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Dear Friends of the Grand Canvon:

The Coloraao River Management Plan (CRMP) 1s finalized and has been posted 1in the
Federai Register ror 30 davs. A copy of the Finding of No Signiricant Impact

signed bv the Regionai Director and the Svnopsis of Public Comment to the drart
CRMP are enclosed.

Grand Canvon National Park has determined that the cost of mailing the rinai plan

1s prohibitive. The mailing cost of the draft CRMP was 34,000. The National
' Technical Information Service will print and distribute the final plan for

approximately 15 dollars and should be available December 15. The address 1s:

United States Department of Commerce
National Technical Information Service
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, Virginia 22161

The Colorado River Management Plan 1is available for review at Grand Canvon
National Park. Copies of the plan are also located in the mailn branch of public

libraries 1n Flagstatf. Phoenix. Tucson. Salt Lake City. Cedar City. Denver.
Reno. San Francisco. and Sacramento.

The Colorado River Management Plan will be responsive, on an annual basis. to
results of research, monitoring programs, and public and constituent group input.
Interested persons are encouraged to submit comments to the Superintendent for
consideration at any time for use in the annual review.

The Glen Canyon Environmental Studies (GCES) began in December 1982 to determine
the 1mpact of operations of the Glen Canyon Dam on the downstream ecological and
environmental resources within the Grand Canyon National Park and the Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area. In 1988, the first GCES report indicated that the
operation of Glen Canyon Dam has substantial adverse effects on downstream
environmental and recreational resources. However. due to the fact
that the studies were conducted during years of record high runoff of
‘ the Colorado River. it was determined that additional studies
concerning the impact of low and fluctuating flows were needed.
These studies will now be encompassed in the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement requested on July 27. 1989 by
Secretary of the Interior. Manual Lujan. Grand Canyon National Park

will incorporate results of these studies in the future management of
the Colorado River.




3. LOWER GORGE MANAGEMENT:

Interim guldelines have been designea to regulate use coming upriver
from Lake Mead during deveiopment of a comprehensive Coloraao River
Lower Gorge Management Plan.

h. RIVER TRIPS CONDUCTED FOR RESEARCH PURPOSES:

A method was defined ror appiication of river trips conducted for
research purposes.

Grand Canvon National Park thanks ail who contributed i1n the review orf the
Colorado River Management Plan.

Sincerelyv,

/ fl o) | ’ ~
i »L\Cuw —
John H. Davais

’ _/Sﬁ’perlntendent



“INDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT i¥PACT
fOR
1989 REVISICN - CCLORADO RIVER MANAGEMENT PLAN
SRAND CANYON NATICNAL PARK, ARIZONA
JULY, 1989

YATURE OF THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES CCNSIDERED:

'n 1987, Grana Canyon Nationat Park pegan review ot the Ccisrago River Management Plan (CRMP)Y,
througn a public orocess that resuitted 1n qevetopment Of a aratt (revisea) pian and environmentat
issessment. -2 environmental assessment evatuated only two alternatives: ccntinuead management

unaer the 1981 plan; anag, the 1ni1Tiation of management uncer the revisea olan (the prererrea alterna-
tive).

In evaluating tne proposal, the envirormmental assessment ccnsigerea the effects of changes proposead
by the revisea pLan, cComOaring 1ts 'moacts to those or the 1981 olan. The 1981 plan assumea that the
1979 CRMP Environmental [mpact Statement was still valid ana comoinea provisions of severat ot the
slternatives evatuated in the 1979 EIS: thus, tne environmental assessment ftcr the revisea (1989)
slan tierea ort the 1979 EIS. [n assessing cumutative imoacts, (ne environmentat assessment tor the
-Lrrent oropesal conctudes that the revised plan consistS cf soerational rerinements and goes not

.opear o estapblish actions and incremental 1moacts aaversely arrecting naturat ana cuitural resours
-es pevona tncse Levels resutting unaer tne 1981 ptan.

SUMMARY OF PUSLIC REVIEW:

{n Marcn ot 1987, CRMP review was initiated with the maiiing or <000 notifications to individuais,
meata, INnterest groups, congressionat delegations ana cocoerating agencies; cver 1000 planning guiges
were requested by those interested 1N CONTribUtiNg to the identitication of major issues. [n July or
1987, the parx oegan revision ot the Colorado River Management Plan with a workshop to discuss
Colorado River management issues with researchers, concessioners and public constituents. {n Marcn
1988, an issue workbook was mailed to approximatety 400 individuals, agencies and institutions tor
their review ana input (over 50 were returned); puoiic meetings were held in Flagstaff, AZ, Denver,
€O, and Reno, NV, during April ana May (with approximately eighty-four individuals attending).
fFollowing evaiuation of comments, Oraft Preferred Alternatives were deveiopea and presented 1n
meetings neld in mid-July with the Grana Canvon Concessioner's Steering Committee and the Constituent
Advisory Committee (made up of naturat and social science researchers, noncommercial user groups,
commercial river guides ana envirormental organizations). [n August, the Preferred Alternatives were
mailed out, with comments receivea from the puoiic for a 30 day period. Cn Novemoer 10, 1988, a
Oraft Colorago River Management Plan/Environmental Assessment was distriputea to over 500 ingivia-
uals, agencies and institutions; the 30-day review period was announcea 1n the federat Reagister 1n
Novemoer, 1788. Cn Decempoer 20, 1588, the public review period was extenaeg an additionat thirty
days, for those neeaing additional time to formutate comments. Cne hunared ana thirty written
responses were received during the entire public review period, twenty four of which were received
during the extension period. A summary of public comments was prepared. Soth a draft of this
FINDING and the summary of public comments were made avaiiable for a 30-day public review period, as

announced in the Federal Register, dated July 24, 1989, on page 30800. Tweive copies of the FINDING
were requested and distributed; no comments were received.

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES:

The plan provides for improvea management and monitoring througn its adootance of limits of accep-
table change and a defined researcn and monitoring program; seasonal contact/crowding levels are

specified, ana acceptable influence of recreationat use on natural and cultural resources, traiting
development and water quality are gefined.

The Nationat Park Service conducted an informat section 7 consuttation with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service. The primary impacts on (1Steq species, 'n particutar: the humoback chub, batd eagte ana
peregrine falcon are, more tikely than not, due to the direct result of the operations of Glen Canvon
Dam. Any changes in visitor use due to the imptementation of the Revised CRMP wouid be minor ana
incremental to existing impacts. To the best of our knowledge, past river use by visitors has had no
discernible impact on these species. This is not to say, categoricaily, that impacts do not exist.

The CRMP is a dynamic document. The intent of the National Park Service is to revise the CRMP, es-
peciaily witn respect to the arorementioned spectes, as soon as the current researcn associlatedg with
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(MPACT / MITIGATION MATRIX

c4RK: G(rana Canvon Nationat Park

SR0JECT: 1989 Colorado River Management Plan Revision
[MPACT PRESCRIBED MITIGATION AND
RESPONSIBILITY
Counting or Commerciat deaanead trics, 1. “onrtoring will be necessary to det-

Traveling downriver with emoty boats to Phan-

. o ermine ' the action accomptisnes 1tsdesirea
om Ranch, against the launcn Limit for tne

zay of launch is intendea to reauce ccngestion objective, of regucing CcONTacts and crowaing
ina  crowading gownriver, as resutted under tne downstream cof Phantom Ranch. The opjec-
‘781 plan where ceaaheaas coutd launcn aiong tive of the monitoring will be to assess the
~ith a fullscheaute of 166 persons launcn- launcn cays of those groups witn which the
‘~g. Though wuntikely, this action coutd act- deagheaa tripsmake contacts, rotlowing 1ts
.,ally resutt in increased crowding, or 1tmay taking on passengers at Phantom Ranch.

e possible that aogttionat crowaing ccutad Other mcnitoring programs snoutd indicate
-2 mitigated througn an atternative tauncn normatl ccntact/crowalng  leveis in the ao-
‘Zenarto.

sence ot ceaaneading trips. Lxoarison ot
the two may 1ndicate neea tC rerine the
deagheaa scheouling proceaure. Jesponst-
bility: Resources Management.

2. Supplementat launcnes 1ntendea to 2. Monttoring will be necessary to as-
provide private users equitable access to the cess wnether sociolngical impacts will occur
user-aay ailocation may result in socioiogical for those groups double launcning together.
impacts to the groups that doublie-t{auncnh Assessing such impact will require sociolog-
together; these groups may compete for ical science methodology, which must be
campsites or spend periods of time in sight undertaken througn sociologists;this work

of each other that are unacceptabie to one cannot be undertaken eartierthan FY-90.

or both of the groups. Funding has been requested. Possible mitiga-

tions, 1f indicated by monitoring, may inclu-
de: allowing double launches, but wWith
groups with different itinerariesonty; double
launcnes on high launch days, so that down
stream contacts are with faster poats that
launchned on (ow density {aunch dates; and
reduction of launches from bpoth the come
mercial and noncommercial sectors. Res-
ponsibility:Resources Management.

3. Defined management objectives, in 3.
the form of Limits of Acceptable Change are
included in the plan.

Monitoring programs necessary to
support these management cbjectives are
specified in the matrices outtining the Limits
of Acceptapie Change. [ f impacts/influence-
/chanae occurs, as indicatea by monitoring,
above those leveisspecified as acceptabte,
the prescriped means of assuring accomoptish-
ment will be impiemented; some actions may
best be accomptished following an action
speciticenvironmental assessment, in order
to assure adequate public invotvement in



