
STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor  
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 
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  November 1, 2013 

 
 

NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to the call of the Chairperson, Dana B. Fisher, Jr., by the 
undersigned Executive Director of the Colorado River Board of California that a regular meeting of 
the Board Members is to be held as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The Colorado River Board of California welcomes any comments from members of the public 
pertaining to items included on this agenda and related topics.  Oral comments can be provided at 
the beginning of each Board meeting; while written comments may be sent to Mr. Dana B. Fisher, 
Jr., Chairperson, Colorado River Board of California, 770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100, Glendale, 
California, 91203-1068. 
 
An Executive Session may be held in accordance with provisions of Article 9 (commencing with 
Section 11120) of Chapter 1 of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code and in 
accordance with Sections 12516 and 12519 of the Water Code to discuss matters concerning 
interstate claims to the use of Colorado River System waters in judicial proceedings, administrative 
proceedings, and/or negotiations with representatives from other states or the federal government. 
 
Requests for additional information may be directed to: Ms. Tanya M. Trujillo, Executive Director, 
Colorado River Board of California, 770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100, Glendale, CA  91203-1068, 
or 818-500-1625.  A copy of this Notice and Agenda may be found on the Colorado River Board’s 
web page at www.crb.ca.gov. 
 
A copy of the meeting agenda, showing the matters to be considered and transacted, is attached. 
 
            
 

Tanya M. Trujillo 
Executive Director 

attachment: Agenda 

 Date: November 13, 2013, Wednesday 
Time:  10:00 a.m. 
Place:  Vineyard Room 
  Holiday Inn Ontario Airport 
  2155 East Convention Center Way 
  Ontario, CA  91764-4452 

TEL: (909) 212-8000, FAX: (909) 418-6703  



Regular Meeting 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 

November 13, 2013, Wednesday 
10:00 a.m. 

 
Vineyard Room 

Holiday Inn Ontario Airport 
2155 East Convention Center Way 

Ontario, CA  91764-4452 
 

A G E N D A 
 
At the discretion of the Board, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed for 
action, may be deliberated upon and may be subject to action by the Board.  Items may not 
necessarily be taken up in the order shown. 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Opportunity for the Public to Address the Board (Limited to 5 minutes) 

As required by Government Code, Section 54954.3(a) 
 
3. Administration 

a. Minutes of the Meeting held October 9, 2013, Consideration and Approval (Action) 
b. Review proposal relating to 2014 Colorado River Board Meetings schedule (Action) 
c. Resolution in honor of Dennis Strong, Director, Utah Department of Water Resources 

(Action)  
 
4. Protection of Existing Rights 

a. Colorado River Water Report(s) 
Report on current reservoir storage, reservoir releases, projected water use, and forecasted 
river flows 

b. State and Local Water Reports 
• Reports on current water supply and use conditions 

 c.   Basin States Discussions 
• Update regarding the Department of the Interior’s proposed High Flow Experiment 
• Review status of the Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study 
• Review status of Minute 319 implementation 

d. Overview of the Salinity Control Program and update regarding the recent Salinity Control 
Forum meeting 

e. Update regarding Colorado River Basin Water Quality Programs 
f. Overview of Yuma Area Office Tour 
g. Update regarding revised procedures for the Colorado Water Supply Project and overview of 

current status of the project (Potential Action) 
 



Agenda (continued)  
 
5.   Executive Session 

An Executive Session may be held by the Board pursuant to provisions of Article 9 
(commencing with Section 11120) of Chapter 1 of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the 
Government Code and Sections 12516 and 12519 of the Water Code to discuss matters 
concerning interstate claims to the use of Colorado River system waters in judicial proceedings, 
administrative proceedings, and/or negotiations with representatives from other states or the 
federal government. 

 
6.   Other Business 

a. Next Board Meeting: Special Meeting in conjunction with CRWUA Conference 
December 11, 2013, Wednesday, starting 2:00 p.m. 

        Caesars Palace 
        3570 Las Vegas Blvd., South 
        Las Vegas, Nevada  89109-8924 
 





 

1 
 

Minutes of Regular Meeting 
COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 

Wednesday, October 9, 2013 
 

A Regular Meeting of the Colorado River Board of California (Board) was held in the 
Vineyard Room, of the Holiday Inn Ontario Airport, 2155 East Convention Center Way, 
Ontario, California, Wednesday, October 9, 2013. 
 
 

Board Members and Alternates Present 
 

Dana Bart Fisher, Jr., Chairman 
Franz W. De Klotz 
James C. Hanks 
Michael T. Hogan 
Henry Merle Kuiper 
Glen D. Peterson 
 

 
David R. Pettijohn 
W.D. “Bud” Pocklington 
Jeanine Jones, Designee 
    Department of Water Resources 
 
 
 

Board Members Absent 
 

John V. Foley      David Vigil, Designee 
James B. McDaniel        Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Terese M. Ghio 
Christopher G. Hayes, Designee 
     Department of Fish and Wildlife    

         
 
                     Others Present

Steven B. Abbott     
John Penn Carter 
J.C. Jay Chen 
Robert Cheng 
Dan Denham 
Christopher S. Harris 
William J. Hasencamp 
Michael Hughes 
Lisa Johansen 
Eric Katz 
Lindia Y. Liu 
Jan P. Matusak 
Carrie Oliphant 

Autumn Plourd 
Halla Razak 
Tom Ryan 
Jack Seiler 
Tina L. A. Shields 
Ed W. Smith 
Joanna Smith 
Mark Stuart 
Tanya M. Trujillo 
Mark Van Vlack 
Doug Wilson 
Gerald R. Zimmerman 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
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Chairman Fisher announced the presence of a quorum and called the meeting to 
order at 10:02 a.m. 
 
 

OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PUBLIC TO ADDRESS THE BOARD 
 

  Chairman Fisher asked if there was anyone in the audience who wished to address 
the Board on items on the agenda or matters related to the Board.  Hearing none, 
Chairman Fisher moved to the next agenda item   

 
  

ADMINISTRATION 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 

Chairman Fisher asked if there was a motion to approve the August 14 minutes.  
Mr. Kuiper moved the minutes be approved.  Seconded by Ms. Jones and unanimously 
carried, the August 14 meeting minutes were approved. 

 
Announcement from San Diego County Authority (SDCWA) 
 

  General Manager, Ms. Halla Razak, announced she will no longer be at the Board 
meetings and has accepted a job with the City of San Diego and that Mr. Dan Denham 
will be providing support of the Board, and director Mr. Doug Wilson will probably be 
joining the Board in the near future. 
 
Announcement from Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) 
 
 Mr. Abbott announced that the new Assistant General Manager is Mr. Robert 
Cheng.  
 

PROTECTION OF EXISTING RIGHTS 
 
Colorado River Water Report 
 

Mr. Harris reported that October 1 was the beginning of the new Water-Year 
2014.  For Water-Year 2013, the year finished below normal at 91% of average.  With 
respect to storage in the two large mainstream reservoirs, Mr. Harris reported that as of 
October 1, 2013, the water level at Lake Mead was at 1,107 feet with 12.4 million acre-
feet (maf) of storage, or 48 % of capacity, while the water level at Lake Powell was at 
3,591 feet with 10.9 maf of storage, or 45 % of capacity.  Due to recent storms in mid-
September, the storage in Lake Powell increased by approximately 150,000 acre-feet 
since September 1, 2013.  Mr. Harris also reported that the total System active storage as 
of October 1, 2013 was 29.9 maf, or 50 % of capacity, which is 4.1 maf less than one 
year ago when the System storage was at 57 % of capacity.  
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 Mr. Harris reported that recent storm events in the Upper and Lower Basins have 
provided benefits to the Colorado River system.  During the month of September, the 
Upper Basin experienced record-breaking storm events, and although the majority of the 
precipitation fell outside of the basin, Lake Powell did receive approximately twice as 
much inflow as it was forecasted to receive.  Significant rain events also occurred in the 
Lower Basin that caused flooding in the Imperial Valley and led to some decreases in 
water orders for September. 
 

Mr. Harris reported that as of September 30, 2013, 2013, the Lower Division 
states’ consumptive use of Colorado River water for calendar year 2013 was forecasted 
by Reclamation to be 7.32 maf with Arizona using 2.78 maf; California using 4.30 maf; 
and Nevada using 256,000 acre-feet.  
 
State and Local Water Reports 
 
 Mr. Stuart, with DWR’s Southern District, provided the Board with a brief report 
of conditions within California.  Mr. Stuart reported that the Los Angeles area would end 
the water year at about six inches of annual precipitation, or 38% of average, which is 
well below the 15 inches that region receives on average.  He stated that the last five of 
seven years were below normal.  Statewide the conditions during the water-year were 
approximately 60% of normal, with only the northern Sierra near normal.   
 

Mr. Stuart also reported that the Oroville Reservoir currently contained 1.6 
million acre-feet, or 46% of capacity, and down about 340,000 from the same period last 
year.  Mr. Stuart reported that San Luis Reservoir was currently at 26% of capacity, or 
280,000 acre-feet.  State Water Project deliveries for 2013 were at 35%, and DWR is 
hoping that the coming water year will be better for the system. 

 
Finally, Ms. Jeanine Jones reported that DWR had co-hosted a drought workshop 

with the National Water Research Institute in Orange County, California on October 8.  
During the workshop DWR reported that because of current reservoir conditions in State 
Water Project reservoirs that the initial State Water Project allocations to contractors 
would likely be low, but that the allocations could be modified if precipitation conditions 
through the winter months improve. 
 

COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS 
 
Final Consultation Meeting Regarding the 2014 Annual Operating Plan 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that the third and final consultation meeting associated with 
development of the 2014 Annual Operating Plan (AOP) was held on September 5, 2013.  
None of the projections changed from prior meetings in terms of which tiers will be 
governing operations for next year.  Based on the August 2013 24-month study, 
Reclamation will be releasing 7.48 million acre-feet from Lake Powell. The draft 
anticipates that up to 1.5 million acre feet will be released for delivery to Mexico, but 
pursuant to the Minute 319 process, allocations to Mexico could be higher or lower a 
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result of Mexican storage in Lake Mead through the international agreements that we 
have with Mexico. 
 
 Ms. Trujillo also reported that the final draft AOP has been sent to Department of 
Interior in Washington, D.C. and is expected to be finalized no later than December 2013. 
 

BASIN STATES DISCUSSIONS 
 

October 17, 2013 Basin States Technical Work Group Meeting 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that on October 17, 2013 the Basin States Technical Work 
Group is scheduled to meet in Las Vegas, but may be canceled if the federal government 
continues to be shutdown.  
 
Minute 319 Implementation Update 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that on September 18, 2013, the International Boundary 
Water Commission (IBWC) and the Mexican counterpart, CILA, gave a presentation of 
an overview to the Basin States and interested agency members regarding the status of 
the Minute 319 implementation. 
 
 Ms. Trujillo also reported that the environmental flows work group is working on 
the development of a flow delivery plan for the pulse flow that would be released 
potentially next spring and a monitoring plan to monitor the extent of benefits from the 
high pulse flow release.  The requirement in the Minute is to have a recommendation 
presented to the Commissioners by the end of January 2014. 
 
Status of the Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study 

 
Colorado River Board staff member, Ms. Rashid, reported that the Basin Study 

workgroups, Municipal and Industrial Conservation (M&I) and Water Use, the 
Agricultural Conservation and Water Transfers group, and the Environment and 
Recreational Flow group, have finalized their respective scopes of works and have moved 
on to their data collection phases. The M&I group has developed a questionnaire, which 
will be used to gather information on successful and innovative water conservation and 
efficiency projects. The Agricultural workgroup is engaging in a similar effort of 
collecting data on agricultural production in the basin, water productivity, conservation 
and water transfers that have occurred since 1980. The Environmental Flows and 
Recreation workgroup have drafted selection criteria to select river reaches within the 
Basin Study Area for additional evaluation. The workgroups are planning to meet again 
later in October.  Ms. Rashid added that the engineering firm, CH2M Hill has been 
selected to assist with Phase 1 of the workgroup efforts and the anticipated completion 
date for the Phase 1 summary report for each of the workgroups has been extended to 
May of 2014. 

 
Ms. Trujillo reported that DOI announced the allocation of $100,000 for a Tribal 
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Water Supply and Demand Study.  The Colorado River Basin Tribes are partnering with 
DOI on putting together their version of the Basin Study.  The DOI is cognizant of the 
fact that there is much uncertainty in terms of the quantification of several of the 
Colorado River Basin Tribes’ water rights, including the Navajo water rights in Arizona. 
 
Status of the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program and LTEMP EIS 
Process 
 

Mr. Harris reported that on September 11-12, 2013, a significant summer 
monsoonal storm event resulted in localized flooding within the Paria River watershed in 
northern Arizona.  He reported that the Paria River inflows into the mainstream Colorado 
River near Lees Ferry deposited nearly one million metric tons of sediment into the bed 
of the mainstream.  Consequently, based upon the criteria established in the High Flow 
Experimental (HFE) Release Protocol finalized and implemented in 2012, the 
Department of the Interior has scheduled an HFE release for mid-November 2013.  
Because of maintenance issues associated with two of the turbines at Glen Canyon Dam, 
the maximum magnitude of the HFE release is estimated not to exceed 37,000 cfs, and 
the duration of the high flow is not expected to exceed 96 hours.  Mr. Harris reported that 
the primary goal of the HFE release is to redistribute the sediment gained from the recent 
Paria River flood event into backwaters and on to beaches throughout the Grand Canyon. 
 
 Mr. Harris also reported that because of the shutdown of much of the federal 
government, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program Technical Work 
Group (TWG) meeting scheduled for October 1, 2013 was cancelled and will be 
rescheduled for a later date.  The primary issue to be addressed during the TWG meeting 
was to be the upcoming HFE release scheduled for later in November. 
 
 Finally, Mr. Harris reported that technical representatives of the Basin States 
would be meeting with the science experts that aided in development of the Basin States’ 
Resource Targeted Condition-Dependent (RTCD) alternative for the LTEMP EIS on 
October 15-16, 2013, in Salt Lake City, Utah.  The group plans to review issues 
identified following the LTEMP EIS Alternatives workshop that was held in Flagstaff, 
Arizona in August.  Mr. Harris indicated that the science experts will also be assisting the 
Basin States technical representatives in preparing a more detailed set of comments 
associated with all of the various models being used to evaluate the alternatives being 
analyzed in the EIS.  He also indicated that the Basin States are still hoping to meet with 
the EIS Team to discuss the detailed comments submitted by the Basin States in April 
2013 regarding the EIS process. 
 
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program 
 

Colorado River Board staff member, Lindia Liu, updated the Board on the 
Salinity Control Forum Work Group meeting that was held on September 10, 11 and 12 
in Salt Lake City, Utah.  The Work Group is initiating the 2014 Triennial Review, which 
is a review of the water quality standards consisting of numeric criteria at stations below 
Hoover Dam, below Park Dam, and at Imperial Dam, and a Plan of Implementation for 
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salinity for the Colorado River.  At the meeting in Salt Lake City, Reclamation ran 
several scenarios associated with salinity control using the CRSS model and will present 
and explain the matrix ran at the upcoming Forum meeting.  A draft of the review is 
expected to be available in the Spring of 2014. 

 
 Ms. Liu also reported that there are continuing discussions on the short and long-
term solutions associated with the cash-flow issue of the Lower Colorado River Basin 
Development Fund and its potential impact on the Salinity Program.  The primary issue is 
that the annual expenditures are currently exceeding annual revenue.  One of the short-
term options the Work Group will be recommending to the Forum is delaying the 
repayment to the U.S. Treasury on completed projects.  More discussion will occur at the 
upcoming Forum meetings on Oct 23rd and 24th at the MWD office in Los Angeles.  Due 
to the government shutdown, the Advisory Council meeting is cancelled but the Forum 
meetings are still on schedule. 
 
 USGS updated the Work Group on its effort to map and classify irrigated 
agricultural lands in the Upper Basin.  With the objective of creating a consistent dataset 
of agricultural lands, such as irrigation status and methods, by using Landsat Imagery and 
creating layered GIS database, USGS found 1.76 million acres of land classified as 
agricultural.  60% of that is flood-irrigated, 23% sprinkler-irrigated, and 17% method 
unknown.  For comparison, Reclamation’s 2010 Consumptive Use and Losses Report 
identified 1.677 million acres of agricultural land in the Upper Basin.  This dataset will 
be used to improve the accuracy of the USGS SPARROW Model. 
 
 USGS also updated the Work Group on the proposed Pah Tempe Spring 
experiment scheduled for November and December of this year.  The purpose of the 
experiment is to better quantify the amount and sources of salt-loading entering the 
Virgin River from the Springs.  The Work Group is planning a site visit to Pah Tempe 
Springs while the experiment is being conducted.  
  
 Finally, Ms. Liu reported that as the Board is one of the cooperating agencies for 
the EIS process on finding alternatives to replace or supplement the existing Paradox 
Valley Unit Brine Injection Well.  Ms. Liu attended a field trip hosted by Reclamation to 
the Paradox Valley Unit, visiting both the current well as well as potential sites for 
alternatives.  Ms. Liu provided some photographs of the sites visited, including the 
current injection well, West Paradox Site, East Paradox Site, as well as Danish Flats 
Evaporation Ponds facility in Cisco, Utah.  The group also visited a few other sites and 
discussed the pros and cons of each site at the cooperating agencies meeting on 
September 25.  Discussions will continue at the next meeting, which is scheduled for 
October 15.     
 
Salt Cedar Beetle Lawsuit Filed in U.S. District Court 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that on September 30, 2013 the Center of Biological 
Diversity and Maricopa Audubon Society filed a lawsuit in the U.S. District Court in Las 
Vegas, Nevada relating to the USDA’s release of the non-native Salt Cedar (Tamarisk) 
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Beetle in 2006.  The claim in the lawsuit is that the defoliation that has occurred in the 
Salt Cedar has taken habitat away from the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher.  The 
lawsuit seeks additional habitat be allocated to the Flycatcher to make up for the habitat 
that is removed as a result of the native Salt Cedar (Tamarisk) Beetle.  The U.S. has 60 
days to respond to the Complaint. 
 
 Mr. Harris responded to Mr. Fisher’s question regarding information on how far 
south the beetle has migrated.  In the lower Colorado Region, Reclamation has been 
actively monitoring the beetle from its release in 2005/2006 in the St. George area.  It has 
gone down to Havasu National Wildlife Refuge, i.e. Topock Gorge area.  It has already 
impacted significant stands of Salt Cedar within the MSCP planning area.  Birds and 
Willow Flycatchers that were actively monitored on breeding habitat in the Virgin River 
and down on Havasu National Wildlife Refuge have not come back this year.  The Salt 
Cedar is about 80 percent defoliated.  Typically, the beetle sticks around, eats the Salt 
Cedar once, and then the next season eats it again.  That is what kills the Salt Cedar.  
There’s also a subspecies of the same beetle that’s coming across from the Rio Grande 
Basin.  They’re probably going to meet along the Yuma area in several years because it’s 
migrating across the southwestern United States.      
 
 Mr. Harris answered Mr. Fisher’s question regarding the replenishment of the 
Willows.  There will be some regeneration of Salt Cedar.  The seeds move down through 
the river system.  The wind and birds move the seeds around.  We could get some 
response of Arrowweed and maybe a bit of Cottonwood Willow where you’ve got water. 
 
Invasive Species Listings of Quagga Mussels 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that some of our agencies and organizations had requested 
additional time to comment to the Fish and Wildlife Service whether they should be 
allowed to streamline the invasive species designation process. The Quagga Mussels are 
already in the interstate system.  We have diversions off the Colorado River and would 
not want to have the designation of the Quagga Mussels as an invasive species limit or 
prohibit existing water diversions.  We have worked on some potential legislative and 
administrative fixes that would exempt our existing water diversions from any 
implications associated with that determination. 
 
Navajo Litigation Update 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that on September 9, 2013 the U.S. filed a Motion to 
Dismiss the Navajo Nation’s Amended Complaint.  On September 23, 2013, the non-
federal intervening parties, including IID, Coachella, and The Metropolitan Water 
District, filed companion Motions to Dismiss.  The Navajo Nation will file responses to 
all motions in November.  The U.S. and all the other parties will file replies in December 
and then it would be submitted to the Judge for initial determinations beginning 2014.  In 
addition, the State of Colorado and the Hopi Tribe have moved to intervene in the case.  
The states of Nevada and Arizona are already parties in the case. 
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Events 
 
 Ms. Trujillo reported that on October 22-23, 2013 the Colorado River Basin 
Forecast Center will host a technical workshop in Salt Lake City, Utah to review the 
Center’s forecasting products.  This will be a good opportunity to learn about their 
forecasting process and also have input with respect to how their process can be made 
more effective and more user friendly.  
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 There being no further items to be brought before the Board, Chairman Fisher 
asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Upon the motion of Mr. Pettijohn, seconded 
by Ms. Jones, and unanimously carried, the meeting was adjourned 10:58 a.m. on 
October 9, 2013. 
 
       
 



- 



MEMORANDUM 

To: 	Colorado River Board 

From: 	Executive Director Trujillo 

Re: 	Options For 2014 Board Meeting Schedule 

Date: 	November 13, 2013 

The standard procedures for the Colorado River Board provide that we will hold a board meeting 
on the Wednesday following the second Tuesday of each month. For the past several years, the 
board meetings have taken place in Ontario, with the exception of the December meetings held 
in Las Vegas in conjunction with the CRWUA meetings. Staff would like direction regarding 
how to proceed with meetings during 2014. 

Below are four proposed schedule options for the 2014 board meetings: 

1. Continue to hold monthly meetings at Ontario 
2. Hold meetings every other month at Ontario 
3. Alternate monthly meetings between Ontario and Member Agency offices 
4. Hold meetings every other month at Member Agency offices 

A sample schedule for meetings alternating between Member Offices and Ontario is: 

January 15, 2014 — Ontario 
February 12, 2014 - PVID 
March 12, 2014 — Ontario 
April 9, 2014 -- IID 
May 14, 2014 — Ontario 
June 11, 2014 — CVWD 
July 9, 2014 - Ontario 
August 13, 2014 — SDCWA (Urban Water Institute — August 13-15) 
September 10, 2014 - Ontario 
October 15, 2014 — MWD or LADWP 
November 12, 2014 - Ontario 
December 10, 2014 — Las Vegas (CRWUA) 





RESOLUTION 
OF THE 

COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 

HONORING 

DENNIS STRONG OF UTAH 

WHEREAS, the water and power resources of the Colorado River are vital to the State of California 
and its citizens; and 

WHEREAS, the optimum use of the resources of the Colorado River System by the seven Colorado 
River Basin states, consistent with the "Law of the River", depends upon interstate cooperation in 
addressing all Colorado River matters and issues; and 

WHEREAS, Dennis Strong, in his capacity as the Director of the Utah Division of Water Resources 
has served as Utah Governor's representative on Colorado River issues, a Member of the Colorado 
River Basin Salinity Control Forum and Advisory Council, a Member of the Glen Canyon Dam 
Adaptive Management Program, a Member of the Western States Water Council, Utah's Interstate 
Stream Commissioner, and the Upper Colorado River Commissioner for Utah. In all of those 
capacities, Dennis Strong has worked diligently and effectively to promote interstate cooperation and 
comity in managing the resources of the Colorado River System and in resolving and addressing 
interstate issues; and 

WHEREAS, in his thirty-eight years of public service to the citizens of the State of Utah, his high 
degree of professional integrity, his dependability and cooperative spirit, his willingness and efforts to 
collaborate with his peers to solve Colorado River problems, and sense of humor have gained him the 
respect, admiration, and appreciation of his colleagues; and 

WHEREAS, Dennis Strong has announced his intention to retire from the Utah Division of Water 
Resources Utah State service effective November 1, 2013; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Colorado River Board of California commends 
Dennis Strong for his professional achievements, for his genuine contributions in resolving interstate 
Colorado River issues, and for the leadership and cooperation that he has exercised during his years of 
outstanding public service with the Utah Division of Water Resources; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Colorado River Board of California and its staff extend their 
very best wishes to Dennis and his family as they embark on their future endeavors in the years to 
come. 

Unanimously adopted on the 13th  day of November 2013. 

Dana B. Fisher, Jr., Chairman 

Attest: 
Franz W. De Klotz, Vice-Chairman 





    SUMMARY WATER REPORT
      COLORADO RIVER BASIN

    ELEV. % of MAF      ELEV. % of
RESERVOIR STORAGE MAF   IN FEET Capacity    IN FEET Capacity
      (as of October 31) 
      Lake Powell 10.900 3,590.9 45 10.934 3,591.2 45
      Flaming Gorge 2.818 6,015.4 75 2.818 6,015.3 75

0.951 6,024.1 56 0.933 6,022.3 55

      Lake Mead 12.099 1,104.0 47 12.362 1,106.9 48
      Lake Mojave 1.560 637.9 86 1.624 640.2 90
      Lake Havasu 0.578 447.9 93 0.560 447.0 90

      Total System Storage 29.623 50 29.940 50
      System Storage Last Year 33.643 56 34.023 57

  
      September 30, 2013  

 WY 2014 Precipitation (Basin Weighted Avg) 10/01/13 through 11/04/13 112 percent (3.2")            91 percent (28.8")
 WY 2014 Current Basin Snowpack (Basin Weighted Avg) on day of 11/04/13  NA NA
               (Above two values based on average of data from 116 sites.)

        September 17, 2013   
November 1, 2013 Forecast of Unregulated Lake Powell Inflow MAF % of Normal MAF % of Avg.
   2013 April through July unregulated inflow observered 2.559          36 % 2.559    36%
   2013 Water Year  Observered 5.118          47 % 5.001    46%

               October 1, 2013 

             November 4, 2013

                November 1, 2013 



11/01/13 1:52 PM U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
   LOWER COLORADO REGION
   PROVISIONAL CY2013

ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA, NEVADA, MEXICO
FORECAST OF END OF YEAR CONSUMPTIVE USE
FORECAST BASED ON USE TO DATE AND APPROVED ANNUAL WATER ORDERS /1
(ACRE-FEET)

Use Forecast Approved Excess to
To Date Use Use /2 Approval

WATER USE SUMMARY CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013

ARIZONA 2,442,397 2,816,834 2,799,604 17,230
CALIFORNIA 3,945,671 4,375,163 4,119,207 255,956
NEVADA 201,668 252,636 300,000 -47,364
=================================================== =========== =========== =========== ========

STATES TOTAL /3 6,589,736 7,444,633 7,218,811 225,822

MEXICO IN SATISFACTION OF TREATY (Including downward d 1,349,138 1,573,099 1,500,000 73,099
TO MEXICO AS SCHEDULED 1,281,039 1,500,000
MEXICO IN EXCESS OF TREATY 68,099 73,099
BYPASS PURSUANT TO MINUTE 242 98,740 124,375
=================================================== =========== =========== =========== ========

TOTAL LOWER BASIN & MEXICO 8,037,614 9,142,107

1/ Incorporates Jan-Aug USGS monthly data and 77 daily reporting stations
   which may be revised after provisional data reports are distributed by the USGS.
   Use to date estimated for users reporting monthly and annually.
2/ These values reflect adjusted apportionments.  See Adjusted Apportionment 
   calculation on eash state page.
3/ 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.

Graph notes:  Jan 1 forecast use is scheduled use in accordance with the Annual Operating Plan's state entitlements, available unused entitlements, and
over-run paybacks.  A downward sloping line indicates use at a lower rate than scheduled, upward sloping is above schedule, and a flat line indicates a 
use rate equal to schedule.  Lower priority users such as CAP, MWD, and Robt.B.Griffith may adjust use rates to meet state entitlements as higher priority
use deviates from schedule.  Abrupt changes in the forecast use line may be due to a diversion schedule change or monthly updating of provisional realtime diversions.
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Lower Basin Forecast 
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Las Vegas Wash Return Flow Forecast 
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CAP Forecast 
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CRIT Arizona Forecast 
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Yuma Mesa Division Forecast 
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To Mexico In Excess of Treaty Forecast 
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Bypass Pursuant to Minute 242 Forecast 
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Yuma County Water Users' Forecast 
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Robert B. Griffith Forecast 
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Wellton-Mohawk Forecast 



11/01/13 U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
   LOWER COLORADO REGION
   PROVISIONAL CY2013

CALIFORNIA WATER USERS
FORECAST OF END OF YEAR CONSUMPTIVE USE
FORECAST BASED ON USE TO DATE AND APPROVED ANNUAL WATER ORDERS
California Schedules and Approvals
Historic Use Records (Water Accounting Reports)

Excess to Excess To
Use Forecast Estimated Estimated Diversion Forecast Approved Approved

To Date Use Use Use To Date Diversion Diversion Diversion
WATER USER CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013 CY2013

CALIFORNIA PUMPERS 1,556 1,725 1,725 --- 2,813 3,119 3,119 0
FORT MOJAVE INDIAN RESERVATION, CA 6,876 7,555 8,910 --- 12,785 14,049 16,565 -2,516
CITY OF NEEDLES (includes LCWSP use) 1,742 1,931 1,931 0 2,453 2,720 2,720 0
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 834,131 912,670 563,433 --- 836,718 916,294 566,534 ---
COLORADO RIVER INDIAN RESERVATION, CA 3,342 3,705 3,705 --- 8,428 9,345 9,345 0
PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 421,001 442,186 437,084 --- 880,386 977,893 947,155 30,738
YUMA PROJECT RESERVATION DIVISION 43,556 47,525 47,023 --- 84,095 96,296 99,900 -3,604
   YUMA PROJECT RESERVATION DIVISION - INDIAN UNIT --- --- --- --- 40,540 46,476 48,600 -2,124
   YUMA PROJECT RESERVATION DIVISION - BARD UNIT --- --- --- --- 43,555 49,820 51,300 -1,480
YUMA ISLAND PUMPERS 3,468 3,845 3,845 --- 6,268 6,950 6,950 0
FORT YUMA INDIAN RESERVATION - RANCH 5 435 597 1,046 --- 787 1,079 1,891 -812
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 2,310,249 2,557,355 2,632,629 -75,274 2,312,396 2,571,358 2,738,570 ---
SALTON SEA SALINITY MANAGEMENT 34,331 70,000 70,000 0 35,593 72,385 72,904 ---
COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 284,206 325,206 347,000 -21,794 295,243 338,195 361,165 ---
OTHER LCWSP CONTRACTORS 601 666 599 --- 970 1,075 1,075 0
CITY OF WINTERHAVEN 62 69 69 --- 94 104 104 0
CHEMEHUEVI INDIAN RESERVATION 115 128 6,101 --- 10,227 11,340 11,340 0
=================================================== =========== =========== =========== =========== =========== =========== =========== ===========

TOTAL CALIFORNIA 3,945,671 4,375,163 4,125,100 250,063 4,573,351 5,022,203 4,839,337

FORT YUMA INDIAN RESERVATION /1 --- --- --- --- 44,109 50,674 53,610 -2,936

California Basic Apportionment 4,400,000
-55,793
-25,000

Creation of Extraordinary Conservation ICS (MWD) -200,000
Total State Adjusted Apportionment 4,119,207
Excess to Total State Adjusted Apportionment 255,956

ISG ANNUAL TARGET COMPARISON CALCULATION
Priorities 1, 2, 3b Use (PVID+YPRD+Island+PVID Mesa) 493,556
MWD Adjustment -73,556
Total California Agricultural Use (PVID+YPRD+Island+IID+CVWD) 3,376,117
California Agricultural Paybacks -62,000
Misc. PPRs Covered by IID and CVWD 14,500
California ICS Creation (IID ICS) 25,000
Total Use for Target Comparison2 3,280,061
ISG Annual Target (Exhibit B) 3,462,000
Amount over/(under) ISG Annual Target (181,939)

NOTES:
Ranch 5
Yuma Island assumed to be included in Priority 2.
Click on California Schedules and Approvals above for incoming diversion schedules and approvals.
1/  Fort Yuma Indian Reservation includes Yuma Project Reservation Division Indian Unit, Ranch 5,
an estimate of domestic use and pumpers.
2/  Includes MWD Adjustment, Californnia Agricultural Use and Paybacks, IID-CVWD covered PPRs, and taking out the MWD-CVWD Exchange

Intentionally Created Surplus Water (IID)

CALIFORNIA ADJUSTED APPORTIONMENT CALCULATION

Payback of IOPP Overrun (IID, Ft Mojave)
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IID FORECAST 
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CVWD FORECAST 
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PVID FORECAST 
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CALIFORNIA PRIORITYS 1 AND 2 FORECAST 
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YUMA PROJECT RESERVATION DIVISION 
FORECAST 

NOTE:   
● Diversions and uses that are pending approval are noted in red italics. 
● Water users with a consumptive use entitlement - Excess to Estimated Use 
column indicates overrun/underrun of entitlement.  Dash in this column indicates 
water user has a diversion entitlement. 
● Water user with a diversion entitlement - Excess to Approved Diversion 
column indicates overrun/underrun of entitlement.  Dash in this column indicates 
water user has a consumptive use entitlement. 

http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/4200Rpts/Approvals/2013/CA/CAindex.html
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/wtracct.html


Historic Lakes Powell and Mead Surface Water Elevation Levels 
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3555.90 ft. in March 2005, 
lowest since 1969 during the 
initial filling of Lake Powell.
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NOAA National Weather Service Monthly Precipitation Maps for August and September 2013 
 

 
 



USDA United States Drought Monitor Map 
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Precipitation at Six Major Stations in Southern California
From October 1, 2013  to November 1, 2013

Precipitation in inches Average Percent of
Station Oct Oct 1 to Nov 1 to Date Average

San Luis Obispo 0.15 0.15 0.91 16%

Santa Barbara 0.39 0.39 0.69 57%

Los Angeles 0.06 0.06 0.57 11%

San Diego 0.19 0.19 0.51 37%

Blythe 0.02 0.02 0.27 7%

Imperial 0.01 0.01 0.25 4%

CA Current Water Year ‐ Percent of Normal Precipitation 

National Weather Service –Advance Hydrologic Prediction Center
http://water.weather.gov/precip/

PACIFIC OCEAN



2

Statewide Summary of Water‐Year Data

Water Precipitation Runoff Res. Storage  Sacto. Riv.
Year ( 233 Stations) (31 Rivers) (155 Reservoirs) Run‐off *

% of avg. % of avg. % of avg. (MAF)
2008‐09 80 65 80 12.9
2009‐10 110 90 105 15.9
2010‐11 135 145 130 15.1
2011‐12 75 60 95 11.8
Comparison of Water Year Data as of October 1
2011‐12 75 60 95 11.8
2012‐13 80 60 80 11.9

* The Sacramento River Run-off is the sum of the unimpaired water year flow from 
the Sacramento River above Bend Bridge near Red Bluff, Feather River inflow to 
Oroville, Yuba River at Smartville, and American River inflow to Folsom.  The  
average annual run-off is 18.4 MAF.

Northern Sierra Precipitation‐8 Station Index

California Data Exchange Center 
http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi‐progs/products/PLOT_ESI.pdf
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Comparison of SWP Water Storage

State Water Project Projected Deliveries: 
On March 22, 2013, Table‐A allocations decreased from 40% to 35% 

2012 Storage
(acre‐feet)

2013 Storage
(acre‐feet)

As of % of As of % of
Reservoir Capacity 11/01/2012 Cap. 11/01/2013 Cap.
Frenchman  55,475  32,317  58% 27,561  50%
Lake Davis 84,371  56,388  67% 56,227  67%
Antelope 22,564  16,107  71% 17,348  77%
Oroville 3,553,405  1,821,123  51% 1,522,878  43%
TOTAL North 3,715,815  1,925,935  52% 1,624,014  44%
Del Valle 39,914  31,177 78% 29,851 75%
San Luis (DWR) 1,062,180  301,603 28% 184,786 17%
Pyramid 169,901  163,866 96% 161,820 95%
Castaic 319,247  240,667 75% 277,723 87%
Silverwood 74,970  72,686 97% 72,044 96%
Perris 126,841  73,447 58% 73,185 58%
TOTAL South 1,793,053  883,446  49% 799,409  45%
TOTAL SWP 5,508,868  2,809,381  51% 2,423,423  44%

Oroville Storage (acre‐feet)

October 1, 2005 – November 1, 2013
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MWD’s Combined Reservoir Storage
as of November 1, 2013
Lake Skinner, Lake Mathews, and Diamond Valley Lake

Total Capacity = 1,036,000 Acre-Feet

76% 88% 106% 114% 105% 110% 93% 92% 94% 0% 0% 0%
0
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2013 Water Deliveries to Member Agencies (AF)

2013 Monthly Deliveries 10‐year average deliveries % of monthly average

Total Delivery to Date: 1.53 MAF
Total Average Delivery to Date: 1.56 MAF
98% of Annual Average to Date 





United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

OCT 2 5 2013 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Regional Director 
Upper Colorado Region, Bureau of Reclamation 

Anne J. Castle 
Chair, Glen Canyon Lead hip Team 
Assistant Secretary Wa r and Science 

Subject: 	Approval of Recommendation for High-Flow Experimental Release from Glen 
Canyon Dam, November 2013 

On October 23, 2013, the Glen Canyon Technical Team (Technical Team) recommended a high-
flow experimental (FIFE) release from Glen Canyon Dam (Attachment 1, Technical Team 
Recommendation to Implement a Fall 2013 High Flow Experiment at Glen Canyon Dam) in 
accordance with the Development and Implementation of a Protocol for High-Flow 
Experimental Releases from Glen Canyon Dam, Arizona, 2011 through 2020 (HFE Protocol) 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The Glen 
Canyon Leadership Team (Leadership Team) has carefully reviewed and considered the 
Technical Committee's recommendation. After a thorough discussion on October 24, 2013, the 
Leadership Team has unanimously decided to proceed with the recommended HFE release. This 
HFE would be the second conducted under the HFE Protocol and effectuates the goal of the FIFE 
Protocol to allow for HFEs whenever resource conditions warrant. The Leadership Team would 
like to thank the members of the Technical Team for their hard work to make this process more 
efficient and build on the knowledge and experience gained during the work prior to and 
following the 2012 HFE. Please take the appropriate actions to implement the FIFE release as 
described in the Technical Team recommendation. 

The Leadership Team would like to highlight several important aspects of the recommendation 
that have led to this decision. 

First, this FIFE recommendation incorporates the best scientific information concerning a variety 
of resource areas. The determination of the presence of the triggering conditions for an FIFE and 
appropriate rate and duration of FIFE release is based on modeling information that accounts for 
water and sediment resources. But because more than those two resources are implicated, the 
HFE Protocol decision process calls for resource experts to review the model output, consider 



the potential effects on other resources, and adjust the model's FIFE release recommendation to 
account for key resource areas.' 

The model that the HFE Protocol uses to assess different duration and magnitude IIFEs called 
for an HFE Release of 37,200 cubic feet per second (cfs) with a peak flow duration of 96 hours, 
based only on sediment and water resources (a flow of 37,200 cfs is the maximum rate available 
because of maintenance currently ongoing at Glen Canyon Dam). Having reviewed this model 
output and the status and trends of other key resources, the resource experts reached a consensus 
on the recommendation for this HFE Release (37,200 cfs with a peak flow duration of 96 hours) 
in order to maximize benefits to resources. 

The 2013 HFE hydrograph is different than the 2012 HFE hydrograph in several notable ways. 
The recommendation for the 2013 HFE incorporates a faster up-ramp rate2  of 4,000 cfs/hour up 
to power plant capacity, compared to 1,500 cfs/hour in the 2012. HFE hydrograph. The faster up-
ramp rate is recommended to improve sandbar building in upper Marble Canyon, the portion of 
the system with the poorest sandbar condition at this time. The 2013 HFE recommendation also 
does not include the slower down-ramp rate of 200 cis/hour from.peak release to power plant 
release that was used in 2012, but instead uses 1,500 cfs/hour. The 2012 recommendation for a 
slower down-ramp rate was based on a much smaller amount of sediment available in the 
system, about 650 thousand metric tons, and the slower down-ramp rate and corresponding 
reduction in time at peak release was recommended to both better utilize the relatively small 
sediment supply, and prekide for sandbars with a shallow bar angle, In contrast, there is 
currently a very large athount of sedimeat in,the SysteM, at least 1,5 million mettle tons, and the 
2013 HFE recommendation is therefore to conduce the largest and longest possible HFE under 
the HIE Protocol to fully utilize this tremendous available sediment resource to its greatest 
benefit 

The Team also worked toensure that HIE effects to water delivery and hydropower were 
minimized. Although the'HFE will increase the release of water in November to 700,000 acre 
feet (kaf) from 500 kaf, the additional 200 kaf needed can be redueed from March and May 
releases, and the annual volume of delivery for water year 2014, scheduled to be 7.48 maf, will 
not be affected by the EVE Also, in response to input from the Western Area Power 
Administration (Westein), the Technical Team was able to propose a schedule for the FIFE that 
modifies the anticipated initiation of the HFE and instead starts on Monday, November 11, 
which resulted in better conditions for Western to market the additional hydropower generated 
by the HFE and resulted in a cost savings of $30,000 over the original proposal to begin the FIFE 
on November 13. 

Second, the HFE release approved.in this decision is the result of thorough public and 
stakeholder involvement over past, year following the fall 2012 HFE. The FIFE Protocol EA 

1  Another important aspect of the review by resource experts is to ensure that the anticipated 
effects of the proposed FIFE are within the range of impacts analyzed in the environmental 
documentation prepared for implementation of the FIFE Protocol. 

2  Ramp rates are the rates at which the release rate through the Dam changes over time. Ramp 
rates are measured in cubic feet per second per hour. 
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and FONSI addressed involvement from the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program 
(GCDAMP) Adaptive Management Work Group (FIFE Protocol EA, page 41). This outreach 
was extended to include various meetings, conference calls, and webinars with the'Indian Tribes, 
the Colorado River Basin States, and the Adaptive Management Work Group, including its 
Technical Work Group. This process was put in' place hi developing the 2012 HFE and was 
refined and streamlined in developing the 2013 HFE. While fewer meetings were needed this 
year, the meetings were more efficient thanks to the hard work of the Technical Team last year 
and the familiarity of the stakeholders with the HEE Protocol process now in place. 

Third, this 2013 FIFE release under the HFE Protocol will continue the adaptive'management 
process of taking experimental actions that will inform future experiments and potential 
management decisions. This HFE includes a thorough monitoring and research process to 
collect data on various resource conditions. The 2013 HFE recommendation is based on 
thorough analysis of the available results of the 2012 HFE provided by this monitoring and 
research process. Information was analyzed by resource experts in the various agencies from the 
2012 HFE and reported on in a number of meetings following the 2012 FIFE .(some as soon as 
December 2012 — just weeks after the 2012 HFE). Information developed during the 2013 FIFE 
will be disseminated in a similar way, to inform stakeholders, and decision making for future 
HFE releases and potential future management actions. This information will also be valuable as 
the Department continues the ongoing. NEPA process for the Long-Term Experimental and 
Management Plan EIS, as well as development of theFY2015-16 GCDAMP:Budget and Work 
Plan, facilitatingpublic participation and input and allowing the best available scientific 
information to inform future decision making for Glen Canyon Dam operations and research and 
monitoring efforts. 

Overall, the Leadership Team's conclusion is that the recommended HFE release will provide 
resource benefits in the near term and scientific information that can be used in fitttire decision 
making. The HFE release will satisfy the Department ofthe Interior's goal to ensure effective 
and coordinated implementation of important research that the Department is undertaking 
through the GCDAMP. 

The Leadership Team would like to thank the Technical Team for the sustained hard work that 
has led to this recommendation, particularly given the difficult conditions resulting from the 
temporary federal government shutdown at the beginning of October 2013. The individual 
efforts of members of the Technical Team, most particularly the outstanding dedication of Glen 
Knowles of the Bureau of Reclamation, and coordination of the team as a whole has made this 
process a smooth one with clear support for the ultimate outcome. The HFE Protocol and the 
individual releases conducted under its umbrella will ensure continued benefits to the 
incomparable resources of Grand Canyon National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area and effective and coordinated research to benefit river science and future operations. 

Attachment 
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CC: 

Glen Canyon Leadership Team 

Lori Caramanian, Department of the Interior 
Jane Lyder, Department of the Interior 

Bob Snow, Office of the Solicitor 
Fritz Holleman, Office of the Solicitor 
Rod Smith, Office of the Solicitor 

Ann Gold, Bureau of Reclamation 
Larry Walkoviak, Bureau of Reclamation 

Bert Frost, National Park Service 
Dave Uberuaga, National Park Service 

Dave Lytle, U.S. Geological Survey 
Jack Schmidt, U.S. Geological Survey 

Steve Spangle, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Benjamin Tuggle, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bryan. Bowker, Bureau_ of Indian Affairs 
Chip Lewis, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Lynn Jeka, Western. Area Power Administration 
Mark Gabriel, Western Area Power Administration 

Glen Canyon Technical Team 

Lori Caramanian, Department of the Interior 
Sarah Rinkevich, Department of the Interior 
Bob Snow, Office of the Solicitor 
Ron Anderson,, Bureau of Reclamation 
Nary Barger, Bureau of Reclamation 
Jane Blair, Bureau of Reclamation 
Rick Clayton, Bureau of Reclamation 
Katrina Glantz, Bureau of Reclamation 
Lisa lams, Bureau of Reclamation 
Glen Knowles, Bureau of Reclamation 
Dennis Kubly, Bureau of Reclamation 
Deborah Lawler, Bureau of Reclamation 
Dave Trueman, Bureau of Reclamation 
Jason Tucker, Bureau of Reclamation 
Mike Ward, Bureau of Reclamation 
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Nick Williams, Bureau of Reclamation 
Malcolm Wilson, Bureau of Reclamation 
Jan l3alsom,. National Park Service 
Brian Bloom,, National Park Service 
Rob Billerbeckl  National Park Service 
Todd Brindle, National. Park Service 
Brian Carey, National Park Service 
Martha Hahn, National Park Service 
Chris Hughes, National Park Service 
Rosemary Sucec, National Park Service 
Mark Wondzell, National Park Service 
Jack Schmidt, U.S. Geological Survey 
Scott Vand.erkooi, U.S. Geological Survey 
Lesley Fitzpatrick, -U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Garry Cantley, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Shane Capron, Western Area Power Administration 
Sam Loftin, Western Area_Power Administration 
Nancy Scheid, Western Area Power Administration 
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tp SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER AUTHORITY 
100 City Parkway, Suite 700 • Las Vegas, NV 89106 

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Box 99956 • Las Vegas, NV 89193-9956 
(702) 862-3400 • snwa.com  

October 30, 2013 

Terry Fulp, Regional Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Lower Colorado Regional Office 
P.O. Box 61470 
Boulder City, Nevada 89006 

Dear Mr. Fulp: 

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER AUTHORITY NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF 
UNUSED APPORTIONMENT FOR STORAGE BY METROPOLITAN WATER 
DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA -2013 

The Southern Nevada Water Authority (the Authority) would like to direct a portion of Nevada's 
basic Colorado River apportionment to the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(Metropolitan) for storage during 2013. We will provide you with a revised water order based on this 
request. 

Under Section 3.1 of the Storage and Interstate Release Agreement (SIRA) among the United States, 
Metropolitan, the Colorado River Commission of Nevada (CRCN), and the Authority, the Authority 
hereby notifies the Secretary of the Interior that it would like to pursue making Nevada's unused basic 
Colorado River apportionment available for storage by Metropolitan during 2013. Subject to final 
accounting, the Authority estimates the current volume of unused water made available for storage to be 
approximately 70,000 — 75,000 acre-feet. Authority and CRCN staff consulted with Metropolitan 
staff, and as required, we are also sending a notification request to Metropolitan. 

If you have additional questions, please contact John Entsminger at (702) 875-7080 or Colby 
Pellegrino at (702) 822-3378. 

CC: John Entsminger, Senior Deputy General Manager- Southern Nevada Water Authority 
Sandy Fabritz-Whitney, Director- Arizona Department of Water Resources 
Jayne Harkins, Executive Director- Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
William Hasencamp, Manager, Colorado River Resources- Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California 
Jeffrey Kightlinger, General Manager- Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Tanya Trujillo, Executive Director- Colorado River Board of California 
Colby Pellegrino, Colorado River Program Manager, Southern Nevada Water Authority 

SNWA MEMBER AGENCIES 
Big Bend Water District • Boulder City • Clark County Water Reclamation District • City of Henderson • City of Las Vegas • City of North Las Vegas • Las Vegas Valley Water District 



October 23, 2013 

To: 	Department of the Interior (DOI) Glen Canyon Leadership Team for the High Flow 
Experimental Protocol (HFE Protocol) and Non-Native Fish Control (NNFC) 

From: 	DOI Glen Canyon Technical Team 

Re: 	Recommendation to Implement a Fall 2013 High Flow Experiment at Glen Canyon 
Dam 

I. 	Introduction 

The DOI Glen Canyon Dam Technical Team (Team) has worked during the past several months 
to evaluate existing data in determining this recommendation for a high flow experiment (HFE) 
to be conducted at Glen Canyon Dam in November 2013 and is recommending that the 
Leadership Team approve a fall 2013 HFE. This controlled high flow release would be the 
second HFE conducted under the HFE Protocol. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit this recommendation to the Glen Canyon Dam 
Leadership Team in accordance with the May 23, 2012, Secretarial Directive on the 
Implementation of Research to Improve Conditions in the Colorado River in Grand Canyon 
National Park and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area. The Team includes representatives 
from the National Park Service (NPS), the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs (BIA), the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and its Grand Canyon 
Monitoring and Research Center (GCMRC), and the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). 
Western Area Power Administration (Western) resource specialists also participated in the 
process and provided information for this recommendation. Western is fully supportive of this 
recommendation. 

The Team has met several times over the past several weeks prior to the government shutdown. 
Resource and communications specialists who were not furloughed have been coordinating in 
small groups as necessary since the shutdown. Some key staff not furloughed because they were 
in exempted status during the shutdown were able to continue working on 2013 HFE planning. 
The Team incorporated the latest data from agency experts in making its final recommendation. 
In making this recommendation, the Team considered multiple issues, as summarized below, 
including the tasks addressed in the July 18, 2012 memorandum from Anne Castle, Assistant 
Secretary for Water and Science. The Team also considered additional technical information 
included in the project notebook for the 2012 (including the results of monitoring after the 2012 
HFE) and 2013 HFEs. 

The Team recommends that an HFE at Glen Canyon Dam be conducted in November 2013 with 
a maximum magnitude of approximately 37,200 cubic feet per second (cfs) for 96 hours, as 
explained below. 



2 

II. 	HFE Protocol 

As explained in the Development and Implementation of a Protocol for High-Flow Experimental 
Releases from Glen Canyon Dam, Arizona, 2011 through 2020 Environmental Assessment (HFE 
EA; Reclamation 2011), the HFE Protocol is experimental in nature and is designed to achieve a 
better understanding of whether, how, and when to incorporate high releases into future dam 
operations in a manner that effectively conserves natural resources that are intimately connected 
to the distribution, size, and characteristics of fine-sediment deposits. Fine sediment is sand, silt, 
and clay; the deposits of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon are primarily composed of sand. 
The HFE Protocol establishes a decision-making framework consisting of three components: (1) 
planning and budgeting, (2) modeling, and (3) decision and implementation. 

The Protocol uses predictive models for two purposes. First, predictive models were used to 
anticipate the magnitude, duration, and frequency of HFEs that might occur on a decadal time 
scale, based on historic sediment and hydrologic data for the Paria River. These models allow 
prediction of the maximum potential for sandbar building with the historic sand supply. Second, 
predictive models are used to make recommendations for specific HFEs using real-time 
measurements and models of the rate of fine sediment inflow from the Paria River and forecasted 
hydrologic data to determine whether suitable sediment and hydrology conditions exist for a 
high-flow experimental release. The two basic inputs for the modeling are the hydrology, based 
on forecasted monthly inflow volumes from the National Weather Service's Colorado Basin 
River Forecast Center and Reclamation's 24-month study storage. and release projections, and 
the estimated mass of fine sediment that has been delivered to the Colorado River in Marble 
Canyon. Virtually all of this fine sediment comes from the Paria River, but other small tributaries 
contribute approximately 10% additional sediment supply. 

A flow routing model was used to predict the rate at which the HFE release wave moves 
downstream. A sediment transport/budget model was used to predict the mass of fine sediment 
that would be transported by the HFE and to estimate if a proposed HFE would transport more or 
less fine sediment than had been delivered to the Colorado River during the fall accounting 
period (July 1 to November 30). Only HFEs that removed and/or redistributed slightly less fine 
sediment than had been delivered from the Paria River during the fall accounting period (a 
"positive sand balance") were considered. Sediment-inflow data are based on real-time 
measurements of the Paria River measured at the gage near Lees Ferry and a predictive model 
that allows the measurements of sediment transport to be extrapolated to entire HFE periods. 
Sediment inflow from lesser tributaries is estimated as a small proportion of the inflow rate from 
the Paria. Modeling of Colorado River sediment transport is used to predict if the duration and 
magnitude of an HFE release transports slightly less sand than was delivered to the Colorado 
River during the immediately preceding accounting period. Output of the modeling runs provides 
the initial recommendation for the magnitude and duration of the FIFE. Because modeling only 
considers a simple range of possible HFE peak magnitudes and durations, the Protocol includes a 
review of the model output, so that other resources can be considered. Thus, the Team also 
considered the status of resources and consideration of HFE effects on key resources in making 
the recommendation described here. 
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Throughout the summer and fall, Reclamation regularly updated its modeling estimates based on 
ever increasing sediment inputs and worked with scientists at GCMRC to ensure that the HFE 
design has the greatest potential to produce the greatest likelihood of effective and efficient 
sandbar building and conservation. GCRMC research scientists provided input concerning how 
the HFE might best be shaped to meet the twin objectives of providing the greatest resource 
benefit and developing scientific information that will help better inform future decision making. 

Sand Budget Model 

Because sand transport can be reliably predicted, a sand transport/budget model was used to 
determine the largest and longest HFE that could be conducted that still yielded a positive sand 
balance in Marble Canyon for the accounting period, (given the mass of sand delivered by the 
Paria River since July 1 of any given year). Model runs iteratively cycled through the different 
HFE types until HFE types were identified that did not result in a negative sand balance. 
Beginning in September 2013, following several storm events on the Paria River, model results 
predicted there was sufficient sediment for an HFE. 

The sediment modeling component uses the sand transport/budget numerical model developed 
by the USGS/GCMRC. Model results reliably matched measured conditions in upper Marble 
Canyon, which is the river segment between Lees Ferry and River Mile (RM) 30. 

Model Inputs 

Model predictions require estimation of the following: 

• 

Antecedent conditions 

Hydrographs including of the potential HFE 

Sand input from the Paria River 

Antecedent Conditions 

The antecedent conditions required for the sand budget model are bed thickness, in meters, and 
median particle size, in millimeters. The most recent values represented May 2002 bed 
conditions. These values were updated to July 2013 by running the sand budget model for the 
period from 2002 to 2013 and using the results of that simulation as the antecedent conditions of 
the 2013 HFE model simulations. 

Hydrology Input 

Hydrology inputs were provided as hourly releases from Glen Canyon Dam in cubic feet per 
second (cfs). During the modeled period, a combination of historic hourly releases and 
forecasted releases were used as the hydrology inputs. Hourly GCD releases were routed using 
the one-dimensional unsteady flow model developed by the USGS/GCMRC to determine hourly 
hydrographs at the downstream end of various modeled reaches. 
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Sand Input 

Saind inputs to the sand budget model were provided as hourly loads in kilograms per second 
(kg/sec). During the modeled period, observed sand loads were used as input up to the date of the 
simulation. From the simulation date forward zero future sand input was assumed through the 
end of the modeled period. 

Sand inputs were measured and estimated by GCMRC. Data were made available in real-time to 
Reclamation through the Paria River USGS/GCMRC water quality website 
(vvww.gcmrc.gov/discharge_qwsediment/station/GCDAMP/09382000#). Estimates of sand 
inflow were regularly adjusted by GCMRC as field samples were processed in the 
USGS/GCMRC laboratory. 

Paria River sand inputs were increased to account for inputs from other tributaries in Upper 
Marble Canyon. Inputs from these tributaries are monitored and measured but estimates are not 
available in real-time. The historic average of these inputs is equal to approximately 10% of the 
Paria River loads, and is always a very small proportion of the amount delivered by the Paria 
River. Thus, Paria River sand inputs were increased by 10% to account for these contributions 
from the lesser tributaries as was done for the HFE EA. 

In the final run of the sand budget model, the lower bound of the Paria River sand estimate was 
used for tributary inputs. Such an approach is prudent, because there is an equal probability that 
the actual amount of sand delivered from the Paria River could be any value between the upper 
and lower bound. Thus, modeling projections used in the design of the HFE are based on an 
estimated amount of sand about which the USGS/GCMRC has a very high degree of confidence. 
Estimates of sand input from the Paria River through September 30, 2013, for the lower and 
upper bounds were 1,496,000, and 2,224,000 metric tons, respectively. 

The sand mass balance for Upper Marble Canyon where virtually all of the available sand is 
presently stored was estimated by GCMRC and provided to Reclamation. The latest estimates 
available were for September 27, 2013 (the last update available before this report was 
completed). The estimates for the lower and upper bounds were, respectively, 1,400,000, and 
2,400,000 metric tons. 

HFE Types 

Appendix E of the HFE EA listed 13 possible HFE types ranging from a peak magnitude of 
31,500 to 45,000 cfs and ranging in peak duration from 1 to 96 hours. Although the HFE 
Protocol model evaluates performance of 13 possible types of HFEs (Table 1), the HFE Protocol 
decision and implementation phase allows for modifications based on resource conditions and 
predicted benefits to resources. Thus the HFE Protocol allows for HFEs of from 1 to 96 hours in 
duration, 31,500 to 45,000 cfs in magnitude, and utilizing the rate limits of 4,000 cfs/hour 
increasing and 1,500 cfs/hour decreasing as defined in the HFE Protocol Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI; Bureau of Reclamation 2012) and the operating criteria for Glen 
Canyon Dam (62 FR 9447). The modeling for this HFE initially used a peak magnitude of 
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32,000 cfs rather than 45,000 cfs due to expected maintenance at Glen Canyon Dam and other 
limitations due to power regulation and reserves. 

Beginning in September model runs have been conducted using 37,200 cfs as the peak 
magnitude for HFE types. This change was made to the modeling because Reclamation and 
Western coordinated to maximize the possible release peak rate by slightly shifting scheduled 
maintenance and moving power reserves to increase the Glen Canyon release capacity and thus 
the peak magnitude of a potential HFE. To assist with creating additional generation at Glen 
Canyon Dam, Western Offered to move power reserves decreasing their normal 81 megawatts 
(MW) of regulation/reserve requirement to 40 MW which increased the maximum possible peak 
magnitude. 

Table 1. The 13 HFE types tested in model runs. 

HFE No. Peak 
Magnitude 
(cfs) 

Peak 
Duration 
(hrs) 

1 37,200 96 
2 37,200 72 
3 37,200 60 
4 37,200 48 
5 37,200 36 
6 37,200 24 
7 37,200 12 
8 37,200 1 
9 35,325 1 
10 33,450 1 
11 31,575 1 
12 29,700 1 
13 27,825 1 

All HFEs tested assumed a ramp-up rate of 4,000 cfs/hr from baseflow to powerplant capacity, a 
rate of half a bypass tube (1,875 cfs) every hour up to peak magnitude, and a ramp-down rate of 
1,500 cfs/hr to baseflow. These ramp rates are in accordance with the HFE Protocol EA and 
FONSI, 1995 EIS, 1996 Record of Decision, and the Operating Criteria for Glen Canyon Dam 
(62 FR 9447). 

HFE Model Results 

The model simulation for the lower bound estimate for Paria River sand input and the HFE 
hydrograph completed October 15 estimated 1,553,000 metric tons of sand supply in all of 
Marble Canyon (i.e the Upper and Lower parts) on November 10 prior to the start of a potential 
HFE and an estimated 836,000 metric tons on November 30 following a potential HFE and at the 
end of the accounting period. 
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The model results were compared with the lower bound estimate for sand mass balance in Upper 
Marble Canyon on September 27. The measured estimate was 1,400,000 metric tons compared to 
the modeled value of 1,532,000 metric tons for a difference of less than 10%, indicating that the 
model results are accurate. 

Sand budget model results through September 30, 2013, determined an HFE with a peak 
magnitude of 37,200 cfs and a peak duration of 96 hours. Reclamation consulted with 
USGS/GCMRC about the modeling results, and USGS/GCMRC recommended an HFE 
hydrograph with maximum duration and magnitude allowable under the HFE Protocol. 
USGS/GCMRC recommended that a sustained 96-hr duration peak would facilitate scientific 
comparison with previous HFEs and thereby maximize scientific understanding of sediment 
transport processes. Based on the best professional judgment of its geomorphology and sediment 
transport experts, USGS/GCMRC recommended that maintaining maximum magnitude, 37,200 
cfs under current conditions at Glen Canyon Dam, for 96 hours would provide the maximum 
potential benefit to fine-sediment-dependent resources in Marble Canyon. USGS/GCMRC and 
Reclamation also consider ramp-up and ramp-down rates. The USGS/GCMRC final 
recommendation for the shape of the HFE included a ramp-up rate of 4,000 cfs/hr from baseflow 
to powerplant capacity, ramp up of half a bypass tube (1,875 cfs) every hour to a peak 
magnitude of 37,200 cfs, a peak duration of 96 hours, and a ramp-down rate of 1,500 cfs/hr to 
baseflow. These recommendations were used in the final run of the sand budget model and are 
the basis for the final proposed HFE recommendation. 

HFE Recommendation 

GRMRC and Reclamation recommend that the HFE: 

• Ramp up from base releases at 4,000 cfs/hr at approximately 9:00 am on Monday, 
November 11 (all times Mountain Standard Time) until reaching powerplant capacity 
(22,200 cfs) 

• Open first bypass tube at 2:00 pm November 11 
• Ramp up from powerplant capacity to full bypass (37,200 cfs) at half a bypass tube 

(1,875 cfs) per hour in 8 hrs 
• Stay at peak release (37,200 cfs) for 96 hrs 
• Ramp down from peak release to base releases at 1,500 cfs/hr 

These recommendations result in the following release schedule at Glen Canyon Dam 

• Begin ramp up from 8,000 cfs at 9:00 am on November 11 (Monday) 
• Reach powerplant capacity at approximately 1:00 pm on November 11 
• Open bypass tubes at approximately 2:00 pm November 11 
• Reach full bypass at 8:00 pm on November 11 
• Begin ramp-down from bypass at 8:00 pm on November 15 (Friday) 
• Complete HFE (back to 8,000 cfs) at 3:00 pm on November 16 (Saturday) 

Unlike the Team's recommendation for a 2012 HFE, the 2013 HFE does not include a unique 
slower down ramp rate of 200 cfs/hour from peak release-to power plant release (the 2013 HFE 
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recommendation uses 1,500 cfs/hour). The recommendation last year was based on a smaller 
amount of sediment available in the system, and the slower down ramp rate and corresponding 
reduction in time at peak release, was recommended to both better utilize a relatively small 
sediment supply, and provide for sandbars with a shallow bar angle. In contrast, as described 
above, there is currently a very large amount of sediment in the system and the 2013 HFE 
recommendation is therefore to conduct the largest and longest possible HFE to fully utilize this 
available sediment resource. The recommendation also incorporates a faster up ramp rate up to 
power plant capacity of 4,000 cfs/hour (compared to 1,500 cfs/hour in the 2012 HFE 
hydrograph). The faster up ramp rate is recommended to improve sandbar building in upper 
Marble Canyon, the portion of the system with the poorest sandbar condition. 

This recommendation ensures that monitoring to increase scientific knowledge is a priority and 
places a high priority on USGS/GCMRC's field collection of samples at RM87. Automated 
pump samplers would collect at least 2 samples during hydrograph rise. Based on the assumed 
travel time of the HFE release wave, and to ensure the safety of sampling crews as discussed 
further below, daylight conditions will be available for sampling at all sites. 

III. 	Assessment of Resources 

In making this decision, the Team completed an assessment of key resources that may be 
impacted or affected by a 2013 HFE based on the most recent information, and in particular, 
information collected since the fall 2012 HFE. This assessment focuses on recent findings and 
key resources and an evaluation of these resources relative to the proposed timing, duration, and 
magnitude of the potential fall 2013 HFE as described above using the best available science. 
The Team refers to Reclamation (2011) and Melis (2011) for more complete summaries of 
resource effects from HFEs. The following key resources were considered: 

+ Sediment Resources 
• In-channel sediment storage 
• Sandbar campable area 
• High-elevation sand deposits 

+ Cultural Resources 
• Archaeological site condition and stability 
• Access to archaeological sites by tribes 

4• Biological Resources 
• Aquatic food base 
• Lees Ferry trout population 
• Lees Ferry fishery recreation experience quality 
• Endangered humpback chub and other fish abundance 
• Riparian vegetation 
• Endangered Kanab ambersnail 

+ Hydropower and water delivery 
• Water quality 
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■ Water delivery 
■ Dam maintenance 
■ Hydropower production and marketable capacity 

In our resource assessment, we did not find any information that would indicate a fall 2013 HFE 
would have adverse effects to a resource that would lead to a decision to not conduct the HFE. 
Several issues warranted further consideration as described in this section. 

Sediment Resources: See discussion in Section II. 

Cultural Resources: Reclamation (2011) determined that the HFE Protocol could, through 
multiple HFEs, potentially affect historic properties and the effect would be adverse per 36 CFR 
800.5(2)(iv). Reclamation also found that adverse effects to sacred sites could result from the 
HFE Protocol, primarily from limitation of access of tribes to sacred sites. Reclamation 
completed the HFE Protocol Memorandum of Agreement (MOA; Reclamation 2012) with 
affected tribes and other parties to address these effects. Effects of HFEs to cultural resources are 
primarily from erosion and redistribution of sediment. Inundation can directly adversely affect 
sites through erosion, but deposition may help protect sites directly or by providing sources of 
sand that can bury historic properties via eolian transport (Reclamation 2011, Schmidt and 
Grams 2011). HFEs also may affect access of tribes to historic properties and alter visitation 
patterns to historic properties (Reclamation 2011). 

The MOA has a stipulation, Stipulation 2c, that requires a meeting be conducted with the parties 
after each HFE event, to review the effects of the HFE, and use the results of the meeting to 
inform monitoring for future HFEs, and to design and implement any measures necessary to 
prevent or control adverse effects of future HFEs. Reclamation held a meeting on February 12-
13, 2013 to meet this stipulation of the MOA by reviewing the effects of the fall 2012 HFE. No 
adverse effects to historic properties of the 2012 HFE were identified. 

The MOA also includes a stipulation, Stipulation 2b, that requires all the parties be notified at 
least 30-days in advance of any planned HFEs, and consult with tribes to resolve any 
conflicts with tribal access to or uses of the Colorado River. DOI began notifying the parties of 
the potential for an HFE in early September and asking tribes if they wanted tribal consultation 
meetings, and the parties were also officially notified of a potential HFE in fall 2013 on 
September 30, 2013 via letter. The Pueblo of Zuni and the Navajo Tribe requested government-
to-government tribal consultation meetings. DOI representatives met with government and 
religious leaders from the Pueblo of Zuni on September 10, 2013, and cultural program 
specialists from the Navajo Nation on September 11, 2013. Both tribes were supportive of a fall 
2013 HFE. 

Biological Resources: HFEs can affect aquatic biological resources in Glen, Marble, and Grand 
Canyons as well as Lake Mead by changing the physical template of the ecosystem. HFEs scour 
the river bed, primarily in Glen Canyon, removing algae and aquatic plants and animals, which 
alters the distribution and abundance of aquatic animals, particularly in benthic habitats, and can 
result in changes to the aquatic food base for fish (Kennedy and Ralston 2011). HFEs may 
displace young fish to downstream habitats or result in mortality of young fish, in particular trout 
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in Glen Canyon (Kennedy and Ralston 2011). HFEs may improve spawning habitat for rainbow 
trout in Glen Canyon by scouring fine sediment and cleaning gravel beds used for spawning. 
HFEs also alter the distribution of fine sediment resulting in changes in aquatic habitat, for 
example the creation of backwaters (Kennedy and Ralston 2011). HFEs also change the water 
quality in the river and in Lake Mead downstream by increasing turbidity and altering water 
chemistry, in particular, temperature, dissolved oxygen, and specific conductance (Reclamation 
2011, Southern Nevada Water Authority unpublished data). 

Information on effects of HFEs on food base and fisheries in Glen and Grand Canyons is limited. 
Most information is from the March 2008 HFE. Although there was a 55% decline in total 
invertebrate biomass following the March 2008 HFE, rainbow trout production increased 194%, 
largely due to a shift in invertebrate bioma'ss to better food sources for trout, blackflies 
(Simulidae) and midges (Chironomidae); (Cross et al. 2011). The March 2008 HFE also reduced 
biomass and production of New Zealand mudsnails (Cross et al. 2011), another beneficial effect 
to fish food base, as the species is indigestible by rainbow trout and Grand Canyon native fishes. 
Multiple HFEs could lead to a shift to more flood-tolerant invertebrate species, a potential 
benefit to higher trophic levels (fish). The first HFE in the spring of 1996 also led to increases in 
rainbow trout in Glen Canyon; increases in rainbow trout are a potential adverse effect to 
humpback chub because nonnative rainbow trout are known to prey on and compete with native 
humpback chub (Wright and Kennedy 2011). 

There are fewer data to evaluate fall-season HFEs, but food base is expected to take longer to 
recover over the winter period. Although data have not been analyzed fully from the 2012 fall 
HFE, initial results do not indicate a strong effect on food base (GCMRC unpublished data). 
Concentrations of blackflies in the drift were elevated in Glen Canyon in January 2013 as 
compared to September 2012 while no change was observed midges over the same interval. The 
2013 HFE hydrograph includes pre-. and post-HFE operations of the dam in November of 5,000 
to 8,000 cfs daily which is a lower operation than the 7,000 to 9,000 background operation 
conducted in 2012. The Glen Canyon angling community has indicated a concern that this lower 
operation may negatively affect rainbow trout by adversely affecting the aquatic -food base. 
GCMRC will implement additional monitoring to assess potential impacts of this lower 
operation. 

Rainbow trout densities are currently high in the upstream third of Marble Canyon and remain 
low near the confluence with the Little Colorado River. Monitoring indicates that rainbow trout 
in Glen Canyon moved very little during the period that included the fall 2012 HFE. 
Approximately 90% of age-0 rainbow trout were recaptured within 0.25 miles of their initial 
release locations. Other studies suggest some rainbow trout reproduction might have occurred 
downstream from Lees Ferry in 2013, although it is unknown if this was due to some effect of 
the 2012 HFE. The 2013 HFE would differ from the 2012 HFE in using a faster upramp rate that 
could result in increased displacement of trout. Continuation of the trout monitoring program 
now in place will provide an assessment of this effect from a 2013 HFE. Brown trout catches in 
the river near the confluence of the Little Colorado River (LCR) were higher in 2013 than in 
2012, and recent catches were dominated by smaller fish (< 300 mm). These data may indicate 
that brown trout populations near the LCR are increasing, although it is unlikely that this is due 
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to the fall 2012 HFE since brown trout do not reproduce in Marble Canyon. Brown trout are a 
highly pisc-ivorous species known to eat humpback chub and other native species. 

HFEs have had no measurable positive effect on humpback chub or other native fish, although 
their populations have increased significantly over the last decade, a period that has included 
three HFEs in 2004, 2008, and 2012 (Kennedy and Ralston 2011). HFEs may have adverse 
effects to humpback chub due to displacement of young humpback chub downstream and 
beneficial effects to rainbow trout populations, but also may improve habitats for humpback 
chub through the creation of more diverse near shore habitats, i.e. backwaters (Kennedy and 
Ralston 2011). Based on provisional unpublished data, humpback chub appear to have been 
essentially unaffected by the 2012 HFE, with adult and juvenile populations appearing to have 
been stable over the period of the HFE. Juvenile humpback chub data from a recent monitoring 
trip in September 2013 were not available in time to be considered in this report, but other data 
collected this year indicate that there are no issues of concern relative to a fall 2013 HFE. The 
spring population estimate for adult (> 200 mm) and subadult (150-200 mm) humpback chub in 
the Little Colorado River appeared to increase slightly in 2013 (post-HFE), although not 
significantly so. Juvenile humpback chub (40-100 mm) densities in the mainstem near the Little 
Colorado River are similar to the densities of humpback chub measured in July 2012, prior to the 
2012 HFE. The 2013 HFE would differ from the 2012 HFE in using a faster upramp rate; a 
similar upramp rate was also used in the 1996 HFE. This faster upramp rate could result in 
increased displacement of young humpback chub, although there is no evidence of this from the 
1996 HFE. Improved monitoring of juvenile humpback chub now in place will provide a better 
assessment of this effect from a 2013 HFE. 

A small reproducing population of endangered razorback sucker occurs downstream in Lake 
Mead, and a single adult was caught in October 2012 near Spencer Canyon in the riverine part of 
Lake Mead that is within western Grand Canyon. Thus this population uses the riverine parts of 
the reservoir in western Grand Canyon. Changes in flows are unlikely to have any significant 
effect to razorback suckers in the Colorado River inflow area since effects of those releases are 
attenuated by the time the water reaches what is likely to be occupied habitat, and razorback 
sucker are very rare in the area. The HFE flows could have some effect to spawning and 
recruitment if conducted during the spring, but a fall HFE will not have this effect. 

As described in the 2011 U.S. Fish and Wildlife biological opinion, endangered Kanab 
ambersnail would be adversely affected by HFEs (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2011). HFEs 
will scour snail habitat resulting in loss of some snails at Vasey's Paradise. FWS found in its 
2011 biological opinion that this loss of snails and snail habitat would not jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Kanab ambersnail. A recent report by the USGS found that Kanab 
ambersnails are part of a much more widespread species of snail and may not qualify as an 
endangered species (Culver et al. 2013). 

Whirling disease, a serious disease of trout species, was detected in Glen Canyon in 2011 by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD). Although there is no data on how HFEs affect 
whirling disease, GCMRC completed an assessment of the potential for HFEs to spread whirling 
disease in 2012 that concluded HFEs pose little risk of spreading whirling disease. The AGFD 
has not specifically monitored for the disease in Marble and Grand Canyons. However annual 
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monitoring of rainbow trout in Glen, Marble,.and Grand Canyons indicate the disease has not 
spread since the 2012 HFE. 

Hydropower and Water Delivery: For the proposed HFE, Reclamation and Western have 
coordinated to ensure that the maximum possible release from the dam can be achieved. While 
there are a number of unknown factors that might impact the maximum release rate that can be 
made during the HFE, Reclamation anticipates that a release of approximately —37,200 cfs is 
possible. Each month the generating units are tested to determine their specific capacity. These 
capacities change based on the changing elevation of the reservoir. 

The best case maximum estimate for total release from Glen Canyon Dam for a HFE in 
November 2013 is 40,000 cfs (25,000 cfs through the powerplant and 15,000 cfs of bypass). 
This estimate is based on the most recent unit testing completed in October 2013 and a 
maintenance assumption that seven of the eight units at Glen Canyon Powerplant will be 
available November 8-18, 2013. Total releases through the powerplant (with each unit at 100% 
gate opening) could be as high as approximately 26,200 cfs, however a raised tailwater elevation 
during an HFE will decrease unit efficiencies. In addition, 40MW (approximately 1,200 cfs) of 
system regulation must be maintained at Glen Canyon. Therefore, the estimated maximum flow 
through the powerplant is approximately 25,000 cfs. The bypass tubes provide an additional 
15,000 cfs release resulting in a best case maximum possible release of 40,000 cfs. Given the 
variability in efficiency, Reclamation used the lower estimate of 37,200 cfs for modeling 
purposes and as a target for a potential HFE due to increased certainty of achieving this release. 
This corresponds to approximately 90% gate opening for the available seven units. 

Western completed an analysis of the potential financial costs to Western as a result of running 
the fall 2013 HFE. Western estimates that the HFE described in this document will have a 
financial impact on firm power customers of about $1.74 million due to additional power 
purchases to replace generation losses before, during and after the HFE. The Technical Team 
was able to schedule the HFE to start on Monday, November 11, which resulted in better 
conditions for Western to market hydropower generated by the HFE and resulted in a cost 
savings of $30,000. 

The release volume required in November for the proposed HFE is approximately 700,000 acre 
feet. The October 24-Month Study projected 500,000 acre feet release volume in November, 
therefore it is necessary to reallocate approximately 200,000 acre feet from months later in the 
water year. Approximately 129,000 acre feet of water would be bypassed during the proposed 
HFE. Western and Reclamation will coordinate on the scheduled reallocation of monthly release 
volumes with the goal of protecting minimum MLFF monthly thresholds whenever practicable 
as described in the EA as well as maximizing the economic value of hydropower. However, the 
annual release for water year 2014 under the 2007 Interim Guidelines for the Colorado River for 
Lower Basin Shortages (2007 Interim Guidelines) is 7.48 maf, so some months will be below 
these thresholds regardless of the HFE release. Hourly releases for the days prior to and after the 
proposed HFE are anticipated to fluctuate between 5,000 to 8,000 cfs. 

Releases from Glen Canyon Dam in November may fluctuate beyond the scheduled releases due 
to system regulation and/or reserve requirements. Throughout the entire month of November, 
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Glen Canyon Dam will maintain 40MW of system regulation. These instantaneous release 
adjustments stabilize the electrical generation and transmission system and 40MW translates to a 
range of approximately 1,200 cfs above or below the hourly scheduled release rate. For the days 
prior to and after the proposed HFE, Glen Canyon Dam will also maintain 43MW of reserves. 
To provide system reliability, all participating electricity generators within the balancing area 
maintain a specified level of generation capacity (i.e. reserves) that can be called upon when an 
unscheduled outage occurs. If reserves are called upon at Glen Canyon Dam,'releases may 
increase by up to an additional approximately 1,200 cfs. Maintaining regulation and reserves is 
necessary for NERC-WECC compliance and safe operation of the hydropower facility. 

Reclamation thoroughly evaluated the effect of conducting a fall 2013 HFE on the delivery 
annual release volume from Lake Powell in compliance with the 2007 Interim Guidelines. 
Reclamation currently projects the annual release volume for water year 2014 will be 7.48 
million acre feet under all probable inflow hydrology scenarios. An HFE in November will not 
affect the annual release volume from Lake Powell nor the Operational Tier in accordance with 
the 2007 Interim Guidelines. In the HFE FONSI, Reclamation also committed to consulting with 
the Basin States prior to conducting an HFE as to the issue of compliance with the 2007 Interim 
Guidelines. On October 22, 2013, in accordance with the HFE FONSI, representatives from 
Reclamation met with representatives from the Basin States to review information relevant to the 
2007 Interim Guidelines in consideration of a decision to conduct a fall 2013 HFE. Reclamation 
also presented additional information about the HFE (e.g., modeling information, resource 
assessments) to the Basin States. 

The Pueblo of Zuni, in a letter dated September 20, 2012 expressed concern that successive 
iterations of HFEs under the HFE Protocol could have cumulative negative impacts on power 
generation and a resultant effect on raising the cost of purchasing power for individual rate 
payers, and that this is especially of concern to economically disadvantaged minority 
communities such as Zuni. The Pueblo of Zuni requested that Reclamation provide a detailed 
description on how the economic effects of successive HFEs on power rate payers will be 
monitored. Reclamation is working with Western to carefully assess this issue and provide for 
post-HFE monitoring that will analyze, to the extent possible, effects to ratepayers from HFEs 
conducted under the HFE Protocol. At this time, Western does not anticipate that the cost of 
HFEs will cause near-term changes in power rates. 

IV. SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS 

As identified in the environmental assessment and FONSI, potential effects on public health and 
safety could occur in conjunction with an HFE, primarily impacting recreational anglers and 
boaters. All daily fluctuations, minimum flows and maximum flows associated with the proposed 
HFE are within the range experienced by recreational users in the past, and Reclamation and 
NPS have been working together to ensure that safety measures are implemented, including 
restricting access to the river immediately below the dam during the HFE. NPS Boating Safety 
Rules will continue to apply to all boaters. 

The primary concessionaire on the Glen Canyon reach, Colorado River Discovery (CRD), cannot 
operate its pontoon fleet during HFEs which utilize the bypass tubes. NPS has notified CRD that 
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the HFE may occur and has updated the company on a weekly basis as new information is 
received. If the Leadership Team decides to conduct a fall 2013 HFE, CRD will move boats and 
associated infrastructure out of the river at the Lees Ferry launch ramp using a hydraulic system 
to other locations to avoid damage, and will make alternate arrangements for their customers 
during the HFE. Revenue losses for a six-day HFE in November were estimated at $8,100 in lost 
concession revenue, $600 in lost NPS amenities revenues, and $1,620 in lost NPS concession 
franchise fee. Direct expenses associated with the removal of the concession assets from the river 
per HFE were estimated at $9,961 in payroll and fuel costs. 

Reclamation and NPS have been coordinating to ensure that safety and security issues have been 
addressed. This planning has assumed that a public event at Glen Canyon Dam may or may not 
occur. The safety planning conducted by the Team is in place for either scenario. 

Each of the three park service units affected, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (GCNRA), 
Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP) and Lake Mead National Recreation Area have worked 
together to collaboratively plan necessary actions for the HFE. Each park unit will be affected 
uniquely and for different periods of time. The focus is on maximizing continuity of efforts and 
resources, particularly in those areas where responsibilities are shared, specifically Lees Ferry 
and Pearce Ferry. Each park has clearly designated responsible parties and staffing needs and 
actions that need to occur prior to and during an HFE. The parks have also considered 
communications plans, medical plans and resource capabilities for search and rescue responses. 
The three park units will maintain frequent communication and information sharing leading up 
and during the HFE. 

GCNP will identify and communicate with permitted Colorado River trip permit holders that 
have the potential to be impacted by the HFE while rafting the Colorado River within GRCA and 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. A plan has been developed to provide alternative trip 
dates should the permitted river trip decide not to launch during the projected HFE. All permit 
holders have been directed to access up-to-date information provided by Reclamation, NPS, and 
the USGS/GCMRC websites. Additionally, all backcountry hikers who access the Colorado 
River as part of their backcountry hike will be alerted to potential campsite inundation areas. 

GCNRA has identified and will communicate with the holders of commercial use authorizations 
for commercial services (primarily fishing guides) on the Colorado River within GCNRA to 
provide information on the time and duration of the HFE. During past HFEs, relatively few 
recreational boaters traveled upstream from Lees Ferry. Information about the pending HFE and 
safety considerations will be provided to recreational users at Lees Ferry in coordination with the 
Technical Team Communications group. Information will be provided via public media, the 
GCNRA web site and on-site NPS staff. A fact sheet explaining potential impacts to park visitors 
will be developed and distributed to potentially affected visitors. Notifications will be provided 
at Lees Ferry and Phantom Ranch and the fact sheet will be available at these locations, as well 
as the GCNP Backcountry Information Center and primary visitor center. 

In addition, safety considerations regarding sampling efforts by GCMRC have been incorporated 
into planning to ensure that safety of field staff is an overarching priority. There is a lag between 
the time that water is released from the dam and the time that water arrives downstream. USGS 
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crews will have been deployed to locations in the days before the high flow release and will be 
supported by motorized rafts, and boats and cableways. They will be making critical 
measurements of discharge, suspended sediment transport, and organic drift. At sites 
downstream from the Paria River (RM 1), work can only be safely conducted during daylight 
hours. This is especially the case on the first day of the HFE when the water surface typically is 
covered with woody debris that potentially can clog props of outboard engines or snag 
equipment suspended from cableways. Likewise, large logs that float just below the water 
surface, can pose a threat to the safety of sampling staff. To address these issues, all field 
measurements by USGS personnel will be done during daylight hours in order to maximize the 
safety of field personnel. 

V. COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 

The second HFE conducted pursuant to the High Flow Protocol presents an excellent opportunity 
to increase scientific understanding for the general public and to explain to the public the 
purpose of the HFE Protocol and expected beneficial impacts. The communications/public 
affairs aspect of the 2013 HFE will vary depending on if the 2013 HFE includes a public/media 
event at Glen Canyon Dam, but includes communications product development and media 
coordination, and perhaps event coordination if an event is planned. 

Reclamation's Upper Colorado Region Public Affairs Office in primary coordination with 
National Park Service and U.S. Geological Survey public affairs contacts and DOI is leading 
development of communications product development. Several communication products are 
being developed including a news release and a web page for the 2013 HFE. If the decision is 
made to proceed with the HFE, and a public event is planned for the HFE, materials will be 
distributed and social media channels including Facebook and Twitter will be used to alert the 
media and public to the event and these information items. NPS, FWS, USGS and BIA public 
affairs contacts are working with Reclamation to develop these products. 

If the Leadership Team decides to conduct a fall 2013 HFE, a simple press release will be sent to 
the media list via e-mail. A final news release will be issued by the Secretary's office. The 
content of these products will vary depending on whether a public event is also planned as part 
of the HFE. 

VI. POST HFE-REPORTING AND FEEDBACK 

Reclamation committed in the HFE EA and FONSI to provide reports on effects of HFEs 
conducted in a given year. If the Leadership Team decides to conduct a fall 2013 HFE, the 
Technical Team will coordinate to report initial findings at the 2013 Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive 
Management Program (GCDAMP) Annual Reporting Meeting on January 28-29, 2013 in 
Phoenix. 

The Technical Team will schedule additional meetings as necessary and will also report ongoing 
findings at meetings of the GCDAMP Technical Work Group and Adaptive Management Work 
Group. Reclamation also has a commitment to provide an annual monitoring report to the FWS 
Arizona Ecological Services Office (AESO) in compliance with the 2011 Biological Opinion; 
this report will also include a summary of effects of HFEs conducted under the protocol. Also, 
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under the High Flow Experimental Protocol Memorandum of Agreement for National Historic 
Preservation Act section 106 compliance, Reclamation will conduct a reporting meeting with the 
signatories to that agreement, describing the effects of the HFE. Reclamation will use the 
monitoring information and feedback from AESO and the MOA signatories to inform 
monitoring for future HFEs, and to design and implement any measures necessary to prevent or 
control adverse effects of future HFEs. 

In addition, GCMRC deNieloped a science plan for the HFE Protocol that describes a program of 
monitoring and research activities that support ongoing information needs associated with 
implementation of the HFE Protocol. The approach described in this science plan relies on water 
quality, sediment, aquatic biology, and other resource monitoring and research projects funded in 
the GCDAMP Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14 Budget and Work Plan (BWP, Reclamation and 
GCMRC 2012). While no new studies were proposed, some existing FY2014 monitoring and 
research efforts in the BWP have been modified to provide information that is directly relevant 
to the evaluation of a high flow experiment in 2013. These ongoing projects will inform the 
effect of future HFEs on the aquatic biology and the fishery of Glen, Marble, and Grand 
Canyons. These projects from the BWP are further discussed below. 

Project H: Understanding the Factors Limiting the Growth of Rainbow Trout in Glen and Marble 
Canyons will involve monitoring and tagging trout in Glen Canyon prior to the HFE and a 
recapture effort after the event. This study will help assess the effects of the HFE on the adult 
and juvenile trout population in Glen Canyon. Project F (The Monitoring of Native and Non-
native Fishes in the Mainstem Colorado River and the lower LCR) activities will also include 
monitoring trout redds this winter and age-0 trout in the spring, monitoring of the trout 
abundance and distribution in Glen Canyon in January and April 2014, and a system-wide 
assessment after the HFE, if conducted, in April 2014, which will help assess any system-wide 
effects of an HFE on the Colorado River fishery. This project also has been monitoring rainbow 
trout abundance in Marble Canyon, and will serve to help assess how HFEs affect the 
downstream dispersal of trout from Glen Canyon. Project E (The Humpback Chub Early Life 
History in and Around the LCR Mainstem) monitors the status of juvenile humpback chub (<150 
mm total length) in the mainstem at the LCR quarterly, and monitoring in September 2013 and 
January 2014 will provide pre- and post-monitoring for a fall 2013 HFE, providing information 
on its effects to juvenile humpback chub survivorship. Project D (The Humpback Chub 
Aggregation Studies and Metapopulation Dynamics) conducts annual monitoring of all nine 
humpback chub aggregations in Marble and Grand Canyon every September and this monitoring 
will provide important information on the effect of HFEs on all of the humpback chub 
aggregations. Also, GCMRC will conduct aquatic food base monitoring before, during, and 
following HFEs at Lees Ferry and Diamond Creek to assess the effect of HFEs on this important 
resource. This suite of projects will provide the monitoring needed to inform future decision 
making about the effects of an HFE on key resources such as humpback chub, rainbow trout, and 
the aquatic food base. 

As described in the HFE Protocol EA, the FIFE planned for fall 2013 is not being implemented 
as an isolated event, but as a component of a longer-term experiment to restore and maintain 
sandbars with multiple high flows over a period of several years. The monitoring data that are 
needed to assess the outcome of this multi-year experiment include annual sandbar monitoring at 
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selected long-term monitoring sites, periodic monitoring of changes in sand storage in the river 
channel, and measurements of sandbar size at more than 1,000 sites based on aerial photographs 
that are collected every 4 years. These activities are described in detail in the BWP. It is also 
important, however, to evaluate the sandbar building response of each high flow to ensure that 
sandbar building objectives are being achieved incrementally. This evaluation will be based on 
sites that are monitored by remotely deployed digital cameras and repeat topographic surveys of 
sites that will occur in spring and fall 2014. 

GCMRC scientists have installed digital cameras that capture 5 images every day at 33 sandbar 
monitoring sites throughout Marble and Grand Canyon between Lees Ferry and Diamond Creek. 
The images acquired by these cameras will be used to evaluate both the magnitude and spatial 
distribution of sandbar building caused by the HFE. They will also be used to assess the rate of 
post-HFE sandbar erosion. GCMRC scientists tested the effectiveness of this monitoring method 
based on images collected at 22 sites for the 2008 HFE. The assessment of sandbar gains and 
losses based on a categorical ranking of changes from the images agreed with the changes 
detected by detailed topographic surveys at 86% of the sites. Because the remote cameras are 
monitoring the same sites that are monitored by the annual surveys and the same sites that were 
monitored during the previous high flows, it will be possible to evaluate sandbar-building 
effectiveness of the planned 2013 HFE relative to the previous events. NPS will also be 
providing post-HFE monitoring of sandbars using photography. 

Remote camera images will be analyzed in conjunction with repeat, topographic surveys of 8 
sandbars in Upper Marble Canyon in April-May 2014. Although these surveys will be completed 
about 5 months following the HFE, monitoring of the 2012 HFE found that sufficient HFE-
deposits remain to make this evaluation. All of the long-term sandbar monitoring sites will be 
surveyed in fall 2014 prior to a fall 2014 HFE if one is conducted. This assessment of the size 
and distribution of HFE deposits approximately 11 months following the 2013 HFE will provide 
the most informative assessment of sandbar-building effectiveness. These measurements will 
indicate the degree to which deposits created by the fall 2013 HFE provide enhanced sandbars 
for use in the following summer recreation season and whether the HFE Protocol is resulting in 
cumulative increases in sandbar size. 

VII. CONSULTATION 

Consultation was conducted with the affiliated Tribes. Government-to-Government tribal 
consultation meetings were held with the Pueblo of Zuni on September 10 and the Navajo Nation 
on September 1.1. Reclamation and the GCMRC also presented much of the information in this 
report that was available at that time to the Adaptive Management Work Group at its August 8-9, 
2012 meeting. On October 22, 2013, DOI, Reclamation and GCMRC staff met with the 
Colorado River Basin states and presented much of the information in this report. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Preparing to conduct an HFE required coordination of many details and effective communication 
amongst agency technical staff. The Team members relied heavily on multiple staff in each of 
the agencies in making this recommendation. The Team has thoroughly evaluated the issues 
discussed above, and has taken into consideration the information and analysis included in the 
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HFE Protocol EA and FONSI. The Team's recommendation to proceed with implementation of 
the HFE is based on the careful research developed over the last 15 years, the specific 
information developed relevant to implementation of an HFE in November 2013 as described in 
this report, and the inclusion of monitoring of the HFE to ensure continued learning and 
adaptation. The success of this important initiative is in large part due to the commitment of the 
Team to ensuring that the HFE Protocol is a success. 
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