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Salt Lake City, Uah, January 5, 2007, 6:00 PM

MR. PETERSON: Well, good evening. Can everybody
hear ne okay? Very good. Wl cone tonight and thank you
for coming out. My name is Randy Peterson, |I'mthe
manager of the Environmental Resources Division for the
reclamati on hearing in Salt Lake.

We are starting an Environnental |npact Statenent
and are starting that with a scoping period that's
rather |l engthy and tonight is another step in that. W
want comments fromthe public regarding a nunber of
things that we'll cover in a few mnutes. This is our
agenda toni ght.

W' || be tal ki ng about what brought us to this
point, and the explicit nature of the proposed action
how we intend to link this or tier it from previ ous NEPA
docunents, and a little bit about how we see the process
going fromhere, scheduling, things like that. There
will be a chance for you to ask questions, and al so at
the end a chance for you to nmake verbal conmmrents.

W have a court reporter here with us that wll
capture your conmments verbatim | think it's also
i mportant to note that the comment period is going to be
open for about two nonths and witten conments are
wonderful as well, and we'll have an address for you
there to send your written coments to us if you'd |ike.
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W'll start with alittle bit of background about
the @ en Canyon Adaptive Managenment Program and why we
are enbarking on an experinmental programwthin that
franmewor k, and of course the purpose of tonight's
nmeeting is to receive your comments on that issue

d en Canyon Dam was aut horized in 1956, conpleted
in '63, and provides really the |argest anpunt of
storage in the Upper Col orado River Basin for delivery
to the | ower basin during drought periods. | think in
one sentence that captures the purpose of den Canyon
Dam Those -- the last bullet shows the primary
purpose. The first 15 niles are, of course, of the Gen
Canyon National recreation area, trout fishery and day
use, rafting opportunities, and below that is the Lees
Ferry conpact point and below that is the Grand Canyon
down to Lake Mead. That's the geographic scope of this
experinental effort.

In 1992, Congress passed and the president signed
the Grand Canyon Protection Act and that required
several things. First of all, that we conplete an EI S
on the operation of d@en Canyon Dam and that was
finished in 1996. That altered historic hydropower
operations of the damprimarily altering many of the
daily fluctuation cycles. Another thing that it
acconpl i shed was to establish the Adaptive Managenent
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Program

At the time of the signing of the ROD there was
great uncertainty about the effects of any of the
proposed actions that would be taken as part of the ROD
Adaptive Managenent is a concept pioneered in the 60s
and 70s and 80s wherein testing and observation of the
out cone of those experinments would be used to fine tune
or inprove processes, whether they are manufacturing
processes or dam operations. So, we use the Adaptive
Managenent Programin that regard. It's a committee
that makes recommendations to the Secretary of the
Interior directly on the operation of that dam and al so
ot her managenent actions that night be undertaken in the
nati onal parks downstream

O course the last thing that the Act required was
a protection of the downstream resources. And that
effort was to be acconplished within the sideboards, if
you will, of existing Treaty, Statute, Conpact
requirenents. By that | nean water deliveries are
schedul ed fromthe damto neet Treaty and Conpact
requi renents. The Grand Canyon Protection Act did not
change those.

Let's cover for just a mnute what's occurred in
t he past and maybe you can get a sense as to why we're
noving -- we're proposing to nove forward into an
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experinental period. This is a brief list of sone of

t he experinents that have been conducted during the life
of the Adaptive Managenent Program over the |ast decade.
Maybe | can explain what the first bullet nmeans. A
beach/ habitat-building flowis a release of water from
the dam that exceeds power plant capacity. |In the past,
the two tests that we've conpleted in 1996 and 2004 were
about 42 to 45,000 CFS and the dam power plant capacity
i s about 30,000 CFS. The purpose of those tests was to
di scover initially if higher flows would redeposit, stir
up the sedinent in the river and build up and redeposit
the sand and fine sedi ments on beaches thus inproving
habitat for not only canpers and river rafters that go

t hrough the canyon, but also habitat to vegetation and
terrestrial species.

In 2000 we conducted a four-nmonth steady flow test
during the sumer. The flows were abnornally | ow, 8,000
CFS constant for about -- it was June through Septenber,
I think, sonething like that. W were attenpting to
di scover the inpact that nore stable and warner flows
m ght have, particularly on the aquatic environment. In
the period 2002, 2003 to the present we have been in a
series of structured experinments trying to understand
the affect, not only of an additional flow, and we'll
get into that in a second, but also how tenperatures and
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non native fish renoval might affect the aquatic

environnent. W'l cover each of those separately.
First of all, the 2004 Beach/ Habitat-Buil di ng Fl ow
test. 1n 1996 the test was conducted w thout an

ant ecedent input of sedinment in the Paria River. So
when it was conducted it basically suspended sedi nent
that had been in the main channel and eddies from
previous inputs. The difference in 2004 was that the
test inmediately followed a fairly large input fromthe
Paria River and the results were pretty extraordinary.
If you're famliar with the Gand Canyon, the first 30
or 40 nmiles below the Paria R ver had beaches that were
| arger than anyone had ever seen. But bel ow that, the
ef fect was | ess positive.

So we |l earned a few things about how to conduct
this test fromthat experinent. At the sane tine the
drought was causing a drawdown in the |evel of Lake
Powel I, as you're probably well aware. As the |evel of
the | ake got closer and closer to the power plant intake
| evel, the water became warnmer and warner that was being
rel eased. So nature gave us a natural test, if you
will, of the effect of what warner water mght do. The
results have been pretty interesting. The native fish
have responded positively. For exanple the bl uehead
sucker and the fl anel nouth sucker popul ati ons have shown



1 a sharp increase just in the last couple of years. And
2 ot her endangered speci es have shown increases in the

3 popul ation, particularly in the small size classes.

4 And there, of course, was a |lot of monitoring and
5 research that acconpani ed those. And in all these

6 situations we have prepared NEPA docunents to eval uate

7 the potential effect of conducting these experinments.

8 And the effects were evaluated for all the resources,

9 economic as well as social, cultural and all the rest.
10 It's our anticipation that the program of

11 experinmentation we're going to launch into nowwll tier
12 of f of these and other NEPA docunents, so we'll take

13 advant age of what we have learned in the past as we nove
14 now into the future. This is the proposed federa

15 action. As you can see, there's a nunber of conplex

16 parts to that. It involves nore than just dam

17 operations, and we will be considering nodifying the

18 i ntake structure and that's often tines referred to as a
19 tenperature control device. What that does is encases
20 t he penstock intake in something |like a cylinder or tube
21 or a rectangul ar box structure that allows water from
22 hi gher up in the reservoir to enter the box and cone

23 down into the powerplant intake, therefore w thdraw ng
24 war ner water and rel easing warmer water rather than the
25 relatively cooler water that's currently rel eased. That

0009
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can be used as a test to find out if warner tenperature
i ndeed will have a positive effect downstream i nstead of
just relying on natural processes |ike we've just
experienced with the drought to produce those war mer

rel eases.

Some of the things we've done in the past few
years includes the renoval of non-native fish. That
could be part of the experinental design as well. There
m ght be other things like translocation of species,
alteration of flow reginmes and things |ike that that
could be part of it. Part of the purpose of the neeting
tonight is to get your views on the issues we should
address, the nmethods we should use, and the issues that
we shoul d consider for potential testing.

This is our purpose and need statenent docunent
and this was taken froma Federal Register that was
publ i shed in Decenmber, and you can see there's two parts
toit. One is the increase of scientific understanding
t hrough rigorous testing and the other is to acconplish
the @ en Canyon Dam resource protection

These are sone exanpl es of hypotheses that we
m ght address, but we'd like to hear fromyou if there
are others that you would like or you suggest we address
in these efforts as well.

This is the reason or the need for the EIS or the
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proposed action. The first half of the paragraph is
par aphrasi ng part of the Gand Canyon Protection Act and
the second part shows that the reason we are doing this

is so the decisions the secretary will make in the
future can be better inforned by better science. 1In
fact, if you distill it down to just a couple thoughts,

we want to focus on the core renmining science questions
that are currently unanswered in terms of how this
ecosystem functi ons bel ow the A en Canyon Dam W want
to answer those questions through this experinental
program and that will then allow us to nake better

i nformed decisions in the future.

We covered the tiering a little bit earlier, but
we' Il use those previous NEPA docunents as well as the
1996 EIS. Now, about a year ago we started an
environnental assessnent on this tenperature control
device | referred to earlier, and we got part way
through that and realized it was pretty conpl ex and
pretty controversial, and about the sane tine we were
proposing to conmence on the | ong term experinental
design to rigorously test these hypotheses and realized
t he device was just fundamental to this testing program
So we have decided to conmbine those two together so that
the TCD, if you will, is going to be part of this EIS
So any of the scoping we received on the tenperature
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control device will automatically be part of that, and
any of the comments, all of those will be carried
f orward.

This is what we've done to date. A couple federal
regi ster notices. The adaptive nmanagenent work group is
an advisory commttee, like | referred to earlier. They
have been working for about a year and-a-half on this
experi mental design. They established a science
pl anni ng group with sonme input and help from our
noni toring and research center, the Grand Canyon
noni toring and research center in Flagstaff. That
product was brought to our technical work group as part
of the program and finally a few weeks ago the Adaptive
Managenment work group met to make a recomendation to
the secretary. They basically forwarded on severa
options for consideration in this EIS.

As | nmentioned, the scoping period will conclude
at the end of February, so there's plenty of time to

bring your commrents to us. W'Il have a copy, if you
haven't already received one, of this presentation
We' Il give you these address and E-nmmil addresses for
you to send those comments. | think -- doesn't it also

have our website on it as well? W're going to try -- |
think since nost of the public is internet savvy, we're
going to try and flood our website with pertinent
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i nformati on about this effort. So as we devel op, for
exanpl e, these core questions, we'll post themto the
website so the public can see the progress and the
status of the effort we're naking. As we devel op
alternatives, they'll be there too. W'I|I| probably post
results of previous experinments and other infornmation,
background on the Adaptive Managenent Program as wel .
We' Il then post, by the end of March, |'m assured we'l|l
have it done by then, a result of the scoping efforts
we' re engaging in right now, and nake that avail able as
wel | .

Now, the schedule is pretty rigorous. Qur fina
target is a record decision in Decenber of 2008. W
expect that we can have a draft out by April of '08, and
that will allow a substantial period of tine for public
conment on both the draft and this scoping opportunity
here.

Wth that, | think 1'll open it up for any
qguestions fromyou. Anything you' re wondering about?
And after we answer any questions you m ght have we'll
open it up for specific comments you m ght have. Yes?

MR. OSTLER. Randy, do you envision the scope of
this EIS with regard to nanagenent actions to be
possi bly broad enough to include recovery issues for the
hunpback chub, simlar to what's bei ng done on the upper
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basin? |s that broader than the scope that you envision
for this EI S?

MR. PETERSON: What he's referring to, | think, is
in the upper basin up here we have a recovery
i mpl enentation program So those are formal agreenents
where state and federal government, other parties cone
together with specific goals of recovering endangered
species. There's a couple of themin play, one on the
San Juan River and another one on the rest of the Upper
Col orado basin. And there has been sone tal k about
creating such a programin the Grand Canyon or the | ower
basin. | don't think we have made a deci sion on whet her
this effort here will encapsul ate the creation of a
recovery program but | think that's one of the purposes
for scoping, to get comments |like that. And we'll go
back and try and figure out what the scope is. John?

MR. VEISHEIT: Yeah, | had a question that |
formul ated back in Cctober during the science synposium
by @ en Canyon Dam research center, to a statenent that
Jack Schmidt said, that basically unless you do sedi nent
augrment ation, the beach building habitat flow -- beach
habitat-building flows are nerely topical and will not
really increase the sedinment that you need to preserve
archeol ogi cal sites and habitat beach sites. So are
you -- it doesn't sound |like you're putting a sedi nent
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augrment ati on conponent into this EIS.

MR. PETERSON: | think that's part of the reason
for scoping, to receive coments like that. | can tel
you that the scope of this effort is not yet resolved,
nor have we devel oped alternatives, formal alternatives.
I would say that we have thought about sone of the core
guestions and | think long termsustainability of sand
resources in Grand Canyon is probably one of the key
ones.

| can tell you that we' ve spoken with the Grand
Canyon Monitoring and Research Center the night before
| ast, and they cannot right now answer the question as
to whether BHBFs tined with tributary inputs in
perpetuity is sustainable or not. So I think that's an
open questi on.

You will probably see sone effort made in this
docunent to rigorously test whether or not that's
sustai nable. You're probably aware that we have al ready
conpl eted a contract evaluating the possibility or
potential for sedi nent augnentation, and that report, |
think, is available or soon to be avail abl e through the
website. W'd like it, if you have a question, | guess
she would like you to say and spell your nane. Any
ot her questions?

Ckay. 1'Il open it up for coments now. |If you
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could use the m crophone that would be great, say your
nane clearly. And has everyone signed in? Very good.
And we do have a list of people that have signed up to
gi ve conments, right?

MS. KEELER  Yes.

MR. PETERSON: John, you are first.

MR. VEISHEIT: M nanme is John Wisheit, it's
spelled We-i-s-h-e-i-t, and | represent Living Rivers.
I'mthe Conservation Director. And | also represent the
Wat er Keeper Alliance, Colorado River keeper. Do | have
to do this in five mnutes or less, or --

MR. PETERSON: No.

MR WEISHEIT: | nmean, | would like to say that we
will be witing nore detailed commrents and we will be
organi zing the public as we typically do, and al so
i ncluding other NGOs in this process in the next two
nont hs.

In Cctober of 1996 the Record of Decision for the
Grand Canyon environnental inpact statenment authorized
the preferred alternative known as Modified
Low Fluctuating Flow. In January 1995, the U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service presented their final biologica
opi nion and stated that the preferred alternative, "is
likely to jeopardi ze the continued exi stence of the
hunpback chub and the razorback sucker and is likely to
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destroy or adversely nodify designated critica
habi tat."

In October 2005, the Gand Canyon Monitoring and
Research Center presented their SCORE report on the
state of the ecosystemwhich dealt with the state of the
ecosystemin Grand Canyon which stated, specifically on
page 208, "The current M.FF operation has not resulted
in any increased survival and recruitnment of hunpback
chub despite the prediction of the EIS. "

The biol ogical opinion also stated the alternative
call ed the steady seasonal adjusted flow would be the
best treatnent to renove jeopardy. The biol ogica
opi nion al so expl ai ned that steady fl ow experinents
shoul d be conducted and to build a tenperature contro
device at @ en Canyon Dam which they called selective
wi thdrawal , to conpl ete a nanagenent plan for the Little
Col orado to insure the continued existence of the
razor back sucker, to establish a second popul ation of
hunpback chub and that adaptive managenent woul d be
active not passive.

10 years have passed, and there is no tenperature
control device, there is no Little Colorado R ver
management plan, there is no second popul ati on of
hunpback chub. The razorback sucker is extirpated. The
reports fromthe one and only steady flow experinment in
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2000 are not conprehensive, nor are they useful. |
appreci ated your coments Rich, with Melissa Tranmel,
but they are not conprehensive or useful and obviously
adapti ve nmanagenment is anything but active.

The preferred alternative adversity upon the
designated critical habitat to endangered fish was, of
course, revealed to nenbers of the Colorado R ver nuch
sooner than the GCPMRC report of 2005, and that it was
done through the proceedi ngs of the Adaptive Managenent
Program and t hrough congressional reports fromthe
secretary to congress.

The Departnment of Interior has had sufficient tinme
and cause to initiate a reconsultation with U. S. Fish
and Wldlife and did not do so until citizens intervened
through a lawsuit which was filed in district court in
March 2006, in the 9th District Court. Despite the
conpel I i ng evidence of poor performance before a
wat ching worl d, nisleading statements continued to
emanate fromlinterior's | eadership. Secretary
Kenpt hrone went on record in Decenber 2006 to say that
Adapti ve Managenent Program "is a cutting edge solution
that provides an effective framework and process for
i ntegrating dam operati ons, downstream resource
protecti on and nanagenent, and nonitoring and research
We also are able to better safeguard natural resources
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and i nprove recreational opportunities at @ en Canyon
Nat i onal Recreational Area and Grand Canyon Nationa
Par k. "

Therefore, Living Rivers denies that the Adaptive
Managenment and Departnent of Interior is conmitted to
change its approach to fulfill the nandates of federa
law to protect and preserve and restore the park val ues
of Grand Canyon National Park. Furthernore, Living
Ri vers does not believe jeopardy will be renmoved within
the Iife span of the LTEP, because the process will
continue to be managed through mninalism as the
adm nistrative record already shows. W fully expect
the citizens to return to court, which is our privilege
when the governnment forsakes its responsibilities.

Some of the things that we would Iike to see in
the EIS, and we'll be nuch nore explicit in our letters
in the future, but we definitely think that this program
needs to be integrated with the ongoing EI'S called
shortage criteria, the operations of Lake Powell and
Lake Mead. W also think that the National Oceanic and
At nospheri ¢ Administration should be a cooperating
agency for this EIS. They need to study the future of
the long-termyield of the Colorado River at Lees Ferry,
severe and sustained drought, the inplications of E
Nino, La N na, the Pacific Decadal GCscillation and
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Atlantic Miltidecadal Oscillation

The reason why is because we're very concerned
that it is possible, due to global climte change, that
the yield of the Colorado River could significantly
reduce the levels of both Lake Powel |l and Lake Mead
whi ch woul d alter and change the water quality in G and
Canyon National Park. For exanple, if the conservation
pool is conpletely exhausted there is a possibility that
anaerobi ¢ bacteria, hydrogen sulfide, and supersaline
and nmetal -rich sedinents could be introduced into the
Grand Canyon corridor. So we think that there shoul d be
i nvol ved -- that there should be some sort of funding
mechani smin place for enmergency operations of the
reservoir should the water quality of G and Canyon be
i mpaired.

We think that there should be only one flow regi ne
that should be incorporated, and that's the one in the
bi ol ogi cal opinion, seasonally adjusted steady flows.

We realize that this could be a hinderance to the basin
fund through hydropower revenues, but we believe this is
much nore inportant. |In other words, we don't think the
Grand Canyon shoul d suffer because of the inability to
pay the basin fund through power revenues.

I'"mgoing to skip through sone of this stuff if
you don't mind so that other people can share. W also
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bel i eve that besides the tenperature control device we
shoul d definitely have a funding nmechanism-- that it
shoul d have a fundi ng nechani sm and be involved in this
particular EI'S as well as sedi nent augnentati on.

And in conclusion, when the draft EIS for the LTEP
is published, we fully expect to see a budget and a tine
franme or a nanagenent plan on the Little Col orado River
as reconmended by the biological opinion. There is
continuing frustration about the |ack of progress
concerning projects with the tribes as it relates to the
preservation of their cultural heritage. These prograns
nust be integrated into the LTEP with a budget and a
time frane. The strategic plan of the AMP includes
restoring popul ation of an extirpated species. Such a
pl an nust be incorporated into the LTEP with a budget
and a time frane. The AMP needs to finish the studies
related to study of the non-nmarket val ues of Grand
Canyon resources with a budget and a time frane.

The LTEP must finish and inplenent the conceptual
ecosystem nodeling plan with a budget and a tinme frane.
The tributaries are what keeps the G and Canyon
ecosystem alive and they nust be consistently nonitored
and funded. Living Rivers is not overly concerned wth
managi ng recreational opportunities because by taking
care of the ecosystemand the cultural prograns
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recreation will benefit incidentally.

There is no control site for AMP experinents. The
Nat i onal Acadeny of Sciences has recommended t hat
Cat aract Canyon above Lake Powell would serve this
purpose, and we would like to see that incorporated into
t he LTEP.

Thank you.

MR. PETERSON: Leslie Janes.

M5. JAMES: Thank you. M nane is Leslie Janes,
I'"'mthe Executive Director of the Col orado Ri ver Energy
Di stributors Association, or CREDA. Let me descri be
CREDA a little bit so it will put nmy comments into
context. CREDA is a nonprofit organization established
back in 1978, and represents a mpjority of the
purchasers of hydropower fromthe Col orado River Storage
Project in the six western states. All CREDA nenbers
and all purchasers of CRSP hydropower are non profit
entities. They include cities, towns, co-ops, tribes,
mlitary installations, universities, etcetera. The
energy fromresources of the Col orado River Storage
Project, den Canyon being the | argest resource, about
-- over 70 percent of that resource serves five mllion
people in six western states. And | want to enphasize
again, that all of these purchasers are nonprofit
entities.
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W will be providing some specific conments within
the tine frame all ocated but | wanted to make a couple
of general comments. First of all | think it is timely.
Let's look at this froma nore regional/nationa
perspective. John nentioned climte change. Just
yesterday, the first day of the 110th Congress, in fact
Senator Harry Reed of Nevada introduced | egislation S6
called the National Energy and Environnental Security
Energy or Act of 2007. It's a very short bill, but in
particular it -- one of its purposes is to reduce the
dependence of the United States on foreign and
unsust ai nabl e energy sources.

Anot her purpose of that legislation is to reduce
burdens on consuners of rising energy prices. Now, |
nmention that because the energy resource of the Col orado
Ri ver Storage Project and specifically @ en Canyon Dam
is a clean renewabl e resource. This is a resource that
could be enhanced. This is a resource that has been
pretty substantially inpacted since changed operations
back in 1996, about a third of the capacity of the
resource has not been usable due to the environnenta
restrictions. So, let me put -- that kind of puts in
context one of my general commrents.

Randy' s presentation gave you some background on
the 1956 Col orado River Storage Project Act that
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aut hori zed d en Canyon Dam as well as the 1992 G and
Canyon Protection Act. The decision fromthe 1996
record of decision included the selection of existing
operational alternatives which woul d achi eve an
appropriate bal ance, and that word is used throughout,
so that the operation of @ en Canyon Dam woul d conform
to the direction given in the Grand Canyon Protection
Act while remaining in conpliance with other |ega
mandates. And | will quote, "To bal ance conpeting
interests and to neet statutory responsibilities for
protecting downstream resources, and producing

hydr opower . "

The concept of bal ance was integral to the
selection of this alternative and is repeated in severa
rel ated docunents. "The goal of selecting a preferred
alternative was not to maximze benefits for the nost
resources, but rather to find an alternative dam
operating plan that would permt recovery and |long term
sustainability of downstreamresources, while limting
hydr opower capability and flexibility only to the extent
necessary to achi eve recovery and | ong term
sustainability." And that's a quote fromthe ROD as
well. W clearly support the description contained in
t he proposed action. W have a small concern regarding
t he purpose and need statenment as it's currently



0025

O©CoO~NOOUTA,WNPE

NNNNNNRRRRERRRERRRRR
UORWNROOONOURMWNRO

written.

Part of the purpose and need statenent and |
guote, "increasing scientific understanding of the
ecosystem downstream from @ en Canyon Dani, that should
be secondary to efforts by the secretary to neet the
| egal nmandates while again, "lInproving and protecting
i mportant downstream resources which includes the
generation of hydropower to the maxi mum extent
practicable in accordance with the Col orado River
Storage Project Act. And again, we'll be providing
addi ti onal comments. Thank you.

MR. PETERSON: Thank you Leslie. M. Richard
Quist. Am| saying that right?

MR QU ST: M nanme is Richard Quist, I'ma river
runner. M famly owns and operates a conpany call ed
Moki Mac River Expeditions. W' ve been doing this
since -- well, we've been doing it all of our lives.
We' ve been doing it officially as a conpany since 1969,
and before that nmy dad started plucking us away out of
nom s reach and taking us down the rivers of Uah and
Arizona when we were just little tiny kids. So, we've
had a real connection to the river canyons of the
Col orado River plateau including the G and Canyon.

I just looked through the statistics of use,
recreational use in the Grand Canyon before | cane here
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this evening and | have to say it pales in conparison to
t he power constituency that | just heard stated here of
five mllion, is that what you said, five mllion
peopl e? And probably it pales in conparison to the
constituency of the water users who | guess benefit from
d en Canyon Dam But | don't suspect that the nunber --
| looked at the nunbers froma nine year period, 1998

t hrough 2006, and there were 215,491 peopl e who went
down the Col orado Ri ver through the Grand Canyon during
that tine period.

And | would say that the enotional inpact on those
peopl e far exceeds anything that water users or power
users get fromthe dam because they don't even know
where the power is conming fromand they don't know where
the water is conmng fromreally, | suspect, when it
conmes right down to it.

And so | would urge and hope that this process
woul d include the need to, inasnuch as possible, given
the presence of den Canyon Dam to protect the G and
Canyon and protect the ecol ogy down there and protect
the resource so that we can continue taking these people
down there so they can benefit fromthis enotional and
ment al benefit that they get fromthe experience in --
for the ideas and their benefit of protecting nationa
parks in general, and protecting these resources in the
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country which I think are just hugely hugely inportant.

And as we read through this as a conpany, we'll
certainly be submitting nmore cormments and nore specific
commrent s about what we think the process should be, and
that's about all | had to say. Thank you very nuch.

MR. PETERSON: Thank you. Anyone else like to
make a comment or a statement? John?

MR. WEISHEIT: Yeah, if that's okay. | forgot to
mention, we'll be asking for the decomm ssioning
alternative. But three things | think that need to be
the nost clearly stated as far as Living Rivers is
concerned. Seasonally adjusted steady flows. Build a
tenperature control device. Build a sedinment
augrment ati on device. The reason why is because these
are the three things that will prove if Adaptive
Managenent works or not. And that is actually the

charge, | believe, of this EIS and this group, is
because until -- | mean, as far as | have read the
literature, Adaptive Managenent is a theory. It has not

actually ever been applied to the operations of a big
dam successfully. And this is the nandate of the
Adapti ve Managenent Program You should be doi ng these
progranms to prove that this is a way to not only manage
this dam but all future danms in the world. So you
should be committed to do this.
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And we fully expect to see these things happen and
devel op because what's been going on for the last 10
years is nothing. | nean the program has absol utely
nothing to show for it, and that has to change. And
that's why we're filing the lawsuit and that's why we'l|l
file another one if we feel conpelled to do this, and we
will.

But Leslie, I'msorry, hydropower is not a clean
energy source. | would love to take you on a Cataract
Canyon trip to show you the hydrogen sulfite and the
net hane gas that conmes out of the sedinent deposits in
upper reservoirs. The hydropower alters water quality,
it is not a clean source of energy. | would rmuch prefer
a different kind of renewabl e energy than hydropower. |
don't think it's a good clean source of power.

MR, PETERSON. One point | want to nmake again is
that the witten comments are every bit as val uabl e as
any verbal ones, and we read every one of those, every
card that cones in, every E-mail that cones in, so
pl ease take advantage of that. |In the handout we do
have the E-mmil address. Maybe | can introduce Dennis
Kubly, he's the program nmanager for the program and his
E-mai | and phone nunber is there as well as nmine. And
like | said earlier, we will be conmitted to having a
pretty thorough and descriptive website as the nonths
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unfold here. [|f you' ve got questions about anything,
pl ease give us a call, so that what we're doing is
cl ear.

Any other comments? If not, we'll be around unti
8:00 so feel free to talk to us

MR WAYNE COOK: The tinme frane for the EI'S, did
you do that?

MR. PETERSON: That's the schedul e there. The
scoping neeting is one of the first things we do.
Actually we had a Federal Register notice in early
Novenber at the start of the process and announced to
the public that we intended to create an EIS. So if you
t hi nk about the Novenber and Decenber tine frame, we're
all owi ng four nonths to have public input on the scope,
t hi ngs that should be studied, the nethodol ogy, things
like that. Very interested in what you have to say.

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Just for clarification, you
say develop alternatives May 2007. Does that nean it
starts then or ends then?

MR. PETERSON: They woul d be done by then. And
our scoping reports would be available at the end of
March, | hope. Oher comments of questions? Thank you.
Have a good eveni ng and thanks again for com ng.

(Whereupon the neeting was adj ourned.)
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