33.505 56
June 6, 2011
WY 2011 Precipitation (Basin Weighted Avg) 10/01/10 through 7/05/11 130 percent (34.3") 128 percent (32.5")
WY 2011 Snowpack Water Equivalent (Basin Weighted Avg) on day of 7/05/11 N/A 264 percent (10.3™)
(Above two values based on average of data from 116 sites.)
June 3, 2011
July 1, 2011 Forecast of Unregulated Lake Powell Inflow MAF % of Normal MAF % of Avg.
2011 April through July unregulated inflow 12.000 151 % 12.600 159%
2011 Water Year forecast 16.086 134 % 16.598 138%
USBR Forecasted Year-End 2011 and 2010 Consum. Use, July 6, 2011 a. MAF
2011 2010
Diversion - Return = Net
Nevada (Estimated Total) 0.478 0.215 0.263 0.243
Arizona (Total) 3.644 0.876 2.767 2.792
CAP Total 1.583 1.653
Az. Water Banking Authority 0.134 0.134
OTHERS 1.184 1.140
California (Total) b./ 4.767 0.614 4.153 4.363
MWD 0.631 1.099
3.85 Agriculture Total Conserved Forecasted Estimated
IID c./ 3.163 -0.360 2.803 2.547
CvwD d./ 0.364 -0.031 0.333 0.304
PVID 0.318 0 0.318 0.274
YPRD 0.044 0 0.044 0.039
Island e./ 0.007 0 0.007 0.006
Total Ag. 3.896 -0.391 3.505 3.170
Others 0.017 0.094
PVID-MWD fallowing to storage (to be determined) - 0
Arizona, California, and Nevada Total f./ 8.888 1.705 7.183 7.399

a./ Incorporates Jan.-Apr. USGS monthly data and 75 daily reporting stations which may be revised after provisione
data reports are distributed by USGS. Use to date estimated for users reporting monthly and annually.

b./ California 2011 basic use apportionment of 4.4 MAF has been adjusted to 4.174 MAFfor payback of Inadvertent
Overrun and Payback Policy overruns (-1,213 AF), Intentionally Created Surplus Water by 1ID (-25,000 AF),
Creation of Extraordinary Conservation ICS MWD (-200,000 AF)

c./ 0.105 MAF conserved by IID-MWD Agreement as amended in 2007: 105,000 AF conserved for SDCWA under the
IID-SDCWA Transfer Agreement as amended, 80,000 AF of which is being diverted by MWD; 16,000 AF required to
conserved for CVWD under the IID-CVWD Acquisition Agreement, 67,700 AF conserved by the All-American Canal
Lining Project.

d./ 30,850 acre-feet conserved by the Coachella Canal Lining Project.

e./ Includes estimated amount of 6,530 acre-feet of disputed uses by Yuma Island pumpers and
0 acre-feet by Yuma Project Ranch 5 being charged by USBR to Priority 2.

f./ Includes unmeasured returns based on estimated consumptive use/diversion ratios by user from studies provided by

Arizona Dept. of Water Resources, Colorado River Board of California, and Reclamation.
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FIGURE 1

JULY 1, 2011 FORECAST OF 2011 YEAR-END COLORADO RIVER WATER USE
BY THE CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL AGENCIES
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Forecast of Colorado River Water Use
by the California Agricultural Agencies
(Millions of Acre-feet)

Use as of Forecast Forecast
First of of Year of Unused

Month Month End Use Water (1)
Jan 0.000 .
Feb 0.167 3.519 0.023
Mar 0.335 3.509 0.033
Apr 0.674 3.518 0.024
May 1.107 3.515 0.027
Jun 1.473 3.510 0.032
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan

(1) The forecast of unused water is based on the availability of 3.542 MAF under the first three priorities
of the water delivery contracts. This accounts for the 85,000 af of conserved water available to MWD
under the 1988 IID-MWD Conservation agreement and the 1988 1ID-MWD-CVWD-PVID Agreement as
amended; 80,000 AF of conserved water available to SDCWA under the 1ID-SDCWA Transfer Agreement
as amended being diverted by MWD; as estimated 29,000 AF of conserved water available to SDCWA
and MWD as a result of the Coachella Canal Lining Project, 67,700 AF of water available to SDCWA
and MWD as a result of the All American Canal Lining Project; 14,500 AF of water IID and CVWD are
forbearing to permit the Secretary of the Interior to satisfy a portion of Indian and miscellaneous present
perfected rights use and 25,000 AF of water IID is conserving to create Extraordinary Conservation
Intentionally Created Surplus. 0 AF has been subtracted for IID's Salton Sea Salinity Management in
2011. As USBR is charging uses by Yuma Island pumpers to priority 2, the amount of unused water has
been reduced by those uses - 6,530 AF. The CRB does not concur with USBR's viewpoint on this matter.



















































MWD(s Combined Reservoir Storage
as of July 1, 2011

Lake Skinner, Lake Mathews, and Diamond Valley Lake

Total Capacity (11,036,000 Acre-Feet
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Storage Percent of

Reservoir (Acre-Feet) Capacity
Diamond Valley Lake 782,042 97%
Lake Mathews 152,235 84%
Lake Skinner 37,030 84%
Total 971,307 94%

Storage
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EASTERN SIERRA
CURRENT PRECIPITATION CONDITIONS
As of July 5, 2011
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Executive Summary

The iconic Colorado River supplies water to millions of people in fast-growing cities in the
Colorado River(s watershed, such as Las Vegas, Mexicali, Phoenix, and St. George, Utah

(see Figure ES-1 at the end of the Executive Summary). Tens of millions of people outside the
watershed, from Denver to Albuquerque and from Salt Lake City to Los Angeles, San Diego,
and Tijuana, also receive water exported from the basin to meet at least some of their residential
and commercial water needs. More than half of the people receiving water from the basin live in
southern California. In fact, about 70 percent of the people that receive water from the basin do
not actually live in the basin. This study reports population and water delivery data and trends for
100 cities and water agencies that use Colorado River basin water, compiling such information
for the first time in one location.

These municipal deliveries [ Iwhich include deliveries to the residential, commercial, industrial,
and institutional sectors, as well as some landscape irrigation, but do not include deliveries to
agriculture, energy producers, or mining [ comprise only about 15 percent of total Colorado
River use (agriculture uses more than 70 percent). However, municipal deliveries are the fastest-
growing sector, driving demands for additional water supplies, placing pressure on a river system
that is over-allocated and facing a supply-demand imbalance, as well as the prospect of long-
term declines in run-off due to climate change.

The number of people relying at least in part on water from the Colorado River basin increased
by roughly 10 million people from 1990 to 2008, to a total of almost 35 million. Much of this
increase occurred in areas experiencing extraordinary population growth: several cities in
Arizona and Utah more than tripled in population between 1990 and 2008. The Las Vegas
metropolitan area added upwards of a million people, more than doubling in size. Tijuana also
roughly doubled in size, adding more than 800,000 people reliant on Colorado River water for an
estimated 90 percent of their water supply.

Total water deliveries by these 100 agencies increased from about 6.1 million acre-feet in 1990
to about 6.7 million acre-feet in 2008. The volume of Colorado River basin water deliveries by
these agencies also increased by about 0.6 million acre-feet over this period, from 2.8 million
acre-feet to 3.4 million acre-feet, rising from 46 percent to 51 percent of total deliveries. The
agencies delivering water in southern California actually delivered four percent less water in
2008 than they had in 1990, despite delivering water to almost 3.6 million more people. In fact,
28 water agencies in five different states delivered less water in 2008 than they had in 1990,
despite population growth in their service areas.

Almost every one of the water agencies included in the study experienced declines in per capita
deliveries from 1990 to 2008. People and business are demanding less water than they did in
1990. This report does not attempt to determine the causes of these declines, but it does quantify
these changes over time, giving a picture of trends for municipal water providers. The majority
of people receiving water from the Colorado River basin live in areas where per capita deliveries
dropped an average of at least one percent per year from 1990 to 2008, generating substantial
long-term declines. Many of these areas showed substantial reductions in per capita deliveries
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from delivery rates that were already much lower than average for the 100 agencies; it was not
just the high per-capita-use agencies that demonstrated large reductions in per capita deliveries.
Because of these substantial per capita declines, municipal water deliveries were roughly two
million acre-feet lower than they would have been had per capita deliveries remained constant
from 1990 to 2008.

Nine agencies| per capita deliveries actually increased from 1990 to 2008, though these agencies
provide water to only about two percent of the total population receiving water from the basin. If
the water agencies in this study had all experienced per capita declines of at least one percent,
total deliveries would have increased by about 300,000 acre-feet, only half as much as the actual
increase in municipal deliveries by these agencies. While small in comparison with the two
million acre-foot reduction already achieved, 300,000 acre-feet is still a sizeable volume of
deliveries that could have been avoided if the agencies with less than one percent average annual
per capita reductions had been more efficient.

Total municipal water deliveries by agencies delivering water from the Colorado River basin
increased by more than 600,000 acre-feet between 1990 and 2008, taking water from a basin that
faces a future challenged by diminished supply and continued population growth. Yet the water
delivery trends of many of these water agencies offer a route forward, where growth can be
accommodated within existing supplies and total demands on the basin actually decline over
time. The large number of water agencies from many parts of the Colorado River basin states
and Mexico that have already achieved substantial declines in per capita deliveries demonstrate
what increased water efficiency and conservation can accomplish and should encourage the less
successful agencies to promote conservation and efficiency more aggressively in their own
service areas.

v



Municipal Deliveries of Colorado River Basin Water

Figure ES-1. The Colorado River Basin and Service Areas of Agencies Delivering Colorado River water”
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River commission names new executive director

Posted: Jun 21, 2011 1:21 AM PDT
Updated: Jul 05, 2011 4:13 AM PDT

Posted By Kristen Kidman - email

LAS VEGAS (FOX5) - The Colorado River Commission of
Nevada announced the appointment of Jayne Harkins as the new
executive director.

She will serve as the commission's organizational leader and
executive administrator starting Aug. 1.

Harkins had previously worked 27 years with the United States
Bureau of Reclamation.

The Colorado River Commission provides water and power to
customers in the southern part of Nevada, and represents the
state in events pertaining to the Colorado River.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Reclamation

National Park Service

Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct Public
Scoping on the Adoption of a Long-Term Experimental and Management Plan for the
Operation of Glen Canyon Dam

AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation and National Park Service, Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: On December 10, 2009, Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) Ken Salazar
announced that the development of a Long-Term Experimental and Management Plan
(LTEMP) for Glen Canyon Dam was needed. The Secretary emphasized the inclusion of
stakeholders, particularly those in the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program
(GCDAMP), in the development of the LTEMP. The Department of the Interior
(Department), through the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the National Park
Service (NPS), will prepare a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and conduct
public scoping for the adoption of a LTEMP for the operation of Glen Canyon Dam. The
Department’s decision to develop the LTEMP is a component of its efforts to continue to
comply with the ongoing requirements and obligations established by the Grand Canyon
Protection Act of 1992 (Pub. L. 102-575) (GCPA). Reclamation and the NPS will co-
lead this effort because Reclamation has primary responsibility for operation of Glen
Canyon Dam and the NPS has primary responsibility for Grand Canyon National Park

and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Beverley Heffernan, telephone (801)
524-3712; facsimile (801) 524-3826; e-mail LTEMPEIS@usbr.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The GCDAMP was established by, and has
been implemented pursuant to the Secretary’s 1996 Record of Decision on the Operation
of Glen Canyon Dam (ROD), in order to comply with monitoring and consultatic;n
requirements of the GCPA. The GCDAMP includes a Federal advisory committee
known as the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group (AMWG), a
technical work group, a scientific monitoring and research center administered by the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and independent scientific review panels. The AMWG
makes recommendations to the Secretary concerning Glen Canyon Dam operations and
other management actions to protect resources downstream of Glen Canyon Dam
consistent with the GCPA and other applicable provisions of Federal law.

The purpose of the proposed LTEMP is to utilize current, and develop additional
scientific information, to better inform Departmental decisions and to operate the dam in
such a manner as to improve and protect important downstream resources while
maintaining compliance with relevant laws including the GCPA, the Law of the River,
and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process will document and evaluate impacts of the alternatives described in the EIS. The
LTEMRP is intended to develop and implement a structured, long-term experimental and
management plan, to determine the need for potential future modifications to Glen
Canyon Dam operations, and to determine whether to establish an ESA Recovery
Implementation Program for endangered fish species below Glen Canyon Dam.

A primary function of the LTEMP will be to identify adaptive management



experiments that have been successfully completed under the GCDAMP and to evaluate
potential future experiments that may further inform management decisions. Revised
dam operations and other actions under the jurisdiction of the Secretary will be
considered for alternatives in the EIS, in keeping with the scope of the GCPA. The
LTEMP will be the first EIS completed on the operations of Glen Canyon Dam since the
1995 EIS, which was intended to allow the Secretary to “balance and meet statutory
responsibilities for protecting downstream resources for future generations and producing
hydropower, and to protect affected Native American interests.” Given that it has been
15 years since completion of the 1996 ROD on the operation of Glen Canyon Dam, the
Department will study new information developed through the GCDAMP, including
information on climate change, so as to more fully inform future decisions regarding the
operation of Glen Canyon Dam and other management and experimental actions.

As stated above, the LTEMP will build on more than a decade of scientific
experimentation and monitoring undertaken as part of the GCDAMP. Accordingly,
Reclamation and the NPS intend, where appropriate, to incorporate by reference, or tier
from, earlier NEPA compliance documents prepared as part of the Department’s Glen
Canyon Dam adaptive management efforts, see 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.4(i), 1502.20, and
1508.20(b), such as the Environmental Assessment for an Experimental Protocol for
High-Flow Releases from Glen Canyon Dam and the Environmental Assessment for
Non-Native Fish Control in the Colorado River Downstream from Glen Canyon Dam that
are currently in preparation.

Environmental documentation and updated information developed for the Long-

Term Experimental Plan (LTEP) EIS (that was partially developed during 2006-2007)



will be utilized. In a Federal Register notice published on February 12, 2008 (73 FR
8062), the LTEP EIS was put on hold until completion of environmental compliance on a
five-year plan of experimental flows (2008-2012), including a high-flow test completed
in March 2008 and yearly fall steady flows to be conducted in September and October of
each year from 2008-2012.

This Federal Register notice provides notice that the LTEP EIS, initiated in a
Federal Register notice dated November 6, 2006 (71 FR 64982), will be superseded by
the LTEMP EIS. In addition, this notice provides the public with initial information
regarding the anticipated development and purpose of the LTEMP, and notice of the
Department’s commitment to analyze the LTEMP in an EIS pursuant to NEPA.

Public scoping meetings will be held to solicit comments on the scope of the
LTEMP and the issues and alternatives that should be analyzed. These meetings will serve
to expand upon the input received from meetings and recommendations of the AMWG.
Additional information regarding the dates and times for the upcoming meetings and
identification of relevant comment periods will be provided in a future Federal Register
notice, as well as through other methods of public involvement as the NEPA process is
undertaken and the LTEMP is developed and prepared.

Background

Glen Canyon Dam was authorized by the Colorado River Storage Project Act of
1956 aﬁd completed by Reclamation in 1963. Below Glen Canyon Dam, the Colorado
River flows for 15 miles through the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area which is
managed by the NPS. Fifteen miles below Glen Canyon Dam, Lees Ferry, Arizona,

marks the beginning of Marble Canyon and the northern boundary of Grand Canyon



National Park.

The major function of Glen Canyon Dam is water conservation and storage. The
dam is specifically managed to regulate releases of water from the Upper Colorado River
Basin to the Lower Colorado River Basin to satisfy provisions of the 1922 Colorado
River Compact and subsequent water delivery commitments, and thereby allow states
within the Upper Basin to deplete water from the watershed upstream of Glen Canyon
Dam and utilize their apportionments of Colorado River water.

Another function of Glen Canyon Dam is to generate hydroelectric power.
Between the dam’s completion in 1963 and 1990, the dam’s daily operations were
primarily to maximize generation of hydroelectric power. Over time, concerns arose with
respect to the operation of Glen Canyon Dam, including effects on the downstream
riparian ecosystem and on species listed pursuant to the ESA. In 1992, Congress passed
and the President signed into law the GCPA which addresses potential impacts of dam
operations on downstream resources in Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and
Grand Canyon National Park.

The GCPA required the Secretary to complete an EIS evaluating alternative
operating criteria that would determine how Glen Canyon Dam would be operated “to
protect, mitigate adverse impacts to, and improve the values for which Grand Canyon
National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area were established.” The final
EIS was completed in March 1995. Consistent with section 1802 of the GCPA, the
Preferred Alternative (Modified Low Fluctuating Flow Alternative) was selected as the
best means to operate Glen Canyon Dam in a ROD issued on October 9, 1996. In 1997

the Secretary adopted operating criteria for Glen Canyon Dam (62 FR 9447) as required



by Section 1804(c) of the GCPA.

Additionally, the GCPA required the Secretary to undertake research and
monitoring to determine if revised dam operations were achieving the resource protection
objectives of the final EIS and ROD. These provisions of the GCPA were incorporated
into the 1996 ROD and led to the establishment of the GCDAMP, administered by
Reclamation, and of the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center within the
USGS.

Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the proposed action is to fully evaluate dam operations and
identify management actions and experimental options that will provide a framework for
adaptively managing Glen Canyon Dam over the next 15 to 20 years consistent with the
GCPA and other provisions of applicable Federal law. The proposed action will help
determine specific alternatives that could be implemented to meet the GCPA’s
requirements and to minimize — consistent with law — adverse impacts on the downstream
natural, recreational, and cultural resources in the two park units, including resources of
importance to American Indian Tribes. The need for the proposed action stems from the
need to utilize scientific information developed over the past 15 years to better inform
Departmental decisions on dam operations and other management and experimental
actions so that the Secretary may continue to meet statutory responsibilities for protecting
downstream resources for future generations, conserving ESA listed species, and
protecting Native American interests, while meeting water delivery obligations and for

the generation of hydroelectric power.

Proposed Federal Action



The proposed Federal action is to (a) develop and implement a structured, long-
term experimental and management plan for the operation of Glen Canyon Dam and (b)
to determine whether to establish a Recovery Implementation Program for endangered
fish species below Glen Canyon Dam.

Public Disclosure

Before including a name, address, telephone number, e-mail address, or other
personal identifying information in the comment, please be advised that the entire
comment — including personal identifying information — may be made publicly available
at any time. While a commenter may request that Reclamation and the NPS withhold
personal identifying information from public review, Reclamation and the NPS cannot

guarantee that the Department will be able to do so.

Dated: ;LM”:Q 5 D}"‘(; l{
g
Signed: %‘u_a m

Anne J. Castle
Assistant Secretary for Water and Science

Acting Assiétant Secretary for Fish and)Wildlife and Parks
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