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Resource Conflicts Below Glen Canyon Dam
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Sportfish and Endangered Fish

Typical Daily Cycle of Glen Canyon Releases
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Structure of the GCDAMP
Secretary of
the Interior

Adaptive Management 
Work Group

GCMRCTechnical 
Work Group

Independent 
Review Panel(s)

Designee

� 5 DOI agencies (USBR, 
USGS, FWS, NPS, BIA) and 
DOE (WAPA)
� 5 Indian tribes (Hopi, 
Paiute, Hualapai, Navajo, 
Zuni)
� 2 Environmental groups 
(Grand Canyon Trust and 
Grand Canyon Wildlands
Council)

� 7 Colorado River 
Basin States (WY, CO, 
UT, NM, AZ, NV, CA) and 
AZ Game and Fish
� 2 Power user groups 
(CREDA and UAMPS)
� 2 Recreation groups 
(Grand Canyon River 
Guides and Federation 
of Flyfishers)

DOI
Policy Group



How the GCDAMP Functions
• The Adaptive Management Program focus is on the 

Colorado River ecosystem;
• Models are developed to reveal the potential effects of 

policies, activities, or practices that are being considered 
for implementation;

• Questions are formulated as testable hypotheses regarding 
the expected responses or linkages of the Colorado River 
ecosystem to dam operations and other management 
actions;

• Experiments are conducted to test hypotheses and answer 
questions;

• Management activities reveal, through monitoring and 
evaluation of results, the accuracy or completeness of the 
earlier predictions; and

• New knowledge and information produced through 
experimentation are incorporated into management 
recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior.

RECLAMATION



1996

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000

35000

J F M A M J J A S O

Month

F
lo

w
 (

cf
s)

2000

Scenario 1. GCMRC Recommended Water Year 2002-03 Tr eatment

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

40,000

45,000

50,000

A
ug

-0
2

S
ep

-0
2

O
ct

-0
2

N
ov

-0
2

D
ec

-0
2

Ja
n-

03

F
eb

-0
3

M
ar

-0
3

A
pr

-0
3

M
ay

-0
3

Ju
n-

03

Ju
l-0

3

A
ug

-0
3

S
ep

-0
3

Date

D
is

ch
ar

ge

Maximum Daily Flow

Minimum Daily Flow

ROD 
Flows

Tributary Sediment Input

Low Steady Flows to Retain 
Sediment. Could be low level 
ROD Flows

BHBF - 45,000 cfs. or higher Fluctuating Flows for 
Sediment Re-working 
and Disadvantaging Non-
native Fish Combined 
with Removal of Non-
native Salmonids in the 
LCR Reach

ROD Operations - Unknown Hydrology for 2003

2004

Experimental Hydrographs
Required Sediment Triggers
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Fine Sediment Conservation
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Endangered Humpback Chub

Endangered humpback Endangered humpback 

chub numbers have chub numbers have 

declined, then stabilized, declined, then stabilized, 

and now may be and now may be 

increasing. What factors increasing. What factors 

have caused these have caused these 

changes?changes?

Melis et al. 2006
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Non-native Fish Control
Electrofishing Species Composition in the LCR Remov al Reach
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Electrofishing Catch by Species in the LCR Removal Reach
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Glen Canyon Dam Release Temperatures
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2007 Activities

• EIS and ROD on Colorado River Lower Basin 
Shortage Guidelines and Coordinated Management 
Strategies for the Operations of Lake Powell and 
Lake Mead

• Long-Term Experimental Plan (10 yrs) for the 
GCDAMP

• Biological Assessment on the Operation of Glen 
Canyon Dam and Proposed Experimental Flows for 
the Colorado River Below Glen Canyon Dam During 
the Years 2008-2012

• Science Plan for a High-Flow Test in Spring 2008
• Addressing Legal Challenges




