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ADMINISTRATION

Fiscal Year 0304 Budeet of the Colorado River Board

Included in the Board folder is a copy of Standard Agreement No. 35, to be signed by the
Colorado River Board Chairman and Excentive Director, approving the funding arrangements for the
Board s Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Budget. The Colorado River Board s budeet for Fiscal Year 2003-2004
Is $1,067.000 versus last year’s budget of $1,133,000. The State’s General Fund will provide 5192000,
the California Environmenial License Plate Fund will provide $14.000, and the Six Agency Commiitee
will provide the remaining $861,000.

AGENCY MANAGERS MEETING
The Agency Managers have nol met since the {ast Board meeting.
PROTECTION OF EXISTING RIGHTS

Colorado River Water Renort

As ol june 1, 2003, storage in the major Upper Basin reservoirs decreased by 849,000 acre-fo
and storage in the Lower Basin reservoirs increased by 463,000 aere-feet during \Tm Total b} stem
active storage as of June 5™ was 35.493 mullion acre-fest {maf) or 60 percent of capacity, which is

5865 !’1'1{11 1 [aletu) h{.\ﬂ one }'9{31‘ QgOn

Mav releases from Hoover, Davis, and Parker Dams averaged 16,540, 15,530 and 11,350 cubic
feet per second {cfs), respectively. Planned releases from those three dams for the month of une 2003
are 16,500, 15,900, and 13.000 ofs, respectively. The June releases represent those needed to meet
downstrcam water requirements including those caused by reduced operation of Senator Wash reservoir.

{he final June 5, 2003, projected April through July 2003 unregulated inlow into Luke PU\\-{;H
was 4.000 maf, which is SOpcrccnioi the 30-year average for the pertod 1961-1990. The final June 5.
2003. projected unregulated inflow into Lake Powell for the 2003-04 water year was 6.078 mal or

56 percent of the 30-year average.

The Lower Division States' consumptive use of Colorado River water for calendar year 2003,
as calculated by Board staff, totals 7 8? mal and is distribuled as follows: Arizona, 2.971 maf:
California, 4.555 maf; and Nevada, 0.3 maf Unmeasured retum ow credits of 0,264 mat would
reduce the fotal amount of projected c.onsum;ﬂl\-'e use to 7.373 maf. For calendar year 2003 1 is
estimated the Central Arizona Project {TAPY will divert 1.594 mafl of which 0.273 mal'is to be credited



to the Arizona Water Bank. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cahfornia (MWD} 13
projected to divert 0.664 mal.

The preliminary end-of-year estimate for 2003 California agricultural consumptive usc of
Colorado River water under the first three priorities and the sixth priority of the 1931 California Seven
Partv Agreement is 3.833 maf. This estimate is based on the collective use through Aprit 2003 by the
Palo Verde Iirigation District, the Yuma Project Reservation Division (YPRD), the Imperial Irrigation
District, and the Coachella Valley Water District. Figure 1, found at the end of this report, depicts the
historic projected end-of-year agrnicultural use for the vear.

Colorado River Operations

Nervgio Nadion vs. Depariment of the Inierior

On March 14, 2003, the Navajo Nation filed an action in the United States District Courtt for the
District of Arizona alleging that the Department of the Interior in ils management of the Lower
{Colorado River and by its aclions, mcluding, but not hmated lo, establishment of the interim \‘Lu‘p*m
Guidelines, failed to consider the water rights of the Navajo Nation or to protect the interests of the

Navajo Nation. In its action, the Navajo Nation is sceking relief for: I) breach of trust responsibulity
in implementation of the Interim Surplus Guidclines; 2) breach of trust reaponsibility in the adoption
ofthe FEIR Implementation Agreement, Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy and Related Federal
Actions; 3) breach of rrust responsibility in the implementation of the Interstate Banking Regulations:
4V hreach of trast responsibility in refusing to contract for delivery of Central Arizona Project water to

the Navajo Nation; 5) violation of NEPA and the Administrative Procedures Act; and 6) a breach of
trust responsibility by failing to provide Colorado River watcer to meet the needs of the Navajo people.

nciuded in the Roard folder, are the individual filings by the states of Arizona and Nevada and
the Southern Nevada Water Authority, for Motions 1o Intervene. In their defense, the partics state the
Plaintiff"s Complaint 1s barred due to:

’ Failure to state a cause of action;

= Statute of himitations;

»  Equitahle doctrine of Laches because of the Navajo Nation™s delay in bringing action;

° Res judicata and collateral estoppel because of the preclusive effect of the decrees w the
original jurisdiction of Arizona v. Californic;

= Equitable estoppel becausc of Arizona’s detrimental reliance on the actions of the

Secrelary,
«  The plaintiff's failure to exhaust its administrative remedies;
. Plaintiff’s claim of relicf could be interpreted as secking an amendment to any of the

decrecs of opinions in Arizona v. California, which Court facks pumisdictinn.
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2004 Anmucd Operating Plan (2004 AOFP)

The first consultation meeting of the Colorado River Managemen! Work Group was held on
Junc 3% o discuss the 2004 Annual Operating Plan for the Colorado River System Reservoirs (2004
AQPFY.  During the meeling, Reclamation provided an update on the status of the hydrological
conditions in the Colorado River Basin. Reclamalion represeniatives stated thal with the current
reservoir conditions the operation of the reservoir system in the 2004 ACP would be under a normal
condition if the Interim Surplus Guidelines are not reinstated and under a partial surplus if the Interim
Surplus Guidelines are reinstated. A dralt of the 2004 AOP will be made avatlable prior to the next
necting of the Work Group, which is scheduled for August 6, 2003,

Also, during the June 3™ meeting Reclamation provided an update on the status of #ts review
olthe Long-Range Operating Criteria for the Colorado River Reservoirs and its deveiopment of Interi
602(a) Storage Guidelines. Reclamation staff indicated that the decision regarding its review o 1_"'h
Long-Range Operating Criteria is still at the Department of the Tnterior. Regarding the Interim 602(a)
Siorage Guidelines, an administrative draft of the Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared and
alter that review {he draflt BA will be released for pubhic review and comment. The dratt F% Ais
expected to be released later this summer.

43 TR Part 417 Process

Aflter U.S. District Cowrt Judge Whelan issued a preliminary injunction n March barring the
Depariment of the Interior (DO from cutting Imperial irigation District’s (11D} water order by about
300,000 acre-feet, the DO, on April 24, 2003, published @ notice n the Federal Register announcing
(1} its intent to initiate a Part 417 process for determination of beneficial use of Colorado River water
in the D and {2) it would accept commenis no later than May 29, 2003,

The Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), the State of California, and National Audubon
Saciety were among 31 groups 1o (tle comments with Reclamation. CVWID's comments [ yeused o

ihe armowst of runcdT, or tail water, that apills from the farmers’ fields and draine into the Salton Soa.
The Staic of California’s {Attomey General’s Office) commenis urged the lederal go%-’a::‘s'lrncnt w0
consider the state’s beneficial use criteria m its review. The National Audubon Society i1s concerned
ahout how Reclamation will define the term “reasonable and beneflicial use.” It argues that [1D's
traditional agriculiural practices which allowed substantial taiiwater and groundwaler flows to reach
the Salton Sea were never challenged for reasonable and beneficial use and any change should be
considered a “major federal action,” requiring NEPA review. The 1D provided testimony in support
of iis traditional larming methods.

Arizonag Water Settlement Aot

On February 25, 2003, Arizona’s ULS. Senator Kyl introduced 5.437 {the “Arizona Water
Setilement Act™) (the Act) into the 108% Congress to provide adjustments to the Central Arizona
Project, Lo autllcarlze ihe Gila River Indian Community water rights setilement, and to authorize and

amend the Southern Arizona Water Rights Scttlement Actof 1982, The Actrealiocates 60,647 acre-feel
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of agricultural priority water to the Indian tribes, for a 100 vear period. Section 105 of the Act s titled
“Tirming of Central Arizona Project Indian Water.” The intended purpose ol this section 1s to develop
a program so that this newly allocated water has the same priority as M&I water during water shortages.

Arizona and the federal government have reached an agreement on each parties responsibilitics
in firming up this water. Arizona has agreed to firm up 23.724 acre-feet while the federal government
has agreed to firm up 36,923 acrc-feet. Arizona is considening using the Arizona Water Banking
Authority as the vehicle o firm up this water supply for the indian tribes.

Fiaauthorized Use of Colorado River Water

Representatives [rom Reclamation and the Lower Division States are continuing to meet on how
ta handle the imauthorized diversions and uscs of Colorado River water. A meeting was held on June 2,
2003 to continue those discussions.

During the June 2™ meeting, the U.S. Geological Survey discussed the reports that it has
prepared to delincate the accounting surface and the areal extent of the Colorado River aquiter. Anv
well located within the accounting surface is assumed to be pumping Colorade River water, tf the static
water elovation in the well is at, or below, the elevation of the Colorado River al its normal stage. in
conjunction with its efforts to delincate the accounting surface. the U5, Geological Survey, a]\der'
contract with Reelamation has undertaken an inventory of water wells located within the account
surface. To date, 3.010 wells have been inventoried: 1.457 in Arizona, 1,549 Californta, and —i
Newvadn  This well invemm'y by the U.S. Geological Survey ia an ongoing effort and is being um;ated
with new information as it becomes available. Currently, there are a number of the known w olls in the
Mohave Valley in Arizona, and inthe Yumaand PVID areas {hat have not been inventonied and cniered

ll'~r

yio the data hase.

Alsa, as part of the well inventory project, the U.S. Geological Survey is identifving and
lacating river pumpers, those individuals pumping directly out of { the Colorado River. To date. 265
such diversivns lave boen identified: 91 in Arizona, 173 in Califormnia, and 1 in Nevada, Informaiion
wgardmv the weils and river pumpers can be accessed on the U.S. Geological Survey’s website, locared
at http:ffaz water,usgs. goy/ler/pagesider.him.

During the meeting, the general sense of those present was that the use o [ Colorado River water
by unauthorized diverters needs o be addressed. However, it was delenmined that there arc several
fssues that still need to be addressed. These issuesinclude: how is the best way to move e forward {2 rale,
a Secretarial determination, litigation under Arizona vs. California, ot vlhes), ts thers a de il
numping standard; how should wells in the limitrophe section of the River be ireated; should
commingled ground water be treated different than commingled surface water; and shou d there be a
distance from the River or flood plain standard?



Reclamation s Outreach Program

To date, Reclamation has held similar meetings in Arizona and in Blythe, Coachella and
El Centro, California. Reclamation will hold two more public meetings in C a ftforniain sarly lune. On
June 10, 2003, the meeting will be held in the San Diego arca; and onJune 117, the meeting will be held
in downtown Los Angeles at the Headquarters offices of the Metropohitan Water District of Southen
California. Tncluded in the Board folder 18 a copy ot the miroductory remarks made by the Board stalt
which supymarized Cakifornia’s historical use of Colorado River water; discussed California’s Draft
Colorade River Water Use Plan; current hydrologic conditions i the Colorado River System; and
support for Reclamation’s efforts to manage the available water supply better.

Board staff attended Reclamation’s “Era of Limits” public cutrcach meeting, May 21, 2003, 1a
(“aachella. California. Atthemeeting, Reclamation staffprovided an overview of Basinwide hiydrology
and future hydrologic forecasts, operations and reservoir system management, Article V' Decree
accounting requirements, Yuma Arca operations, salinity management, and Mexican Treaty obhgmm; is.
With Lower Basin demand at, or very near, the full 7.5 million acre-fect per year apportionment,
Reclamation emphasized that the System must be managed more efficiently in the fiture.

The meeting in Coachella was well attended, with approximately 23-30 m the audience,
Reclamation invited the audionce to raise questions as they were identified during Lha, presentations
There was significant coneern expressed by representatives of the CVWD assoctated with impending
the Parl 417 process and determinations in the Imperial Irrigation District, as well as the impact 10
CVW related to the foss of nearly 108.000 acre-feet of Colorado River mainstream watcr associared
with the 1.8, District Court’s decision in {10 vs, {United Staies earlier this Spring. Local residents in
the Coachella region were concemed that other California Colorado Riverwater users were continuing
to utifize significant guantities of mainstream water while those in the Palm Springs and Coachells
regions were forced to cut back.

Perchiorate-State of Scientific Knowledge

Al last months Board meeting, there was a discussion regarding detectable levels of perchlorate
in Colorado River water and the impact it has or may have on the environment. In response {o thal
cxchange, staff has prepared a report, which has been included in the Board folder.

The objective of this report is (6 provide an overview of the current information on perchlorale
including; its characteristics, sources of perchiorate contamination; health effects of perchlorate n
drinking water and tood; standards for perchlorate and reguiatory status; perchiorate contamination in
Califormia; and treatment options. 1t is an informational document prepared for members of the
Colorado River Board of California.

Perchiorate has been found in drinking water throughout the southwestern United States,
Ammonium perchlorate is manufactured for use as the primary component in solid propellant for
rockets, missiles, and fireworks. In the body, perchiorate interferes with the uptake of toding by the
thyroid gland, causing disrupiton of thyroid hormone production.



To date, a National Primary Drinking Water Regulation for perchlorate does not currently exisis,
In April 2003, two of the U.S. fawmakers proposed a legistation, which requires that a federal MCL for
perchiorate be established by July 2004, The USEPA opposes this legislation because 1t would not
provide the time needed Lo develop a standard based on science. The California Department of Health
Services has proposed a Public Health Goal in the range of 2 to 6 ppb for perchlorate in drinking water
and is required o adopt an MCL for perchlorate by January 1, 2004

in California, as of Apnil 2003, according to the DHS. over 300 surface water and groundwater
sampling points within the State have detected perchlorate (ranging from 4 ppb to 139 ppb). Two of
the Stale’s lawmakers have sponsored legislation that would require companics to reveal whether they
have possessed large quantities of perchlorate in the Siate at any time since 1950, 8B 1004 was
approved by the Senate last week.

California’s Colorado River Water Use Plan

Status of the JSA Discussions and Activities

fncluded in the Board folder, as an information item, is a letter to Governor Davis and Secretary
Nichols, from the Szaiton Sea Coalition, providing a list of eight 1ssues 1t wished fo discussed at thelr
upconiing mesting o ensure that the Quantification Scttiement Agreement and water transter lead to

successtul restoration of the Salion Sea. Lisied below are the 1ssues to be discussed:

i The QS A agreements must he flexible encugh to accommodate a restoration nlan.

2. Both the QSA and related legislation must clarify that the primary purposc of restoration funding
is to protect and restore wildlife habitat.

3. Interested stakcholders must be given the opportunity fo participate in negetiations and reccive

full disclosure of the terms of the water transier and ali related agreements,
4 Environmental documents must be recirculated because the proposed mitigation for the Salton Sea
impacts of the transfer has changed completely in the past year.
3.0 Prupusition 50 fuids nwast o used for restoration, rather thon subsidizing the mitigation costs of
the water agencics.
6, The QSA must also provide mitigation funding for the growth-inducing effect of the water
transfer.
Anvy Ininl Powers Authority established to overses spending of state funds for mitigation must be
reguired to work in coordination with the Salton Sea Authority, tribes, wildlife agencies, and the
stakeholder advisory commitice established by the Secretary of Resources pursuant to SB 482,
8. The OSA documents and related iegisiation must clarify who will be liable for future mitigation
costs if Prop 50 funds are msulficient.

g

Adequacy of 1994 FEIR/EIR-A {dmerican Canal

meluded in the Board folder is a letter from Reclamation to DWR Director Tom Hannigan
certifving the adequacy of the 1994 Record of Decision (ROD) for the All-American CCanal Lining
Project. As part of the certification, before state funds could be expended for the project, Reclamation



had to cerfify that measures will be taken for replacement ol mctdental fish and wildlite vajues adjacent
to the canal forgone as a result of Hning the canal. Mitigation measures are to be on an acre-for-acre
hasis. based on ecological equivalency and shall be implemented concurrent with the construction of
the project.

Basin States/Tribes Discussions

Colorado River Basin States’ Meeting

Meetings with representatives from the other six Colorado River Basin states are contimung to be
held 10 address guestions that the states have on specific terms contained in the revised March 12, 2003,
Quantification Seitlement Agreement (QSA} and the status of completing the vartous components
related to excoution of the QSA. The latest meeting among the Basin states representatives was held
on May 27, 2003. During thai meeting, the California parties provided an update on the status of the
aciivities and addressed questions raised by the other Basin states,

Also, during the meeting, a technical group from the other Basin states reported that from their
roview of the rovised March 12, 2003 QSA, there does not appear to be any additional risk 1o the
Colorado River. The revised QSA accomplishes the same objectives and produces equivaleni risks o
those contained in the Basin states 2000 proposal. A Nevada representative remarked that he theaght
that the revised QS A was superior.

Rased upon the six Basin states review of the revised OSA. 1t is their intent to draft a lctter
commenting on the revised QSA. In developing the six Basin states” comment letter, additional
questions have surfaced and they have requested another meeting with California representatives o

-

discuss these questions. The meeting has been scheduled for June 137 in Salt Lake City, Utah.

Colorado River Defta International Forum

A meeting of the Colorado River Delta International Forum was held on June 4. 2002, in
Las Vegas. This was the first meeting of this group that was formed by the Intemmational Boundary and
Water Commussion {IBWC), United States Section, in response to Minute 306, Minute 306 deals with
the cstabiishment of a framework for cooperation by the United States and Mexico through the
development of joint studies and recommendations concerning the ripanian and estusrme ecology oithe
Colorado River in its Limitrophe Seclion and associated Delta based on the principle of an cquitabic
distribution of resources, The Mexican Section of IBWC has scheduled a similar organizational
meeting, that will soon be heid.

During the meeting a draft of the “Terms of Refercnee” for the conduct of activities and the
cxehangs of information by this International Forum was discussed. The next steps meluder 1 TRWC
reaching agreement on the Terms of Relerence for the Intemational Forum's activities,
2% A commitment by all of the parties for full participation and sharing of nformation. and 3}

Estahlishment of priority project areas for the International Forum to work on. The next meeting of the
United States Section will be set after the Mexican Section meets.

|



Colorado Ryver Environnental Activiiies

Lenwer Colorade River Multi-Species Conservation Program

OnMay 22,2003, the SAIC/ISA Technical Consulting Team released the preliminary draft habital
conservation plan {HCP) and preliminary drafl Biological Assessment (BA) components of the Lower
Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program (LCR MSCP). These documents were prepared

b sed upon the technical and policy-fevel guidance contained within the framework documentresuiting
rom the recent efforts of the Coordinating Team over the past few months.

The drafl HCP describes the following tvpes of information: {1) provides a background on the
omh, objectives, and purposes of the LCR MSCP; (2) describes the proposed federal and non-federal
‘covered” projects; (3) deseribes the hiological and ecological resources of the Lower Colerado River
Feoregion: {4) analyzes potential impacts and levels of species take: {3} descnibes the proposed
Conservation Strategy; (6) describes the governance and implementation structure; {7) describes total
cstimated costs associated wiih implementation and polential sources of program funding; {8) descnbes
the level of “assurances” sought by the non-federal participants; and (Y} analyzes the proposed
alternatives to lake that were considered but rejected. Finally, the draft HCP contains a comprehensive
sct of technical appendices supporting the data described in the various chapters.

‘The preliminary draft BA addresses the federal covered projects (Le., primarily Reclamation’s,
BLM’s, and BIA s projects} and describes the potential s ﬂp'tct%to federally-listed species. Specifically,
the preliminary draft BA describes the following information: {11 lists and describes the federal actions
being consulied on pursuant to ESA Section 7; {2) describes the non-federal “discretionary ™ covered
activities {which are described and addressed in the preliminary dratt HCUP, discussed above); {3}
describes the proposed “environmental baseline” of the Lower Colorado River Ecoregion; (4) describes
the potential effects associated with the covered actions mn the project area; (5) describes the pquzL
affects related 1o the covered actions outside of the project area: (6) describes the cumulative ctieets;
and (7Y provides technical appendices supporting data and conclusions presented in the drafl BA,

The LCR MSCP Work Group met on Friday, June 6, 2003 to review the drafl documents and
discuss the process for incorporating changes and addressing any policy-related questions. The dralt
documents are currently being reviewed by all of the LCR MSCP participating agencies. Commenis

an the draft documents are due by June 20, 2003, The technical contractors will revise the draft
docaments based upon comments and direction from the LCR MSCP Steering Comnuittee. A revised
et of the documents 1s slated to be released in the Fall. Prior to release of the next iteration of draft
documents, the LUR MSCYP participants will conduct another round of public scoping mectings.
Currently, these meetings are scheduled o ocour tn early September 2003, and will be held in Laughlin
Nevada; Blythe, California; and Y uma, Arizona.

The LCR MSCP Steering Committee is currently developing the alternatives that will be analvzed
in the NEPA and CEQA compliance documentation. These alternatives include vanious methods of
implementing the conservation strategy, differing Ievels of conservation, and afternati\-'es taking of



LOR MSCP covered species. Additionally, allermnatives considered, but rejected will be idenfifted and
deseribed in the documenis.

Defenders of Wildlife vs. Babbiit

On June 4, 2003, United States District Court Judge James Robertson issued an order denying the
plantif{’s motion for reconsideration mn the lawswit.  As you may recall, this lawsuit involved the
Scerctary ofthe Interlor’s management and operation of the Lower Colorado River system and facilitics
and potential impacts to “federaliv-listed endangered” species and the Colorado River delta in Mexico.
In the Court’s original decision, the Court determined that the Secratary and Reclamation had complied
with the federal Endangered Species Act and that delivery of water to Mexico was governed by the
1944 Water Treaty and was non-discretionary. In the Court’s recent order. Judge Robertson retteraied
kg carlier positions that the Secretary’s Interim Surplus Guidelines had no bearing on water delis 3
to Mexico, or that the Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy affected deliverics of mainstream w
o Mexico. Additionally, the Court stated that the Off-Stream Storage Rule was nothing more than a

“framework that the Secretary will utilize in reviewing and evaluating whether to execule a specific
ransaction for off-stream storage of Uslorado River waler under a storage and interstale Keicese
Agreement.” The Court denied the plainiiff’s motion for reconsideration.

o

alcr

A copy of the Court’s recent order has been included in the Board folder for your mformation
(Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group

The Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Work Group (AMWG) and Technical Work Group
{TWG) recently held a special two-day session m Phoenix, Arizona, to discuss proposed conservaiion
strategics for the federailyv-endangered humpback chub populations in the mainstream Colorado Rever
helow Glen Canvon Ixam. ‘The Humpback Chub Ad Hoc Group developed a technical white paper
which addressed potential mechanisms and strategics for safe-guarding these populations and
preserving the species’ genetic diversity. Geuerally, theoptions include acombination of the followmg:
{1yramuove the endangered fish from the riverine environment and protect them in isolated refugia (o.g.,
hatchery facilities); {2) implement aggressive non-native fishes control procedures to reduce non-native
interactions with existing humpback chub populations; (3) reeperation of Glen Canyon Dam to benefit

ative endangered fishes and reduce Impacts and cffects of the non-native aguatic specics {i.¢
temperature control, and reproduction of the hisloric hydrograph, cte.): and (4) reintroduciion oz'.“
humpback chub in OLhCi reaches of the mainstream in order to create additional populations that may
sirvive in the face of the non-native predator-prey interactions or other stochastic calastrophic cvents.
The AMWG has stili not determined the appropriate preferred course of action. [y will reconsider this
issue at 1ts next meeting in mid-August 2003,




WATER QUALITY
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
Adoption of Water Quality Standards

On April 30, 2003, the State Waler Resources Control Board (SWRCB) approved the {
Review, Water Quality Standards for Salinity, Colorado River Basin {2002 Triennial Review).
Colorade River Basin Salmity Conirol Forum document includes numeric eriteria for salinity h low
Hoover and Parker Dams and at Imperial Dam, and a plan ol implementation for controlling the salind
of Colorade River water.

On May 227, the SWRUB requested the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to approve the
2002 [zlenmal Review pursuant to the Clean Water Act Section 303,

Salinity Control Forum Meefing, Midway, Utah

On May 21, 2003, the Colorado River Basin Salinity Contro! Forum {Forum) held its Spwing
meeting 1n Midway, Ulah, Kaihleen Clarke, Director of the Burean of Land Management {BLM:.
mformed the Forum that BLM undersiands how important its upcoming report to Congress s o the
Title 1 Salinity Control Program and that she would review the draft report prior to transmiiting it o the
Department ofthe Interior. John Kevs, Commissioner of Reclamation, informed the Forum of the Bush
Administrotion’s support of the Balinity Control Program. Reclamation will igsue o Requost for
Proposals for new salimty control projects this summer. This fiscal vear, 38.7 mithon has been
approprialed 1o Reclamation for the Basinwide salinity control program, A representative of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service reported that $13.7 milhon i Environmental Quality Incenlives
Program monies will be available for Colorado River salimity control this vear.

The Chairman of the Forum’s Selenium Committee. Mr. Garv Beach (WY, reporied that the
selenium contribution to the Colorado River originates trom the Grand Valley and Lower Gunnison
region of Celorado {62%), the Green River in Utah {209), and the San Juan River {8%), Over 70% of
the sclenium concentration in the river resulis from wrrigation practices in geologic formations of
Mancos Shale. Actual selenium concentration below Lake Powell §s about 2.4 ug/ml, which with
farming becomes concentrated in 11D's drains to about 8-12 pg/mi. In order to better understand the
mechanics of selenium entering the River, the Forum and Reclamation have been requested to research
their records to determine if the selenium concentration bas remained constant or decreased sinee the

commencement of the salinity control program,

Withregard to the guestion, “Should the Forum consider modifying its cost-effectiveness criteria
1o encourage selenium control?”, the Forum decided that additional research by the Policy
Subcommittes was required. Historically, the Forum has focused on downstream economic damages
caused bv the conceniration of total dissolved solids. Sincethe Forum would begin dealing witha toxic
substancg, i.c., selenium, Committee members questioned whether this could resalt yn a change i the
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Forum’s refationship with the US EPAL A significant issue that will have to be addressed by the Lower
Basin States 18, Do the Lower Basin States wish to depart [rom the cost cffectiveness criteria for
selecting projects based on the control of total dissolved solids concentration in order o reduce the
sclenium concentration in Colorado River water?” 1t was suggested that the Forum may wish io
consider partnering with other agencies, whose funds could assist in improving the cost-effectiveness
from the Forum’s standpoint, benefilting both salinity control in general and selenium conirol in
particular. The Committee was charged with preparing a draft report, for the fall meeling, discussing
the pros and cons of the Forum targeting the controt of sclenium in the Colorade River.

Finatly, the California Statc Water Resources Contrel Board Revised Water Rights Ovder
200213 which direeted the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorade River Basin {Regional
Boardy 1o address the mass loading of selenium issue through the Total Maximum Datly Load (TMDRL)
process ur any oo approgsiate pocess, The Regional Bowd Das statod thal “the proposed se

i

TMDL would focus on selenium throughout the Upper and Lower Colorado River Basin States

{Colorado River Watershed), and would address selerium reduction at the sources, but could also
include management practices to address concentrating of selenium in Imperial Valiey.”

“Gerald R, Zi.‘@a{/c;‘mam
Exeoutive Tircetor
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