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From: Marcia Lamkin <mlamkin@npgcable.com>
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date: Fri, Feb 23, 2007  7:51 PM
Subject: Scoping Comments on Glen Canyon Dam Long Term Plan

Dear Sirs,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Glen Canyon Long Term Plan.
It is time to finally do what is necessary to protect and restore the
downstream habitat of the Colorado River running through the Grand Canyon.

We live in close proximity to the Canyon and have done a lot of hiking and
backpacking in the canyon over a number of years, even before we moved to
Flagstaff. We have not yet traveled by boat down the canyon but still hope
to do that one day. Even if we never get a chance to do that, we feel
strongly about the canyon and wish it to be restored to its natural state.

The beaches and the downstream plants and animals have suffered from the
operation of the dam and a long term plan that addresses the restoration of
the downstream ecosystem is sorely needed. This is an important habitat in
dry Arizona, and is a local, national, and international treasure. This is
also a world renowned recreational area.

The flow from the dam should be regulated in such a way to mimic the natural
high and low waters and to restore the beaches. The seasonal temperature
changes of the water, which are natural to the river, should be instituted.
And all of the plants and animals which were there pre-dam should be
restored. The non-native fish and other plants and animals should be
eliminated so that the native flora and fauna can again thrive.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Marcia and David Lamkin
999 W. Coy Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
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To whom it may concern -  

My name is Marieke Taney, I have been an active river guide in Grand Canyon for 8 years and am 
currently holding the position as president of Grand Canyon River Guides.  I would like to add my 
comments on the development of alternatives for a Long Term Experimental Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

First of all, anything and everthing done concerning the LTEP should keep in mind the Grand Canyon 
Protection Act of 1992.  This act is in place to keep the environmental health and longevity of this 
National Park intact which is the most important aspect.  The GCPA states that the protection of 
downstream environmental, cultural and recreation values HAVE PRECEDENT over power generation 
as long as operations do not interfere with the allocation of water governed by the Law of the River.  In 
recent years this has not been the case, power generation has lobbied hard enough to seemingly become 
the primary force of dam operations - This NEEDS to be addressed. 

One of the main detriments to the environmental health of the Grand Canyon River Corridor is the 
depletion of sand, beaches and backwater eddies.  During my relatively short 8 years in the canyon I 
have seen a drastic change in beach size and the amound of sand in the canyon.  If you take a trip past 
Diamond Creek to Lake Mead you will travel through an impressive sand canyon past the Grand Wash 
Cliffs where lakem water had been.  In my mind this is a testiment to the urgent concern we have on our 
hands regarding the loss of sand, beaches and backwater eddies.  Any considered alternative in the 
LTEP should include Sediment-triggered and well-defined Beach Habitat Building Flows (BHBF) as a 
common element.  It should also include a range of flows and flexibility for the BHBF.  These flows are 
of the upmost importance for a magnitude of downstream resources. 

The LETP should re-focus the Adaptive Management Program (AMP) and the Department of the 
Interior on ecosystem resources, not program administration.  The focus of these programs and agencies 
should serve the Grand Canyon Protection Act, focusing on the environmental health of Grand Canyon 
based on current science recommendations. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  I just urge you to do what is best for Grand 
Canyon.   

Sincerely,  

Marieke Taney 

From:    "Marieke Taney" <rmtalces@hotmail.com>
To:    <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov>
Date:    2/28/2007 11:19:47 AM
Subject:   Long Term Environmental Plan Public Comments
CC:    <gcrg@infomagic.net>
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306 W. Juniper, Flagstaff, AZ 86001  (928)226-7417  rmtalces@hotmail.com 
 

 

Find what you need at prices you’ll love. Compare products and save at MSN® Shopping. 
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From: Mark Allen <markstewartallen@gmail.com> 
To: <GCDExpplan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jan 4,2007 651 PM 
Subject: Grand Canyon and Glen Canyon Dam Impact Study 

Dear Bureau Representative, 

As a former river guide on Cataract and the Grand Canyon I recognize 
the great need that the Grand Canyon has for sediment replenishment. 
I appreciate the fact that long term EIS is being done to help 
provide guidance to protect this resource and replenish that which 
has been lost due to the construction of the Glen Canyon Dam. 

Although it would be expensive the only method to get ample sediment 
to the ecosystem in my view is to have a sediment carrying canal or 
pipeline from Cataract down to below the Dam which can provide tons 
of sediment each day and can be regulated. The elevation loss from 
Cataract to Glen Canyon would allow for gravity feed of this sediment. 

The Canyon needs to be preserved in a natural state. To do so after 
the impact of the dam will require concerted efforts and funding, to 
continue to put band aids on the situation will not take us where we 
need to be. In order to be proper stewards we need to do something as 
large to protect the Grand Canyon as was done when the Glen Canyon 
Dam was built and funded. 

Build a sediment bypass pipeline which will be several hundred miles 
in length, but will provide the materials necessary to preserve and 
protect and rebuild the canyon habitats. 

Thank you, 

Mark Allen 

CC: Mark Allen <MarkStewartAllen@gmail.com> 
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From: ~lurchl@ix.netcom.com~ 

To : <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jan 25,2007 7:16 PM 

Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. I have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's handling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation in this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless when 
the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already experienced this with 
the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the purpose and need for 
this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. For this exercise to 
yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the following: 

. . . .  

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While the Dam and species preservation may not be mutually 
exclusive, this has yet to be proven, and preservation should supersede dam operation. The focus must 
first address the ingredients necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, 
and secondly how, and at what costs, the Glen Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system can be 
operated in order to achieve this. The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature consistent with seasonal temperature variations of the 
Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process to recover and preserve endangered species in Grand Canyon's river corridor. The no-dam 
alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational alternatives. 
Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake Powell, and thus 
the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR has additional 
incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council on 
Environmental Quality guidelines. 
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program. 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in 
almost every respect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United States Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was ., . .  

precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
unwilling to address the true'needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. Scientific, not 
political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary of the Interior on how 
Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the recovery 
objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an independent body of research and advisory scientists, 
where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed prior to formulating 
any recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this destruction be 
remedied. We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the 
public's desire to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen. 
Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop 
thwarting the public's interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Bohrer 
18479 McCoy Avenue 
Saratoga, CA 95070 
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From: <Marksalamon@aol.com> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Fri, Jan 26, 2007 10:25 PM 
Subject: I support Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam 

Mr. Rick Gold 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation 
Upper Colorado Region 
Attn: UC-402 
125 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1 147 
Dear Mr. Gold, 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for 
the Environmental Impact Statement on the Long-term Operations for the Future 
Operation's of Glen Canyon Dam. The river ecosystem in Grand Canyon National 
Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the operations of 
Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be 
undertaken. I have concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail 
in this regard unless a number of critical issues are addressed. 
First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of 
Interior's mishandling of the recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park 
over the past 40 years, and that the information presented so far by the Bureau 
of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be 
beneficial, they are useless amidst a backdrop where the commitment to implement 
those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already experienced this with the 
completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in 
the purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any 
different once this process concludes. For this exercise to yield any meaningful 
outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the following: 
1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 
The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon 
Dam, but the ingredients necessary to bring about the recovery and 
preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River corridor of Grand Canyon 
National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has 
yet to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must 
first address the ingredients necessary to restore the natural process to Grand 
Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at what costs, can the Glen 
Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

* The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's 
natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

* The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with 
seasonal temperature variations of the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

* The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent 
with the amount that would be received in a dam-free environment. 

* The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the 
artificial riverine environment created by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 
2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam. 
The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the 
restoration of the natural process necessary for the recovery and preservation of 
endangered species in Grand Canyon's river corridor. The no-dam alternative 
provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes 
affecting flows into Lake Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet 
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perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR has additional incentive to 
examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council on 
Environmental Quality quidelines. 
3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program. 
Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 
1995 EIS on Glen Canyon Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive 

Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in almost every aspect, causing Grand 
Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S failings 

were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survay's SCORE Report of 
October 2005. It was precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to 
undertake this new EIS process as part of its settlement agreement with 
environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no 
mechanisms to ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve 
years ago. 
Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not 
surprising that the AMP has been intransigent toward addressing the true needs for 
endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. Scientific, not political and 
commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary of Interior 
on how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed 
consistent with the recovery objectives. 
Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body 
of research and advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data 
are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed prior to formulating any 
recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 
We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon 
National Park due to the operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the 
public has been asking that this be remedied. We continue to lose valuable 
time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate to 
put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the 
benefits Glen Canyon Dam may provide, there will never be another Grand 
Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's interest to protect 
it. 

Sincerely, 
Mark Salamon 
18 Shore Drive 
Harwich, MA 02645-1 603 
508-432-2064 
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ark W. Belles 

1 8 Willard Street 

owlett, Texas 75088 

len.canyon@verizon.net 

Regional Director 

Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorad 
Attn: UC-402 

125 South State Street 

Salt Lake City, Utah 843 18-1 147 

08 January 2007 

Dear Director, 

Regarding the Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) and notice to 

solicit comments and hold additional public scoping meetings on the adoption of a Long-Term 

Experimental Plan for the operation of Glen Canyon Dam and other associated management 

activities under the authority of the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) (Federal Register, Vol. 

71, No. 238), please place my name on the mailing list. Also please confirm via USPS or email 

that my name has been placed on the mailing list. 

I am very pleased to read this Notice of Intent. I participated in the proposal for the Glen Canyon 

Dam Temperature Control Device NEPA process that occurred back in 1999-2000 and am glad 

to see that the process has not only been restarted, but also extended in general to encompass a 

Long-Term Experimental Plan. 

I look forward to reading the scoping material. Would it be possible to obtain a copy of the 

material presented at the public meetings held during the first week of January? 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process, 

Page 1 of 1 
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From: <Meapeak@aol.com> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jan 4,2007 6:27 AM 
Subject: Glen Canyon EIS comments 

As a longtime fan of the Grand Canyon, l am deeply concerned that the Glen 
Canyon EIS reflect the spirit of the Grand Canyon Protection Act - which at 
its core is meant to preserve and protect the areas below Glen Canyon Dam. The 
Grand Canyon has suffered immeasurably from the presence of the dam and how 
it has been operated since inception - including the lack of sediment, 
destruction of native species and habitat. It's bad enough that the dam destroyed 
one of the wildest and most beautiful places in our country - Glen Canyon . . 
. let's make sure it doesn't permanently damage the areas downstream also. 

I would also recommend that the NPS serve as a joint lead agency for this EIS 
process. National Park values and resources downstream of Glen Canyon Dam 

are strongly influenced by dam operations. LTEP alternatives must be 
scientifically credible with well-defined scientific hypotheses - don't just develop 
a plan and then try to fit the science to it. Science FIRST, please, 
specifically based on an ecosystem approach. The economic analyses should not be 
restricted to the impacts to hydropower, but should also include the impacts 
to other resources including recreation, local economies, and non-market 
values. 

I would also like to see a beach habitat building flow in early 2007 in 
order to provide urgently needed data to inform this Long Term Experimental Plan. 
This process should be included in all LTEP alternatives, utilizing 

sediment triggers with specified frequency based on best scientific data. I also 
support the development of a selective withdrawal device for temperature 
control and improved water quality as a common element to all alternatives. 

Thank you- 

Mary Ellen Arndorfer 
Flagstaff, AZ 













PLEASE PRINT 

COMMENTS DUE BY WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 28,2007 

Date: \ / 17 / Q.7 

Name: , / ~ I v L ?  hl & f l / J ~ i l &  Title (if applicable) : 

Telephone: %8 - 5-5i& - ?at? Fax: ?> 8 5-5z- 7 11 

Organization/Business (if applicable): / 5 (-c T 3 E-Mail: )I l h o r n e a @  0 3 c , q -  q c ~  
u J J 

Address: 33.5-5- Grn7/',7, B r l v e  

city: Flay s f a  CC State: ,A 2. zip: RLL'C I 

Byes. I would like to be added to your mailing list: ~ - ~ a i l p .  S ~ a i l m  a 
The Bureau of Reclamation is seeking public comment on the adoption of a Long-Term Experimental Plan for the future 
operation of Glen Canyon Dam and other associated management activities. Your input on the scope of the project and 
the issues and alternatives that should be analyzed is greatly appreciated. Please write legibly. 

Please submit your comments in the space provided, fold the card in half, tape the edges, and mail the completed card back to: 

Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region, Attention: UC-402,125 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1 147. 

Comments must be received by February 28,2007. 
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From: <webmaster@cnha.org> 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Mon, Jan 29,2007 3:07 PM 
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. I have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst 
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already 
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the 
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes ... . .. 

For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the 
following: 

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet 
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients 
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at 
what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamlLake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of 
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be. . . . .. - .. , 

received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam. 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river 
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake 
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR 
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines. 



3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver. in. . . .  .. 

almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was 
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. 
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary oflnterior on 
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the 
recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and 
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed 
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied: . . .. 

We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate 
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam 
may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Neal Herbert 
1940 W. Highland Drive 
Moab, UT 84532 
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From: ~laughingmoon77@hotmail.com~ 
To: <GCDExpPlan@uc.usbr.gov> 
Date: Fri, Jan 26, 2007 7:30 PM 
Subject: LTEP EIS Scoping Comments 

Dear Mr. Gold, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following scoping comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Long-term Operations for the future operations of Glen Canyon Dam. The river 
ecosystem in Grand Canyon National Park has suffered immensely over the past forty years due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam, and it's vital that a fresh look at the problem be undertaken. I have 
concerns, however, that the EIS as envisioned is destined to fail in this regard unless a number of critical 
issues are addressed. 

First, I would like to express my tremendous dismay with the Department of Interior's mishandling of the 
recovery efforts in Grand Canyon National Park over the past 40 years, and that the information presented 
so far by the Bureau of Reclamation indicates that this EIS promises more of the same. 

While new plans for ongoing investigation and experimentation can be beneficial, they are useless amidst 
a backdrop where the commitment to implement those plans is virtually non-existent. We've already 
experienced this with the completion of the first EIS twelve years ago, and there's nothing outlined in the 
purpose and need for this EIS process to indicate things will be any different once this process concludes. 
For this exercise to yield any meaningful outcome, the EIS process must be reconceived incorporating the 
following: 

1. Restructuring the focus of the EIS on the recovery. 

The principal objective should not be the long-term operation of Glen Canyon Dam, but the ingredients 
necessary to bring about the recovery and preservation of endangered species within the Colorado River 
corridor of Grand Canyon National Park. While such objectives may not be mutually exclusive, this has yet 
to be proven, and as such, one should precede the other. The focus must first address the ingredients 
necessary to restore the natural process to Grand Canyon's river ecosystem, and secondly how, and at 
what costs, can the Glen Canyon DamILake Powell reservoir system be operated in order to achieve this. 
The restoration ingredients must include: 

The return of river flows consistent with the Colorado River's natural discharge into Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of a water temperature regime consistent with seasonal temperature variations of 
the Colorado River in Grand Canyon. 

The re-establishment of sediment inputs into Grand Canyon consistent with the amount that would be 
received in a dam-free environment. 

The elimination of non-native species, which have taken hold in the artificial riverine environment created 
by Glen Canyon Dam operations. 

2. Evaluate the Decommissioning of Glen Canyon Dam. 

The no-dam alternative must be evaluated as one means of achieving the restoration of the natural 
process necessary for the recovery and preservation of endangered species in Grand Canyon's river 
corridor. The no-dam alternative provides a valuable base line from which to evaluate other operational 
alternatives. Additionally, in light of the climate and human induced changes affecting flows into Lake 
Powell, and thus the viability of the dam to meet perceived water supply and hydroelectric benefits, BoR 
has additional incentive to examine a decommissioning or no-dam alternative consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality guidelines. 
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3. Replace the Working Groups of the Adaptive Management Program. 

Despite being given specific instructions twelve years ago as outlined in the 1995 EIS on Glen Canyon 
Dam operations, the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (AMP) has failed to deliver in 
almost every aspect, causing Grand Canyon's river ecosystem to endure further damage. Many of AMP'S 
failings were spelled out in the United State's Geological Survey's SCORE Report of October 2005. It was 
precisely these failings that have compelled BoR to undertake this new EIS process as part of its 
settlement agreement with environmental groups last year. Absent any structural changes to the AMP, any 
recommendations coming out of this EIS process will be of little value, as there are no mechanisms to 
ensure they won't be ignored as were those from the EIS twelve years ago. 

Dominated by water supply and hydroelectric power interests, it's not surprising that the AMP has been 
intransigent toward addressing the true needs for endangered species recovery in Grand Canyon. 
Scientific, not political and commercial interests, should be the sole advisors to the Secretary oflnterior on 
how Grand Canyon's river ecosystem should be studied, monitored and managed consistent with the 
recovery objectives. 

Therefore, the AMP should be replaced by an open source and independent body of research and 
advisory scientists, where the monitoring and research data are consistently and thoroughly peer-reviewed 
prior to formulating any recommendations to the Secretary of Interior. 

We're closing in on 50 years of ecological destruction in Grand Canyon National Park due to the 
operations of Glen Canyon Dam. For much of this time the public has been asking that this be remedied. 
We continue to lose valuable time and species as the BoR procrastinates and resists the public's mandate 
to put the resource first. While there are plenty of substitutes to achieve the benefits Glen Canyon Dam 
may provide, there will never be another Grand Canyon. It's time for the BoR to stop thwarting the public's 
interest to protect it. 

Sincerely, 

Nikki Holladay 
1470 Red Oak Ct 
Rockford, IL 61 107 

CC: 








































