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JOINT HEARING ON THE SIERRA CLUB’S PRO-
POSAL TO DRAIN LAKE POWELL OR RE-
DUCE ITS WATER STORAGE CAPABILITY

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL PARKS AND PuUBLIC LANDS AND THE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER, COMMITTEE ON RE-
SOURCES, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. James V. Hansen
[chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public
Lands] and Hon. John Doolittle [chairman of the Subcommittee on
Water and Power] presiding.

Mr. HANSEN. This meeting will come to order. Good morning.
The Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands and the
Subcommittee on Water and Power will come to order.

John Doolittle of California is the Chairman of the Committee of
Water and Power and is sitting to my right. And together we will
conduct this hearing.

I ask unanimous consent that all of the testimony from Members
of Congress and Senate be allowed in the record. Is there objection?
Hearing none, so ordered.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. HANSEN. We are conducting this joint oversight hearing to
explore the proposal of draining Lake Powell as passed unani-
mously by the Sierra Club Board of Directors on November 16,
1996. Any discussion of the issue brings some disbelief from some
observers. However, we have with us today Mr. Adam Werbach,
President of the Sierra Club, who is a strong proponent of the idea.
We expected to have Mr. David Brower with us today, but, unfortu-
nately, his wife is ill, and he is unable to attend. Our best wishes
go out to the Browers and we hope everything is fine.

We look forward to the testimony this morning. There will be
many questions asked. And I hope that the witnesses can provide
answers for the serious consequences this proposal would bring.
There are concerns from the States of Utah, Wyoming, Colorado,
New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, and California. Millions of people
could potentially be affected with water shortages, electric power
outages, and loss of millions of hours of recreational enjoyment.

There is a long history behind the development of the Colorado
River. And the Glen Canyon Dam provides perhaps the most inter-
esting history. This Nation’s urge to move West spawned the
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taming of the Colorado River and turned this one unpredictable re-
source into a water energy and recreation source for millions of
people.

Mr. Brower played an important role in the policy to build Glen
Canyon. I was hopeful we could hear some of that history today.
However, Congress and the President made the policy decision in
1956 to build this dam. And millions of people now utilize the re-
sources Glen Canyon provides.

Today, over 2.5 million people visit Lake Powell each year. Prior
to the filling of the lake, only a few hundred people had ever seen
Rainbow Bridge. Now tens of thousands of people visit Rainbow
Bridge annually, see Hole-in-the-Rock, and thousands of other spec-
tacular views from Lake Powell.

I have to admit I boat Lake Powell and have since its first year
it was allowed and been going back ever since. I've witnessed a
change from an isolated desert lake to one of the most popular na-
tional park units in the Nation. Thus, I have to say I am personally
somewhat concerned about Lake Powell, but I'm also concerned
about the people who enjoy its recreation, people who use the
power it generates, and the people who need the water that it
stores.

Now, 40 years later, the Sierra Club proposes to turn back the
clock and drain the lake in an attempt to restore Glen Canyon.
This would be a complete reversal of the policy path this country
chose many years ago.

This hearing is designed to put all the facts on the table and
analyze the potential impacts of such a proposal. Everyone is enti-
tled to their opinion, and we respect that. And I have nothing but
respect for the Sierra Club and their members. We simply want to
explore fully this idea so that Congress, the public, and the media
understand the consequences such a policy change would have on
the Colorado River and the States that benefit from his resource.

There are three agencies in the Federal Government here to tes-
tify this morning. Furthermore, the Executive Directors of Natural
Resources for two States and the Navajo Nation will testify on the
need for Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Powell for the well-being of
the people they represent.

And, finally, we will hear from the board an array of users of the
power, water, and recreation this reservoir provides to millions of
people.

I look forward to the testimony we will receive this morning and
to the statements and questions of my colleagues. Due to the num-
bers of Members that I think will be dribbling in that we will have
here today, I think we will have to stay strictly to the 5-minute
rule for opening statements, testimony of witnesses, and followup
round of questions.

I would, before recognizing my colleague, Mr. Doolittle of Cali-
fornia, I would somewhat like to just outline how we are going to
do this today. We would urge our colleagues to be brief in their
opening statements, if they would be. Keep in mind the respect we
have for everyone here in the room. And then I understand there
is a possibility of, possibly, a couple of Senators coming over. We
will insert them when they come over.
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Then, we will go to panel one, which will be Commissioner of the
Bureau of Reclamation, Dennis Galvin of the National Park Serv-
ice, and Mr. Hacskaylo, Acting Director of the Western Area Power
Administration.

On panel two, we were going to have Mr. David Brower. We will
have on panel two Mr. Adam Werbach, the President of the Sierra
Club; Mr. Ted Stewart, Executive Director of Utah Department of
Natural Resources; Rita P. Pearson, Director of Arizona Depart-
ment of Water Resources; and Mark Whitlock, Executive Director
of FAME.

And then we will go to panel three, Jim Lochhead, Executive Di-
rector of Colorado Department of Natural Resources; Melvin
Bautista, Executive Director of the Navajo Nation Division of Nat-
uﬁal Resources; Larry E. Tarp, Chairman of Friends of Lake Pow-
ell.

Then we will go to panel four: Robert Elliot, Arizona Raft Adven-
tures; Joseph Hunter, Executive Director, Colorado River Energy
Distribution Association; and David Wegner, Ecosystem Manage-
ment International.

We may mix you up a little bit. So if that is all right with every-
one, we will try to work this out so that it is fair and reasonable
for all people concerned.

Mr. Doolittle.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hansen follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF UTAH

Good Morning. The Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands and the
Subcommittee on Water and Power will come to order.

We are conducting this joint oversight hearing to explore the proposal of draining
Lake Powell as passed unanimously by the Sierra Club Board of Directors on No-
vember 16, 1996. Any discussion of this issue brings disbelief from many observers,
however, we have with us today Mr. Adam Werbach, President of the Sierra Club
who is a strong proponent of this idea. We expected to have Mr. David Brower with
us today but unfortunately his wife is ill and he is unable to attend. Our best wishes
go out to the Brower’s and we hope everything is fine.

We look forward to the testimony this morning. There will be many questions
asked, and I hope that the witnesses can provide sensible answers for the serious
consequences this proposal would bring. There are concerns not only from my State
of Utah, but Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, and California. Mil-
lions of people could potentially be affected with water shortages, electric power out-
ages and loss of millions of hours of recreational enjoyment.

There is a long history behind the development of the Colorado River, and the
Glen Canyon Dam provides perhaps the most interesting history. This Nation’s urge
to move West spawned the taming of the Colorado River and turned this once un-
predictable resource into a water, energy, and recreation resource for millions of
people. Mr. Brower played an important role in the policy to build Glen Canyon dam
and I was hopeful we could hear some of that history today. However, Congress and
the President made the policy decision in 1956 to build this dam and millions of
people now utilize the resources Glen Canyon dam provides. Today, over 2.5 million
people visit Lake Powell each year. Prior to the filling of the lake, only a few hun-
dred people had ever seen Rainbow Bridge. Now, tens of thousands of people visit
Rainbow Bridge annually, see Hole-in-the-Rock, and thousands of other spectacular
views from Lake Powell. I boated on Lake Powell the first year it was allowed and
have been going back ever since. I have witnessed the change from an isolated
desert lake to one of the most popular National Park units in the Nation. Thus, I
am personally very concerned about Lake Powell, but am also concerned about the
people who enjoy its recreation, people who use the power it generates and the peo-
ple who need the water it stores.

Now, forty years later, the Sierra Club proposes to turn back the clock and drain
the lake in an attempt to restore Glen Canyon. This would be a complete reversal
of the policy path this country chose many years ago. This hearing is designed to
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put all of the facts on the table and analyze the potential impacts of such a pro-
posal. Everyone is entitled to their opinion and I have nothing but respect for the
Sierra Club and their members. We simply want to explore fully this idea so that
Congress, the public and the media understand the consequences such a policy
change would have on the Colorado River and the States that benefit from its re-
sources.

There are three agencies of the Federal Government here to testify this morning.
Furthermore, the Executive Directors of Natural Resources for two states and the
Navajo Nation will testify on the need for Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Powell for
the well-being of the people they represent. And finally, we will hear from a broad
array of users of the power, water, and recreation this reservoir provides to millions
of people.

I look forward to the testimony we will receive this morning and to the statements
and questions of my colleagues. Due to the number of Members and witnesses we
have here today, I will strictly adhere to the five minute rule for opening state-
ments, testimony from witnesses, and follow-up rounds of questions.

I recognize my colleague, Mr. Doolittle of California, Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Water and Power for his opening remarks.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you. We will hear today many facts and
figures concerning Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Powell. All are im-
portant as a part of the discussion. But I want to add my own per-
sonal sense of the importance of Lake Powell. Standing on the
shore of the lake or gliding quietly over the surface of the water
deep in one of the many canyons or flying over the majestic reach
of Lake Powell, you have an opportunity to experience a unique
natural resource. From the quiet canyons to secluded vistas to re-
mote beaches, Lake Powell provides one of life’'s truly refreshing
pleasures.

I, along with tens of millions of others, have had the chance to
experience this beauty and grandeur. It would not exist and could
not be enjoyed if we had not had the foresight and courage to cre-
ate this wonder. I, for one, would not support any step to destroy
this beautiful gem that has meant so much to so many people.

Beyond its scenic and recreational qualities, Lake Powell is a
source of both clean hydropower as well as water storage. Draining
Lake Powell would have negative environmental impacts, eliminate
water stored for millions of people throughout the Southwest, and
destroy the delicate balance of water rights between the upper and
the lower Colorado River basins. It would eliminate a renewable
power source serving businesses and residences all over the West-
ern United States.

Among all sources of electric power today, hydropower provides
an unusual ability to enhance the reliability of our electric system.
And the hydropower lost would be replaced by burning fossil fuels
at a time when the Federal Government is looking to use our re-
sources efficiently and to reduce our deficit. Draining Lake Powell
would result in lost revenues measured in the billions of dollars.

For decades, the water laws governing the Colorado River have
evolved to meet the competing needs of the Western States. Those
laws are based in the existence of Lake Powell as a major water
storage resource. Elimination of this foundational piece in the
interlocking water puzzle would throw the entire Colorado River
system into chaos.
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The decision to build Glen Canyon Dam and create Lake Powell
was made after many years of review, years when informed people
on many sides of the debate had an opportunity to weigh the
choices.

When that process was finished, huge commitments of time,
money and resources were made. History recorded a decision. Peo-
ple, States, businesses, populations all relied on that decision. To
those who did not like that decision who wish to rewrite that his-
tory, we can only say there is a time when all of us must let go.

Glen Canyon Dam was built. The beautiful and serene Lake
Powell was formed. It fulfills the diverse needs of millions of Amer-
icans. Let us make the best use of this magnificent resource. It is
a decision we can live with.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Doolittle follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

We will hear, today, many facts and figures concerning Glen Canyon Dam and
Lake Powell. All are an important part of the discussion. But I want to add my own
personal sense of the importance of Lake Powell. Standing on the shore of the lake,
or gliding quietly over the surface of the water deep in one of the many canyons,
or flying over the majestic reach of Lake Powell you have an opportunity to experi-
ence a unique natural resource. From the quiet canyons, to secluded vistas, to re-
mote beaches, Lake Powell provides one of life’s truly refreshing pleasures. I, along
with tens of millions, have had the chance to experience this beauty and grandeur.
It would not exist and could not be enjoyed if we had not had the foresight and cour-
age to create this wonder. I for one would not support any step to destroy this beau-
tiful gem that has meant so much to so many people.

Beyond its scenic and recreational qualities, Lake Powell is a source of both clean
hydropower as well as water storage. Draining Lake Powell would have negative en-
vironmental impacts, eliminate water stored for millions of people throughout the
southwest, and destroy the delicate balance of water rights between the upper and
lower Colorado River basins. It would eliminate a renewable power source serving
businesses and residences all over the western United States. Among all sources of
electric power today, hydropower provides an unusual ability to enhance the reli-
ability of our electric system. And the hydropower lost would be replaced by burning
fossil fuels. At a time when the Federal Government is looking to use our resources
efficiently and to reduce our deficit, draining Lake Powell would result in lost reve-
nues measured in the billions of dollars.

For decades, the water laws governing the Colorado River have evolved to meet
the competing needs of the western states. Those laws are based on the existence
of Lake Powell as a major water storage resource. Elimination of this foundational
piece in the interlocking water puzzle would throw the entire Colorado River system
into chaos.

The decision to build Glen Canyon Dam and create Lake Powell was made after
many years. Years when informed people on many sides of the debate had an oppor-
tunity to weigh the choices. When that process was finished huge commitments of
time, money, and resources were made. History recorded the decision. People,
states, businesses, populations all relied on that decision. To those who did not like
that decision, who wish to rewrite that history we can only say there is a time when
all of us must let go. Glen Canyon Dam was built. The beautiful and serene Lake
Powell was formed. It fulfills the diverse needs of millions of Americans. Let us
make the best use of this magnificent resource. It is a decision we can live with.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Kil-
dee.

Mr. KiLDEE. Mr. Chairman, for the sake of time, I will not have
an opening statement and look forward to listening to the wit-
nesses.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Utah, Mr. Cannon.
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHRIS CANNON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, my dis-
trict contains the entire Utah portion of Lake Powell. Today, you
will hear several witnesses testify as to the logical reasons for pre-
serving the integrity of the lake.

As the Committee will hear, Lake Powell provides substantial
power, drinking and irrigation water, and protection from ravenous
floods for millions of people, people whose lives now depend upon
the lake’s existence. Not to mention the fact that Lake Powell is
incomparable in scale and quality to any other recreational area in
America, providing world renowned water recreation to some 3 mil-
lion people every year.

Chairman, draining the lake is a ridiculous idea. I remember the
debate before Glen Canyon Dam was built. The environmental ef-
fects were discussed. Frankly, I was offended at the idea that we
would build a dam there and destroy what I think was a wonderful
area, even though I was quite young at the time. The damage to
the canyon was acknowledged at that time. The decision to go for-
ward was made. It is too late to change that now simply because
some have grown sentimental for Glen Canyon.

What existed then could never be restored. To suggest otherwise
is silly. I dare say this could be the silliest proposal discussed in
the 105th Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen environmental proposals in my dis-
trict that can only be described as dumb, some monumentally
dumb. But now, Mr. Chairman, we have dumb and dumber. In that
spirit, I would like to introduce my top 10 environmental ideas that
might be even dumber than draining Lake Powell.

Number 10, remove the Statute of Liberty and reclaim Liberty
Island. Number 9, return New Orleans and Southern Louisiana to
its natural wetlands state. Number 8, dismantle all white houses
cluttering our Nation’s shorelines. Number 7, return Mount Rush-
more to its pristine state. Number 6, repack Manhattan’s linking
tunnel. Number 5, remove the Golden Gate Bridge from the San
Francisco Bay. Number 4, rip up the interstate highways that litter
our landscape. Number 3, fill in Lake Erie Canal. Number 2, re-
turn Washington to its original and swampy wetlands, a proposal
that might well be received around the country. And Number 1,
designate a 1.7-million-acre national monument in Southern Utah
without any hearings. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. I caution the gentleman here that everyone’s enti-
tled to their viewpoint, and we’ll treat everybody with respect.

The gentleman from Arizona.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN SHADEGG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Mr. SHADEGG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first say that
I have grave reservations about this hearing. I did not hear, nor
did my staff learn of this hearing until a little over a week ago.
And I did not have a chance to invite witnesses until all of the wit-
nesses from Arizona had been invited. I was not afforded that op-
portunity until last Thursday.
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So I have grave concern that those of us who are in opposition
to this idea have not had sufficient time to prepare and, with that,
may at some point want to request a future hearing. But with that,
let me give you my opening statement.

We will hear testimony today about how some people think it
would be wonderful to turn back the clock. And, indeed, sometimes,
we would perhaps all like to do so. At times, we all wish we could
do things differently in retrospect. But it cannot happen. Time
moves in only one direction.

The wishful thinking and the ill-conceived proposal which brings
us here today calls to mind the lines from Edward Fitzgerald’s
“Rubiyat of Omar Khayyam:” “The moving finger writes; and hav-
ing writ, moves on: Nor all your piety nor wit shall lure it back to
cancel half a line, nor all your tears wash out a word of it.”

Time moves in one direction, and that is how God intended it.
In this life, each of us is called to look forward, not backward.

We will hear testimony today claiming that one of God’s creation
has been destroyed by man and one of man’s creations. No one here
is so arrogant as to say that man’s works can replace those of God.
But I am here to stand foursquare in favor of Lake Powell and
Glen Canyon Dam as beautiful and functional works, albeit man-
made. Let us not forget as we consider this issue that man is one
of God’s creations and that man’s creations often honor his God.

Ultimately, why is this issue before us? It is certainly within the
purview of Congress to right wrongs. And there will be testimony
claiming that the dam and the lake are wrong. The Sierra Club
President has called the dam a horrible mistake of humanity and
an arrogant symbol of technology. Though, in my mind, technology
has raised humanity to extraordinary heights.

There also will be testimony as to how right the dam and lake
are, from solving water and power needs in seven Western States,
to the beauty and recreational opportunities afforded to all citizens.
I can assure you firsthand they are a wonder. I have spent more
than two dozen nights on Lake Powell and explored every canyon
from Wahweap to Bullfrog.

One man who will testify here takes credit for raising the issue
to national prominence. He has said that he virtually alone is re-
sponsible for Glen Canyon Dam and that he has suffered 40 years
of guilt over it.

One organization, the Sierra Club, has acknowledged that it is
suffering from decline in younger membership and believe this is
the kind of high profile litmus test issue that will boost its youthful
membership.

Another man, who will not testify here today, but who has found-
ed an institute to study the issue and provide reliable data says,
and I quote, “At its heart, this is a religious issue.”

We will hear testimony from others which will provide hard facts
and scientific data upon which we may draw valid conclusions. But
I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, this issue is before us for the most
spurious of reasons. This issue is driven by ego, sentimentality,
guilt, and a desire for profit. That is hardly a good basis on which
to build public policy.

I am hopeful that a meaningful discussion of issues regarding
dam safety, long-term siltation studies, the future of remediation
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and mitigation will be raised and discussed here. But I state as un-
equivocally as I possibly can, Lake Powell should not be drained.
It is an ill-conceived proposal that appears to be advanced for per-
sonal and institutional gain, and I will oppose it with every ounce
of energy I have.

Even a Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club, arguably the chapter
most affected by this plan, acknowledge that time has rendered the
issue moot. Ann Wechshler, leader of the Utah Chapter said, and
I quote, “We were not consulted. We do not support the draining.”

Current habitats both above and below the dam are stable, thriv-
ing and providing for the rebound of such endangered species as
the peregrine falcon and bald eagle. Lees’s Ferry in my State is
home to a world class trout fishery.

Flow controls from the dam in last year’s simulated flood has
shown the Grand Canyon can be maintained as a thriving eco-
system. The amount and variety of wildlife supported by Lake Pow-
ell has been cataloged and studied to ensure its success. Were the
lake to be drained, all that would be lost. The lack of scouring
floods through the Grand Canyon has allowed a rich variety of
plant and animal life to make a home there. It is true that the
habitats have changed, but that does not make them worse. And
by most accounts, they are better.

There are many problems that must be resolved in this debate.
For instance, the sediment contained in Lake Powell likely contains
toxic concentrations of heavy metals and uranium that could de-
stroy the Grand Canyon as well as Lake Mead if we were to drain
Lake Powell as proposed.

Of greater concern than that, however, is the silt not carried
away in the water, but which dries out and becomes airborne in
many violent storms within the region. As many as 12 times a
year, the dry Owens Lake in California is whipped by winds that
cut visibility to zero and put 25 times the EPA maximum amount
of particulates into the air.

Do we drain Lake Powell only to visually obscure the Grand Can-
yon and other surrounding national parks? Do we drain Lake Pow-
ell only to expose hundreds of thousands of citizens to toxic dust?

Proponents attempt to counter the enormous economic loss that
draining Lake Powell would cause, from lost power generation,
water storage, tourism, and more, by stating that one million acre
feet of water evaporate from the lake each year. What they don’t
say is that those million acre feet are the result of storage, not
wasted flows.

The Colorado is already fully used, fully apportioned. Elimi-
nating the dam will not cause one more gallon of water to flow. It
will simply cause water hardships in dry years and water waste in
wet years.

The total loss by evaporation which they claim, if the figures are
even accurate, is a mere 4 percent of Lake Powell’s capacity. And
of course, water lost to evaporation is not lost at all. Even school
clllildren know it rises to form clouds and fall as rain somewhere
else.

Mr. Chairman, we are a Nation built on the principle that to look
forward is to grow and to thrive. To dwell in the past is to wither
and die. Not all change is perfect and good and true, but change
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is inevitable. And to learn from our mistakes is noble and right. To
turn our backs on progress for the sake of sentimental wishing is
suicide, indeed.

The Sierra Club’s board of directors, without consulting its mem-
bership, has embraced an irresponsible proposal that is not only
economically disastrous, but environmentally dangerous. I thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shadegg follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN B. SHADEGG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF ARIZONA

Mr. Chairman,

We will hear testimony today about how some people think it would be wonderful
to turn back the clock ... and indeed sometimes we would perhaps all like to do
so. At times we all wish we could do things differently, in retrospect.

But it cannot happen. Time moves in only one direction.

The wishful thinking and the ill-conceived proposal which brings us here today
calls to mind the lines from Edward Fitzgerald’s “Rubiyat of Omar Khayyam”:

The Moving Finger writes; and having writ,
Moves on: nor all your Piety nor Wit

Shall lure it hack to cancel half a Line,
Nor all your Tears wash out a Word of it.

Time does move in one direction and that is how God intended it. In this life each
of us is called to look forward and not backward.

We will hear testimony today claiming that one of God’s creations has been de-
spoiled by man and one of man’s creations. No one here is so arrogant as to say
that man’s works can replace those of his God. But I am here to stand foresquare
in favor of Lake Powell and Glen Canyon Dam as beautiful and functional works,
albeit man-made.

Let us not forget, as we consider this issue, that man is one of God’s creations
and that man’s creations often honor his God.

Ultimately, why is this issue before us? It is certainly within the purview of Con-
gress to right wrongs, and there will be testimony claiming that the dam and the
lake are wrong. The Sierra Club President has called the dam a “horrible mistake
of humanity” and “an arrogant symbol of technology,” though, in my mind, tech-
nology has raised humanity to extraordinary heights. There will also be testimony
as to how right the dam and the lake are. From solving water and power needs in
seven western states to the beauty and recreational opportunities afforded to all citi-
zens, I can assure you, first-hand, they are a wonder. I have spent more than two
dozen nights on Lake Powell and explored every canyon from Wahweap to Bullfrog.

¢ One man, who will testify here, takes credit for raising this issue to national
prominence. He has said that he, virtually alone, is responsible for Glen Canyon
Dam and that he has suffered 40 years of guilt over it.

¢ One organization, the Sierra Club, suffering from a decline in younger mem-
bership believes this is the kind of high-profile “litmus test” issue that will
boost its youthful membership.

¢ Another man, who will testify here, founds an institute to “study” the issue
and provide reliable data, yet says: “At its heart, this is a religious issue.”

We will hear testimony from others that will provide hard facts and scientific data
upon which we may draw valid conclusions, but I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that
this issue is before us for the most spurious of reasons. This issue is driven by ego,
sentimentality and guilt. That’s hardly a good basis on which to build public policy.

I am hopeful that a meaningful discussion of issues regarding dam safety, long-
term siltation studies, and future remediation and mitigation will be raised and dis-
cussed here. But, and I state this as unequivocally as I possibly can: Lake Powell
should not be drained. It is an ill-conceived proposal that appears to be advanced
for personal and institutional gain and I will oppose it with every ounce of energy
I have.

Even the Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club—arguably the Chapter most affected
by this plan—acknowledges that time has rendered this a moot issue. Ann
Wechshler, leader of the Utah Chapter, said: “We were not consulted. We don’t sup-
port the draining.”

Current habitats, both above and below the dam, are stable, thriving and pro-
viding for the rebound of such endangered species as the peregrine falcon and bald
eagle. Lee’s Ferry is home to a world-class trout fishery. Flow controls from the dam
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and last year’s simulated flood have shown that the Grand Canyon can be main-
tained as a thriving ecosystem. The amount and variety of wildlife supported by
Lake Powell has been cataloged and studied to ensure its success. Were the lake
to be drained, all that would be lost. The lack of scouring floods through Grand Can-
yon has allowed a rich variety of plant and animal life to make a home there. It
1s true that the habitats have changed, but that does not make them worse. And
by most accounts, they are better.

There are many problems that must be resolved in this debate. For instance, the
sediment contained in Lake Powell likely contains toxic concentrations of heavy
metals and uranium that could destroy the Grand Canyon as well as Lake Mead
if we were to drain Lake Powell as proposed. Of greater concern than that, however,
is the silt that is not carried away, but which dries out and becomes airborne in
the many violent storms within this region. As many as 12 times a year, the dry
Owens Lake in California is whipped by winds that cut visibility to zero and put
25 times the EPA maximum amount of particulates into the air. Do we drain Lake
Powell only to visually obscure the Grand Canyon and other surrounding National
Parks? Do we drain Lake Powell only to expose hundreds of thousands of citizens
to toxic dust?

Proponents attempt to counter the enormous economic loss that draining Lake
Powell would cause, from lost power generation, water storage, tourism and more,
by stating that one million acre feet of water evaporate from the lake each year.
What they don’t say is that those million acre feet are the result of storage, not
wasted flows.

The Colorado is already fully used, fully apportioned. Eliminating the dam will
not cause one more gallon of water to flow. It will simply cause water hardships
in dry years and water waste in wet years. And, of course, water lost to evaporation
is not “lost” at all. Even school children know that it rises to form clouds and falls
as rain elsewhere.

Mr. Chairman, we are a nation built on the principle that to look forward is to
grow and thrive; to dwell in the past is to wither and die. Not all change is perfect,
good and true; but change is inevitable and to learn from our mistakes i1s noble and
right. To turn our backs on progress for the sake of sentimental wishing is suicide,
indeed. The Sierra Club’s board of directors, without consulting its membership has
embraced an irresponsible proposal that is not only economically disastrous but is
environmentally dangerous.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman from Arizona. I am always
embarrassed to see you folks standing over there. We won’t be
using this lower tier. You are welcome to come up and sit here, if
you would like. And I instruct the clerk to pick up these packets,
if they would. If you folks would like to come up and sit down. I
would hate to see you stand through this. It is going to be a long
hearing. If you plan to stay the entire hearing, you are going to
pass out; I hope not from boredom.

Senator Campbell, it is a pleasure to have you, sir. We will take
Senator Campbell and then go to Congressman Hefley, Congress-
woman Helen Chenowith and Congressman Jim Gibbons in that
order.

I ask unanimous consent that the testimony of Senator Campbell
be included in the record. Without objection, so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]

Mr. HANSEN. Senator Campbell, it is always a pleasure to see
you. I hope that a lot of you folks realize it wasn’t too many years
ago that Senator Campbell was sitting here with us in this room.
I will turn the time to you, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, A
SENATOR IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Senator CAMPBELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I remember
those days very well in which we fought many a battle that is
fought in the so-called debate over the new West versus the old
West. And I certainly thank you for holding this very important
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hearing and allowing me the opportunity to make a brief comment
on the Sierra Club’s proposal to drain Lake Powell.

We are in a series of votes over on the Senate side now, so I
won’t stay long. But I did talk to several other Western Senators
before I came over to kind of get their ideas about how they felt.
And I'm sure you can imagine how many of them felt.

You, I am sure, are going to have many witnesses today, who
will have much more expertise and knowledge from a technical
standpoint than I have when they speak about this water project.
Some of them will be able to tell you how many cubic feet of water
is stored, how much goes to different States and how important it
is to a great many Western people.

Some will be able to tell you specifically how many kilowatts of
power are generated every day and the demand on power in the
Los Angeles basin and the other places where it supplys. And cer-
tainly we all know that it has provided a reasonable quality of life
for the people that get that rather inexpensive power.

Well, I am certainly not here to try to speak from a technical
standpoint. But I am here, I think, to voice the opinions of millions
of westerners, some who sit on this Committee, in proclaiming it
to be a certifiable nut idea.

It is true that Lake Powell, when it was built, forever changed
an incredibly beautiful place. But so did building New York City
on Long Island. And we simply can’t go back in time and undo all
of the projects that have been built.

Now, in fact, I think it would just plain be silly to even con-
template it, but I don’t mean that to disparage the remarks that
may come later in favor of it. It is just my personal opinion.

When I first heard about it, in fact, I thought it was a joke, as
many westerners did when we read it in the paper. But then, on
the other hand, after I realized the Sierra Club was supporting it,
I knew they were serious because I know that it was no joke when
they reduced the timber industry’s ability to harvest resources.
And, in fact, in the name of environmental purism, they have made
great strides in reducing most of our land-based industries while
making us more dependent on foreign resources, particularly en-
ergy.

And if there is anybody on that panel that doesn’t know what
that war in Kuwait was about, let me enlighten them. It was about
energy. There is no question about it.

There are just too many good reasons to keep that lake and not
enough to destroy it. The Glen Canyon Lake has produced tens of
thousands of jobs, first of all, not only in construction, but in the
current maintenance of it, too, and the recreational services it pro-
vides in energy and water-related activities.

It has also produced a great deal of clean energy. To my under-
standing, the Sierra Club is very concerned about global warming.
It factors no contribution, to my knowledge, of global warming, and
no air pollution, either one, as there is coming from the eastern
coal-fired plants or the Northern coal-fired plants. Therefore, it re-
duces demand for strip money to get the coal, which they also
claim they dislike.

Now, I haven’t seen a nuclear project that produces power that
they support. I haven’t seen a coal-fired project that they support.
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And there is no question in my mind that, if we did something as
crazy as this sounds to me, the cost of power would skyrocket.

It also provides an awful lot of water for all of our folks that live
out in our area. I come from the Four Corners area, as you know,
Mr. Chairman. And you also know coming from our neighboring
State of Utah in the West, we store 85 to 90 percent of our yearly
water needs, unlike here in the East where it rains so much that
they only have to store about 15 percent of the water needs.

But your State, mine, as well as Arizona, Nevada, and Southern
California simply won’t have available options if we cutoff both the
power and the water, or reduce both the power and water, except
one, and that is they will be moving to your State and mine.

So we end up, I think, if we follow the Sierra Club’s line of think-
ing to tear down that dam and drain the lake, we would put an-
other set of circumstances in place that is going to make it difficult
when you have a huge inward migration into the mountain States,
which currently does have a lot of water.

I live down near the cliff dwellings, as you know, Mr. Chairman,
Mesa Verde it’s called. And most historians will tell you that the
reason they moved down river a thousand years ago wasn’t from
massive social upheaval. It was simply because they droughted out.
They had no way of storing water when they went through years
of drought, and they had to leave.

The Sierra Club also, I think, betrays a basic underlying elitism.
It wants to drain Lake Powell so the spectacular Glen Canyon is
once again accessible, as I understand it. But who would it be ac-
cessible to, a few thousand hikers that can go in there. Certainly
they wouldn’t support wheelchairs going in there. They never have
for our wilderness areas. And it would certainly cutoff the elderly,
the people that can visit it by boat, the thousands of recreational
tourists that go there now.

I think also the consequences of the Grand Canyon also need to
be measured. Without flood control provided by the dam, the Grand
Canyon would be subject to dangerous torrential flash floods much
of the year. Year-round rafting and hiking would simply be out of
the question. Access to the canyon would be reduced. And the risks
associated with flooding would also be increased. And only the
wealthiest of Americans would be able to appreciate that area.

As you know, there are many tragedies in those canyons and
during flood season. In fact, just recently, several hikers were
killed in a flash flood. Imagine what the Colorado would do to all
communities downstream during raging spring floods that have
been built since the canyon was damned and the flood waters have
been controlled. To simply tear that down and release torrential
floods of water downstream to small communities all the way down
to the ocean, I think, is absolutely nonsense.

I also would like to just say in closing, Mr. Chairman, that, if
this were to go forward, and I have a hunch it is going nowhere,
but if it were to go forward, what would be the next project? Would
it be Hoover Dam or any of the dams in the West, all the dams
in the West? Would we then talk about maybe returning the Utah
project and the Arizona project back to its former natural environ-
ment? Would we talk about tearing down Hetch Hetchy, there was
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kind of a joke made about that a few years ago, which supplies
water and power to the city of San Francisco.

This project, when people hear all the testimony for and against,
I would hope that they will realize it is something absolutely ridic-
ulous to contemplate. With that, I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Senator Campbell. It is always a pleas-
ure to see you. And I appreciate you coming over. We are going to
be quite busy this morning. So instead of giving questions to Sen-
ator Campbell, you are welcome to join us if you are so inclined.
I know you are very busy.

Senator CAMPBELL. I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman. We are on the
floor, too. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Hefley.

Senator CAMPBELL. May I also just maybe mention one thing? I
have on our side, I have asked Senator Murkowski of the full Com-
mittee on Energy if he would hold similar hearings to this, too. So
we are not trying to simply lock people out on the Senate side.
Those westerners who—we believe debate is healthy. But we want
you to know that we have asked Senator Murkowski to hold a
hearing.

Mr. HANSEN. I may add to what you just said. If this idea goes
forward with some of our Members of Congress, as I have told the
Congressman from Arizona, we truly intend to hold additional
meetings and hearings, possibly out in the West. The gentleman
from—did you want to have him yield to you?

Mr. SHADEGG. If he would yield for just a moment.

Mr. HEFLEY. Surely.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to thank Senator
Campbell. I reached out to him this weekend to assure that he
would be here. I think his testimony adds greatly to this hearing,
and I want to express my personal appreciation for his attendance.
I yield back.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I believe Mrs. Chenowith was here
before I was.

Mr. HANSEN. If I made that mistake, I surely apologize to both
of you.

Mrs. CHENOWITH. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to yield to se-
niority. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. I apologize. I was just going by my sheet here. And
we had you down. I want you all to see this, because I don’t want
to do that purposely.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL HEFLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have a prepared statement.
I would like to just say a few things. I guess I am surprised that
the Committee is taking time with a nutty idea like this. I don’t
know anyone that really takes it seriously. I suppose we will hear
some testimony today from some folks that do. But it kind of ranks
in my mind with the idea that came out a few years ago of taking
the whole plains of the West and Midwest and turning them back
into a buffalo preserve, because that is what they were originally,
and move people out of those areas. And that would be many,
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many States. Maybe we will have hearings on that as well. It is
kind of a similar idea.

I don’t need to educate you, Mr. Chairman, on Western water,
because you are the expert on it. I think Senator Campbell and
others have pointed that out. Our water comes in the form of snow
in the wintertime. And if we don’t capture that water and store it
for use throughout the year out there in the West, we just simply
don’t have water. And maybe it becomes a buffalo preserve. Maybe
we do move everybody off the land, because there is simply no
water there for us to live on or to support the populations that are
out there.

Now, it might have been—might have been nice if we could have
had a Garden of Eden type setting in the world and that man
didn’t disturb that setting, but when you have populations that we
do, you do make changes. And we do have technology. And just like
I think that canyon is God-given, I think our ability to use tech-
nology is God-given as well. And I think we have used it rather
well with Lake Powell.

I am a little surprised, I guess, at the Sierra Club. I don’t know
if they realize what this does to their credibility. Because there
are—I would hope all of us consider ourselves environmentalists,
but there are responsible environmental groups, and there is the
nutty fringe of environmental groups. There is the fringe that al-
ways has to buildup straw men to fight against in order to get their
donations so they can stay in business. I never thought of the Si-
erra Club as being in the nutty fringe. But with this idea, I begin
to wonder, Mr. Chairman.

And T guess it is OK for us to have these hearings and to hear
the viewpoints. I would hope this idea goes absolutely nowhere.
And I hope this Committee would not spend its time on these kinds
of craziness in the future, because this is something that is not
going to happen. We are not going to drain Lake Powell. And we
can discuss it. You can raise money with it. But we are not going
to do it. It simply isn’t going to happen, because the West cannot
afford that kind of activity. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. As the Senator, my friend from Colorado, said,
beauty is in the eye of the beholder.

Mrs. Chenowith.

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWITH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO+

Mrs. CHENOWITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, some-
times those of us who work in this body find the most audacious
and arrogant ideas coming in front of us; but I will tell you, this
one takes the cake. The fact that we would even start with the
hearing on draining Lake Powell and then move on into other
areas that have impoundment facilities and working activity on our
rivers, which has been historic from the beginning of the founding
of this country, to even start pulling the plug on America’s com-
merce with these kinds of visions is unthinkable.

However, when groups like the Sierra Club, who, by the way, has
become very powerful in the U.S. Congress, very, very powerful,
and I am going to begin to make an appeal, Mr. Chairman, to those
corporate entities who support these ideas, and appeal to them to
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look to America first, because what is happening with the begin-
ning of the pulling of the plug at Lake Powell, there is also, right
next to that, the pulling of the plug of several dams on the Colom-
bia River which—and the Snake River which affect my district
very, very directly.

Yes, this is audacious, arrogant, and very self-centered on the
part of an organization who wants to make sure that they have an
issue that takes on national proportions that will help them with
their fund-raising capabilities.

Lake Powell was built around 1922, and it contains $.2 billion
worth or stimulates $.2 billion worth of agriculture industry
stretching across seven States.

It produces a thousand megawatts, utilized by 20 million resi-
dents in California, Arizona, and Nevada. And it is worth $800 mil-
lion industry annually.

The Navajo project, as part of the Glen Canyon system, provides
power for 3 million customers and employs 2,000 people. For recre-
ation, the Glen Canyon National Recreation area has almost 3 mil-
lion visitors annually, which brings in $500 million annually to the
regions of 42,000 people who also annually float the river below
Glen Canyon. Thirty thousand anglers enjoy the blue ribbon trout
fishery.

And one of the most important items, Mr. Chairman, is that Glen
Canyon Dam was built also for the purpose of flood control on a
river that experiences runoff flows up to 400,000 cubic feet per sec-
ond. That can be very devastating.

We have already dealt with the environmental issues. But I
would ask these members who are making these proposals who—
and this type of proposal will devastate the income ability of thou-
sands and hundreds of thousands of people, take away their life-
style, and change the face of the commercial activity and the envi-
ronment drastically. What is going to happen to your healthy
wages? What is going to happen to your steady employment, those
members of the Sierra Club who are dreaming up these ideas?

Unfortunately, their vision is not—we don’t really count in their
vision. I am not sure what their vision is, but I don’t believe that
it is healthy for America. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you.

The gentlelady from the Virgin Islands.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. No questions or comments, Mr. Chair-
man. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Gib-
bons.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM GIBBONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA

Mr. GiBBONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I first want to ap-
plaud you for your interest and your effort here today to hold this
hearing and your leadership on this issue.

It seems that, seldom in the history of Congress, indeed perhaps
even seldom in the history of mankind, do we have an opportunity
to hear extreme proposals like this one. And, in fact, this is an ex-
tremely bad proposal.
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This Nation, years ago, went through considerable or great
lengths and a considerable amount of money to construct the Glen
Canyon Dam and for good reasons. But this proposal to drain Lake
Powell fails even in the very simplest of terms to understand that
the issues that Lake Powell provide for the humanity in South-
western United States is at stake with this extreme proposal.

Lake Powell is an issue of storage. And it was constructed for the
issue of storage. Storage, which includes municipal and agricul-
tural uses, maybe not directly from Lake Powell, but for down-
stream users. Millions of people reside in Nevada, Arizona, Cali-
fornia, and Utah.

Sensitive ecosystems along the banks and riverways of the Colo-
rado River will be at stake and at risk without the storage and the
flood prevention and flood control efforts of the Lake Powell Dam.

This is just totally unacceptable to have a group propose such an
extreme position without taking into consideration the needs of
both the environment and humanity along the way. And I am not
even speaking yet of the resource of recreation that is provided to
millions of Americans every year.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal, at first glance, seems to be so far
out on a limb that it should not even be considered as part of our
hearing today. But, indeed, it runs the risk that, if we fail to ad-
dress this issue, we have failed to do our job in terms of the future
of America. And I thank you for your leadership on this issue.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman from Nevada.

The gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Pickett.

STATEMENT OF HON. OWEN B. PICKETT, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Mr. PICKETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And while this project
is considerably removed from my district, I share the sentiments
that have been expressed here today about the need to preserve it.

I say it is impossible today and in the future to build any kind
of major infrastructure project in our country. And to come here
and talk about beginning to dismantle the ones that our forbearers
had the good sense and vision to create is absolute nonsense. And
I just hope that you will conduct this hearing with that in mind.
Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. I previously read the number of wit-
nesses that were here. And I am sure you heard your name. It is
the policy of the Chairman of the full Committee to swear in people
on oversight hearings, so why don’t, instead of doing that one panel
at a time, could I ask you all to stand, and we will just do this
right now.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. HANSEN. Our first panel is Eluid L. Martinez, Commissioner
of Bureau of Reclamation, accompanied by Dennis Galvin of the
National Park Service and Mr. Michael Hacskaylo, Acting Adminis-
trator, Western Area Power Administration, Department of Energy.

We are grateful for all you folks being here. As has been evident
by the opening statements, there is some diversity of thought on
this particular issue. But keep in mind, there is on about every
issue that comes around here. So that is the way we do our busi-
ness.
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Again, before you start, let me point out that, if you folks stand-
ing—we have still got some chairs up here in the lower tier if you
would like to use them. You are more than free to do it. We just
won’t let you talk is all.

OK. We will start with Mr. Martinez. And we are grateful for
you being here.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Let me point out, Mr. Martinez is accompanied by
Charles Calhoon, Regional Director of Upper Colorado, Regional
Director of the Bureau of Reclamation. Mr. Calhoon, we appreciate
you being here.

Mr. Martinez, the floor is yours. Let me ask you, can everybody
do it in 5 minutes? That is kind of our rules. And if you have just
got a burning desire to go over, I am not going to stop you. But
if you watch the little things in front of you there, it is just like
a traffic light, you know, when you drive your car. Just do the
same thing. Mr. Martinez.

STATEMENT OF ELUID L. MARTINEZ, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the invitation to be here today in this oversight hear-
ing. I have submitted my written statement for the record. And if
appropriate, I would like to summarize that statement.

Mr. Chairman, the Department of Interior is committed to a
management process at Glen Canyon Dam that implements the
1996 record of decision, which resulted from the environmental im-
pact statement on the operation of Glen Canyon Dam developed
pursuant to the Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992. I might
state that the level of public participation and development of that
document was unprecedented.

Two weeks ago today, the adapted management group, which is
a Federal advisory committee to the Department concerning man-
agement and scientific applications in the Grand Canyon, began its
work. The management group includes a full spectrum of public in-
terest, including the seven basin States, tribal governments, and
the Federal agencies.

The Glen Canyon National Recreation area was established by
Congress in 1972 to encompass Lake Powell and surrounding
lands, encompassing some 1.2 million acres that was established to
provide for public outdoor recreation use and to preserve State, sci-
entific, and historic features of the area.

Information provided by the National Park Service estimates
that, this past year, the recreation area drew 2.5 million visitors
and that the annual recreational economic value of Lake Powell ex-
ceeds $400 million.

The city of Page and much of northern Arizona and southern
Utah are dependent in some way on the recreation area for eco-
nomic well-being. Lake Powell and Glen Canyon Dam are key units
in the water infrastructure that has evolved in the seven basin
States.

Mr. Chairman, recognizing the numerous interrelated factors,
laws, and histories concerning Glen Canyon Dam, the law of the
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Colorado River, and the 1922 Colorado River Compact, draining or
reducing the storage capacity of Lake Powell is unrealistic.

Acting Deputy Director, Mr. Denis Galvin from the National
Park Service and Reclamation Lower Colorado Regional Director,
Mr. Charles Calhoon, are here with me to assist me in answering
any questions you might have. And I took 2 minutes, Mr. Chair-
man.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Martinez may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Well, Mr. Martinez, you just set a record in here.
And I want you to know how much I appreciate that.

Denis, you’ve been before us many times. It is always good to see
you. Does the National Park Service have a statement?

Mr. GALVIN. No. Our perspectives in the opening statement are
incorporated into Mr. Martinez’s statement, Mr. Chairman. I am
simply here to answer questions if the Subcommittee has them.

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate that. Mr. Hacskaylo, I turn the time
to you, sir.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL S. HACSKAYLO, ACTING ADMINIS-
TRATOR, WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION, DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY

Mr. HACSKAYLO. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of
the Subcommittees. My name is Michael Hacskaylo. I'm Acting Ad-
ministrator, Western Area Power Administration. And I appreciate
the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the power-
related impacts of draining Lake Powell. I have submitted a writ-
ten statement for the record. If I may, I will summarize my com-
ments.

The power plant at

Mr. HANSEN. Hold that mike just a little closer to you, please,
sir. We would appreciate it.

Mr. HACSKAYLO. Yes, sir. The power plant at Glen Canyon Dam
has a maximum operating capability of 1,356 megawatts. That is
approximately 75 percent of the total electric capacity of the Colo-
rado River Storage Project.

Western Area Power Administration markets that power to over
100 municipalities, rural electric cooperatives, irrigation districts,
and Federal and State agencies in the States of Utah, Colorado,
New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, and Wyoming.

In fiscal year 1996, of the $126 million of total power revenues
from the Colorado River Storage Project, Rio Grande Project and
Collbran Project (known collectively as the Salt Lake City Area In-
tegrated Projects) we have received about $93 million of that
amount from sales of Glen Canyon Dam power. If the Glen Canyon
power plant is no longer available, it is highly likely that the ca-
pacity that is lost would be replaced by fossil-fired power plants.
Certainly, conservation might help in reducing some of that lost ca-
pacity, but additional fossil-fired generation capacity would need to
be utilized, we believe.

If the Glen Canyon power plant is no longer available, there
would be adverse financial impacts on our power customers. There
would be rate increases, we believe, because of the replacement of
the Glen Canyon Dam power with what we expect would be higher
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cost power. Those rate impacts would vary considerably depending
on how much power our customers buy from Western Area Power
Administration and the cost of replacement power.

There also would be impacts to the Federal Treasury if the power
plant is no longer available. Through fiscal year 1996, power reve-
nues have repaid $537 million of the cost allocated to power for the
Colorado River Storage Project.

Right now, we have $503 million left to repay. In addition, there
is $801 million of cost allocated to irrigation. Without revenues
from the power plant, we would have a very, very difficult time in
ensuring repayment.

In closing, we estimate that over the next 50 years, if the power
plant is not available, if we are not able to sell that power, there
would be a loss of $1.3 billion from power revenues not collected,
not available to the Federal Treasury.

That is the end of my summarized statement. I would be happy
to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hacskaylo may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Hacskaylo. We appreciate the
statement. This is a very brief panel here.

Mr. Doolittle, questions for the panel. We will limit the Members
to 5 minutes in their questioning.

Mr. DoOOLITTLE. Were you passing over your——

Mr. HANSEN. No, I was going to be the clean-up batter here.

Mr. DoOOLITTLE. That is fine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Commissioner, are you aware of any instance where a dam has
been torn down by the government or authorized to be torn down?
Isn’t there such a dam in the State of Washington?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I am not aware of any dam that’s been torn down,
but there is a proposal for Elwa Dam in the State of Washington,
for a small structure.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I've heard a number of the Members express sur-
prise at the absurdity of this idea of tearing down dams, but at a
hearing we held with our Subcommittee in Mrs. Chenowith’s dis-
trict, why the engineer for the Corps of Engineers indeed admitted
in testimony that they’re actively studying the proposal involving
five dams to return the river level. I believe it is the Snake River,
to its natural level by bypassing, not one, but five dams.

So these ideas are very strange, but I think one has to treat
them seriously, especially when an agency of our government, not
the Bureau in this case—in fact, I don’t know. Is the Bureau in-
volved in that study, Commissioner?

Mr. MARTINEZ. On the Snake River dams? No, we are not. That
is a Corps of Engineer’s study, as I understand it.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Right. Are you familiar with the Navajo gener-
ating station.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, I am.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me just ask you to recall as best you can.
It was my understanding that the Navajo generating station was
built as the result of another compromise, just like we heard about
Glen Canyon was a compromise. That was a happy compromise as
far as I am concerned. But the Navajo generating station im-
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pressed me, when I viewed this area, as being completely incon-
gruous for the area. These enormous smokestacks rise.

And when we toured the facility, we went to the 20th story and
got out and walked on the roof. And we looked up, and the towers,
the tops of the towers were 57 stories above our heads even at the
20th story level. And there are three of these. And thanks to the
new scrubbers that are being built, there are now six smokestacks.
I guess we will tear down the other three when the new ones are
completed.

But the thing that struck me as interesting about this was that
this was itself, in fact, compelled by some of these environmental
groups, perhaps not the Sierra Club in this case. I don’t remember
which one it was. But that Navajo generating station was built to
replace the power that would have been generated by two dams to
have been constructed downstream of Glen Canyon. Is that your
recollection?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, and if I'm wrong, I'll have Mr.
Calhoon correct me, but my understanding is that the power that
was contemplated to be generated by dams on the Colorado River
was to drive principally the water delivery mechanisms to the cen-
tral Arizona project as well as provide some electricity to that part
of the United States.

In the absence of those two other dams you’re referring to, there
was this power plant constructed. The Bureau of Reclamation owns
part of that facility. And we use power to drive the pumps on the
central Arizona project. But directly to answer, yes, it was built as
a way of delivering power that was originally contemplated as
being produced by, I believe, two other dams on the Grand Canyon.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So when the committees of Congress hear testi-
mony later on, which I am sure we will hear in the next few years,
about how detrimental the air quality of the Navajo generating sta-
tion is and how it’s necessary to remove it as a blight in the envi-
ronment, we can thank the very environmental groups themselves
for giving us that taxpayer expense. Of course, the Navajo gener-
ating station in its 77-story tall towers and daily consumption of
something like 20,000 tons of coal per day. A special railway was
built to make sure that the coal could be delivered day after day,
plus a number of trucks that bring it in.

So I just want to confirm with you your understanding of how
that got built. And I think this is a lot of unintended consequences
sometimes. Because no one who visits that beautiful area would, I
think, be pleased to see this huge coal-fired plant sitting there. But
the dams that would have produced the clean hydroelectric power
were nixed by the environmental groups. So I thank you for your
testimony, and I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlelady from the Virgin Islands, Ms. Green.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a ques-
tion for Mr. Martinez. And I would like to welcome all of the panel-
ists this morning.

Mr. Martinez, you said in your testimony that proposals to drain
Lake Powell are unrealistic. Has the Bureau of Reclamation done
any analysis of the costs and benefits of these proposals? And is
ther‘;a any reason that private citizens shouldn’t do such an anal-
ysis?
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Madam, we have not seen specific
proposals, and we have not done any studies of those proposals.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. OK. Another—those who propose low-
ering Lake Powell argue that the current evaporation losses from
the reservoir are about 1 million acre feet per year. Is that about
accurate?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Madam, any structure, any dam
results in evaporation. A lot of it is dependent on the location of
the reservoir. There is approximately 800,000 acre feet of evapo-
ration that occurs at this reservoir. And that is not unusual for the
area and was anticipated.

Ms. CHRISTIAN GREEN. OK. A question for Mr. Hacskaylo.

Mr. HAcskAYLO. Hacskaylo.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Hacskaylo. I'm sorry. In your testimony,
you referred to payment of irrigation assistance by Glen Canyon
Power customers as a benefit from Glen Canyon Dam. Can you tell
us in what year that irrigation assistance payment might be made
and what is the present value of a payment.

Mr. HacsgAYLO. I do not have that information available. We
would be happy to work with the Bureau of Reclamation and sup-
ply it for the record.

[The information follows:]

IRRIGATION ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

The $801 million of unpaid irrigation assistance as of the end of fiscal year 1996
that is an obligation of Colorado River Storage Project power customers is projected
to be paid over many years. The fiscal year 1996 power repayment study for the
Colorado River Storage Project projects that the vast majority of the payments will
occur between the years 2010 and 2023. The present value of these payments as
of September 30, 1996, is $203 million using a 7 percent discount rate.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Thank you. And one other question. You
gave the total amount of power generated from Glen Canyon Dam
in fiscal year 1996. Was that a higher than average water year?
And what is the average amount of power generated each year
from Glen Canyon Dam?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. I can provide that information for the record.

AVERAGE ANNUAL GLEN CANYON DAM POWER GENERATION

The average amount of power generated annually at Glen Canyon Dam since
Lake Powell filled in 1981 is 5.2 billion kilowatt-hours (KWhs). Therefore, the 5.5
billion KWhs generated at Glen Canyon in 1996 is above average.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Thank you. Thank you,

Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Utah, Mr. Cannon.

Mr. CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Martinez, in his
written statement, Mr. Brower has asserted that Glen Canyon
Dam nearly failed in 1983, and this could happen in the future as
a result of poor engineering, flood lands, flood, landslide, earth-
quake, or human intent. Do you agree with Mr. Brower about the
vulnerability of Glen Canyon Dam?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Congressman, to the extent that
that question implies that the dam is unsafe, I do not agree with
it. It is a safe structure. However, we did experience, in 1983, some
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problems with our spillways. We had sustained some cavitation.
We have corrected those problems and don’t anticipate any future
problems with the spillways.

Mr. CANNON. I thank you. Mr. Brower also talks about the dam
nearly being filled with sedimentation over time. What is the cur-
rent projected life of the reservoir behind the dam?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Chairman, Congressman, the Glen Canyon Insti-
tute estimates that it will be completely full within 250 to 350
years. Bureau of Reclamation estimates indicate a life-span from 5
to 700 years.

Mr. CANNON. So recreation and power generation will be effective
for that kind of period of time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. If these—you know, one thing about figures, de-
pending on which expert you talk to, he’ll give you different opin-
ions. But our belief from the Bureau of Reclamation is that that fa-
cility will be functioning from a siltation standpoint for several
hundred years.

Mr. CANNON. My understanding is the Department of Interior
spent about $100 million since 1982 on studies on the Glen Can-
yon. Now, is that about right?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Congressman, if you're referring
to the studies conducted for the EIS for Glen Canyon operation,
there was approximately $100 million spent for that.

Mr. CANNON. Have you had a chance to look at the citizen-led
environmental assessment that Mr. Brower refers to?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I have not.

Mr. CANNON. Thank you. Mr. Galvin, how many visitor days a
year do we have at Glen Canyon Dam?

Mr. GALVIN. We have—in 1996, we had over 2% million visits.
An important subtext there is that Glen Canyon has the second
most overnight visits in the entire system. Of those 2% million vis-
its, 2 million visitors spend at least one night in Glen Canyon. So
in that respect, it’s one of the most heavily visited areas in the sys-
tem.

Mr. CANNON. What are the other opportunities in the area for
flat water recreation that are now served in by Lake Powell?

Mr. GALVIN. In that general area, while there are 8 or 10 other
national park areas, there is very little in terms of flat water recre-
ation.

Mr. CANNON. If Lake Powell ceased to exist, what would the im-
pact be on Lake Mead and its resources that are now served by
Lake Powell for recreation and other things?

Mr. GALVIN. I am not absolutely certain how the two dams inter-
act. Perhaps one of my colleagues would have a better idea. But we
have obviously similar facilities at Lake Mead. And if we experi-
enced higher water levels at the recreation area, we would have to
do a considerable amount of reconstruction of the infrastructure
there, which is quite—its marinas and that kind of thing.

MI‘; CANNON. Do you know how many people visit Lake Mead per
year?

Mr. GALVIN. I don’t. But it is on the same order of magnitude or
more than Glen Canyon. But not as many overnight visits.

Mr. CANNON. Would it be possible for all those people who now
use Lake Powell to go down to Lake Mead?
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Mr. GALVIN. Not with our present capacity, no question about it.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Hacskaylo, Mr. Brower asserts in his written
statement that we can replace the power currently generated at
Glen Canyon Dam through reduced demand. Is that realistic in
your assessment?

Mr. HAcskAYLO. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Cannon, the Glen Can-
yon environmental impact statement assessed the impact of con-
servation and saving electricity. And the estimates range from zero
percent savings to, best case, of 20 percent savings based on the
assumptions used. So there could be some conservation savings.
But we do not believe that the capacity and the energy generated
at Glen Canyon Dam could be replaced in its entirety by conserva-
tion.

Mr. CANNON. When was that study done?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. In 1994, as part of the Glen Canyon EIS.

Mr. CANNON. Do you happen to know what has happened to our
power usage since that study in America?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. Not in the general area of the Glen Canyon
Dam, in that part of the United States. Power usage has increased
slightly. Demand has increased.

Mr. CANNON. Isn’t it likely this lost generation would have to be
replaced with some form of fossil fuel generation? And has anyone
calculated the air quality impacts of a replacement for the dam
with fossil fuel generation?

Mr. HAacskAYLO. It is likely that fossil fuel generation would be
utilized to replace the lost capacity at Glen Canyon Dam. And I'm
not aware of any studies as to air impacts.

Mr. CANNON. Great. Thank you. And

Mr. HANSEN. Will the gentleman yield for just one moment?

Mr. CANNON. Absolutely.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Hacskaylo, how many tons of coal would it take
1:10 rt??place the power that is generated by the hydropower on the

am?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. Our best estimate, based on the entire replace-
ment of all the capacity of Glen Canyon Dam, is one million tons
of coal annually.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you.

The gentleman from Arizona, Mr. Shadegg.

Mr. SHADEGG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Martinez, let me
begin with you. Let me followup on a point made on the other side.
Your written statement does, in fact, have you saying that the pro-
posals to drain Lake Powell are unrealistic. I note that word be-
cause, in the July issue of National Geographic, which contains a
thorough evaluation of the Grand Canyon, and touches extensively
on this issue, Wayne Cooke of the Upper Colorado River Commis-
sion is quoted as saying: If Powell goes, growth in the upper basin
States from a water standpoint is over. There would be no storage
for our obligations under the Compact.

It then goes on to say: Secretary Babbitt, referring to Secretary
of Interior, Bruce Babbitt, agrees in self-arguing that Lake Powell
is, quote, “essential to the economies of those States, and that
draining the reservoir is unrealistic.”

I guess I would like to put into the record those statements from
Secretary Babbitt from this article, Mr. Chairman. And I would
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like to have Mr. Martinez confirm to us that is, in fact, the Sec-
retary’s position and the administration’s position.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I am aware of that article. I have
not specifically discussed this issue with the Secretary, but I am
aware of that article where he was quoted. And I was present at
a budget hearing earlier this spring where the Secretary basically
stated the same position.

Mr. SHADEGG. OK. Could I request that, if that is not the Sec-
retary’s position, the President’s position, the administration’s posi-
tion, that you advise the Committee within two weeks.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I'll pass that on to the Secretary.

Mr. SHADEGG. Let me move to some other statements that I
would like to focus on. In his seminal paper on this issue, and I
regret that Mr. Brower is not going to be here. A paper entitled,
“Let the River Run Through It,” Mr. Brower makes a series of fac-
tual assertions which I find stunning, some of which I find not sus-
tainable.

With regard to water, which I consider to be your focus, in the
fourth paragraph of the article, he states, and I quote: “Lake
Meadl’ls Hoover Dam can control the Colorado River without Lake
Powell.”

Let me ask you, it certainly could not control the Colorado River
if we did not create some flood storage capacity at the top of Lake
Mead. That is, we would have to drain some portion of Lake Mead,
would we not?

Mr. MARTINEZ. The—it gets somewhat complicated, but let me
put it this way: If what you're saying is, in order for flood control,
we would have to hold a greater pool for flood storage at Lake
Mead, that would be the case.

Mr. SHADEGG. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Which would make less water available for down-
stream uses.

Mr. SHADEGG. So as a result of that, we would not only lose the
water stored for future use in the event of a drought, which we
have in Lake Powell, but we would also lose some of the water cur-
rently stored at the top of Lake Mead, because Lake Mead is nearly
full; is it not?

Mr. MARTINEZ. You would lose the ability at Lake Mead to store
more water for purposes other than flood control.

Mr. SHADEGG. And also lose the storage we have at Lake Powell.

Mr. MARTINEZ. That’s correct.

Mr. SHADEGG. He also makes a statement toward the end of his
article, and again I will quote, because I think there is a stunning
statement that may persuade people who are not paying attention
or thinking the issue through: “Draining Lake Powell means more
water for the Colorado River States and Mexico, especially Colo-
rado and Utah.”

It is beyond me how draining Lake Powell could possibly mean
more water. Can you explain his statement, or do you have an un-
derstanding of it?

Mr. MARTINEZ. It would appear to me, for the short term, it
would appear as a high flow. It could probably provide more water
in terms of volume. But over time, it would appear to me that stor-
age would provide the opportunity to capture more of that flow and
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provide it to the system. In other words, the storage, as was indi-
cated earlier this year in the Southwest—or earlier today, in the
Southwest, is necessary in order to make better use of high spring
runoff.

Mr. SHADEGG. There is no question, but that we created Lake
Powell to store water in the event of droughts. It seems to me
there’s also no question but that we experience droughts in the
West, and that to empty it could not create more water.

And insofar as he is addressing the evaporation issue, which I
think is, quite frankly, the issue on which turned the minds of the
board of directors, it seems to me that Lake Powell is an insurance
policy against a future drought and that, just as when you pur-
chase an insurance policy, it is—there is a price so that you have
that insurance pool there in the event of a catastrophe. Evapo-
ration and bank storage, which Mr. Brower seems deeply concerned
about, is the price we pay so that we will have a storage reservoir
there. And I guess there are more points.

I see I am running short on time, but I would like to ask Mr.
Hacskaylo a question. Mr. Brower also makes a statement in his
paper that Lake Mead’s Hoover Dam can produce more power if
Powell’s water is stored behind it. How could it be that storing
Lake Powell water behind Lake Mead, which is already full, could
produce more power than the combination of Lake Mead and Lake
Powell?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. I do not know, sir.

Mr. SHADEGG. It simply doesn’t make sense, does it?

Mr. HACSKAYLO. Not to me.

Mr. SHADEGG. Let me ask a second question. Proponents of this
idea say point blank that we could reengineer Navajo generating
station, which is also essential for the economies of the South-
western United States, so that the tubes, which now take the cool-
ing water out at a level of about 250 feet above the river, could
take them out at river level. Given that the river fluctuated dra-
matically and had very low flow in the wintertime, does that idea
appear realistic to you?

Mr. HAcSKAYLO. Sir, I would have to defer to the Commissioner
of Reclamation on that question.

Mr. SHADEGG. Two other quick questions, if I might. There’s been
some reference to conservation here and that we might save some
of the power lost by shutting down Glen Canyon Dam by conserva-
tion. Would we not be better off to use that conservation to defer
the construction of future dirty coal or oil or natural gas fired-
power plants?

Mr. HacskayLo. That certainly is an option for the policymakers
to consider.

Mr. SHADEGG. I guess the last point I would like to make, Mr.
Duncan goes back to you, with regard to how fast the lake will fill
up. I understand the Lake Powell Institute says it’s only 100
year—one or 200 years. I simply want to note that Bill Duncan of
the Bureau of Reclamation, who is the engineer that manages the
dam, has said that sedimentation in the lake is very slow. And he
said, and I quote, “At current rates,” he predicted “dredging would
be needed to clear the tubes for the turbine intake pipes in about
500 years” He’s saying not that the lake will be full in 500 or 700
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years, but that dredging won’t even be necessary to clear the in-
take tubes for 500 years. He’s on the site. It would seem to me he
would make a pretty good estimate of what’s required, wouldn’t you
agree?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I've been around this business
long enough. Like I said, different folks will give you different fig-
ures. It’s my feeling that, or at least for the next three to four or
500 years, we will not have siltation unless the climate of the world
changes to a point where it causes chaotic problems. But that
structure, from my best information I have available, will not get
into a siltation problem at least for 4 or 500 years.

Mr. SHADEGG. I thank you each for your testimony and I thank
the Chair for his indulgence.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Martinez, let me quickly insert a question. I
started, as we were flying in here, I read in a report from one of
the river runners magazines, that if not one more drop came into
Lake Powell, that it could sustain the flow on the other end for 4
years. Do you agree with that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. My understanding that both Lake Mead and
Lake Powell are capable of impounding the average flow of the Col-
orado River for about 4 to 5 years.

Mr. HANSEN. So together you could keep it going for 4 or 5 years.
So there’s that much water stored behind those two reservoirs;
would that be correct, Mr. Calhoon?

Mr. CALHOON. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Approximately 26 million acre
feet of water are presently stored in Lake Powell. And the average
inflow to Lake Powell is something on the order of 12, 13 million
acre feet. So it wouldn’t be quite the 4 years, it would be more like
2 years.

Mr. HANSEN. Quite an insurance policy that the gentleman from
Arizona talked about.

The gentlelady from Idaho, Mrs. Chenowith.

Mrs. CHENOWITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, I
would like to make a correction to my opening statement if it
wasn’t clear. It’s my understanding that in 1922, the Colorado
Lower Basin Water Compact and Colorado River storage projects
were established out of that. Eventually, in the fifties came the
construction of the Grand Canyon Dam and the culmination of the
substantial construction of the recreational facilities in the seven-
ties. And I hope the record will reflect these changes.

I'm very interested, Commissioner, in knowing what effect drain-
ing Lake Powell would have on our ability to live up to our obliga-
tions to deliver water to the lower basin and to Mexico?

Mr. MARTINEZ. It is my understanding that the deliveries to the
lower basin States, except for periods of extensive drought, could
be met without Lake Powell being in place. However, if there is ex-
tended drought, the deliveries could not. What is more important,
from my perspective, is that, without Lake Powell, the upper basin
States would not be able to develop their entitlement.

Mrs. CHENOWITH. Would not——

Mr. MARTINEZ. There is two answers to that question. One is, in
periods of extensive drought, Lake Powell would be needed to meet
deliveries to the lower States. In other situations, without Lake
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Powell, the upper basin States would not be able to develop their
water that theyre entitled to under the Colorado River Compact.

Mrs. CHENOWITH. The ability to deliver water to Mexico, is that
a higher right than the right to deliver water for irrigation and hy-
dropower flood control?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I would defer to the attorneys on
that issue, but that is an international treaty. And we have obliga-
tions under the international treaty to deliver water.

Mrs. CHENOWITH. So what I'm asking you, Commissioner, is
there is only so much storage capacity without Lake Powell. And
within that storage capacity, there is the capability of delivering for
previous filing water rights, such as for energy or for agriculture
or flood control.

Are you saying that, under international treaty, that the filling
of a water interbasin or international water, transfer of water
comes as a higher priority in the first in time, first in right doc-
trine established in the West if we have less storage capability
without Lake Powell?

Mr. MARTINEZ. If you have a stream system that’s overallocated,
especially in the West, first in time, first in right, the question I—
the issue I raise is I would defer to the attorneys. That if we have
an international treaty in place, whether the international treaty
would go first in terms of water shortage, I believe that it would.
But I think, going back to the question that was asked, was
that

Mrs. CHENOWITH. If the gentleman would yield, you believe that
the international treaty would require a higher and more senior
right, is that correct, above irrigation rights filed previously?

Mr. MARTINEZ. The water rights in the West are apportioned by
prior priority.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Right.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Prior priority.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Right.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Prior rights get first crack at limited water sup-
plies. The point I am raising is that, if you have an international
treaty, that’s why I say I would defer to the attorneys in the audi-
ence, but it would appear to me that, if you have an international
treaty, you have international obligations, which might require
that water to go downstream. But I would be glad to provide that
direct answer for the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I would appreciate that, Commissioner. I
would be very interested in seeing what your legal analysis on that
would be with regards to seniority and rights.

[The information referred to may be found at end of hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. A very interesting question was asked earlier
about whether the Bureau had done a cost benefit ratio analysis
on draining Lake Powell. Your answer didn’t surprise me. But I
thought it was a very interesting question in that I wanted to fol-
lowup and ask you: Does an agency have an obligation to do a cost-
benefit analysis or an environmental impact statement or any
other of those costly studies when an outside organization is re-
quiring an action such as this?

Mr. MARTINEZ. To my knowledge, the Bureau of Reclamation has
not undertaken any studies on evacuation of reservoirs across the
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West as a course of business. Or if Congress so directs, we shall
undertake such study.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. So you would say your obligation comes from
Congress?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I—the Bureau of Reclamation will do what Con-
gress tells us to do.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Commissioner, I would like to submit that
question in writing. I see my light is on. And so with regards to
the obligation of the Bureau, I will submit that in writing. Thank
you very much.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentlelady. The gentleman from Ne-
vada, Mr. Gibbons.

Mr. GiBBONS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Martinez, continuing on the same line, I noticed in the pre-
vious testimony that a million acre feet of evaporation is one of the
considerations for draining Lake Powell. In other words, the waste
of that water through evaporation. Would you agree or would you
disagree that evaporation should be a consideration in the draining
of a water storage area?

Mr. MARTINEZ. It could be, but to the extent that you're going to
replace that storage someplace else, you have the same problem.
And if it’s the storage occurs downstream at Lake Mead, the evapo-
ration rates would be even higher. Mr. Chairman, what I said ear-
lier on, Congressman, was that any structure across the West and
in ponds of water suffers evaporation. That’s part of the physical
process.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Would the gentleman yield for just a minute?

Mr. GiBBONS. I'd be glad to yield.

Mr. DooLITTLE. Commissioner, this figure of a million came from
the Sierra Club. Do you accept that it’s a million? Is that the Bu-
reau’s estimate of the amount of evaporation? Is it a million acre
feet?

Mr. CALHOON. Mr. Chairman, the million acre feet a year is a
high figure. We feel like it’s less than that. The total loss of water
from Lake Powell for evaporation and bank storage is less than a
million. It’s something on the order of 950,000 acre feet a year.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Oh, so then your testimony is—that’s different
than what I understood, then. It nearly is a million.

Mr. CALHOON. For bank storage and evaporation. Evaporation is
on the order of a little under 600,000 acre feet a year. Bank storage
is another 350,000 acre feet a year.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK. But the bank storage, you believe, comes
back as the level of the reservoir drops.

Mr. CALHOON. That is essentially correct.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So then it wouldn’t be fair to say that we’re los-
ing banks—I apologize to Mr. Gibbons. Can we give him a couple
extra minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. Without objection, we will just give him two addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. DooLITTLE. OK. Let me just get the rest of the answer. So
the bank storage, if we set aside the bank storage, what is the loss,
then, due to evaporation?

Mr. CALHOON. In 1996, the evaporation loss for Lake Powell was
computed at, I believe, 585,000 acre feet.
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Mr. DooLITTLE. OK. Thank you. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HANSEN. The Secretary will give two additional minutes to
the gentleman from Nevada.

Mr. GiBBONS. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. Hopefully, I won’t
take that long. If the evaporation rates are a condition of consider-
ation for removal of a water storage area, is there a criteria upon
which the amount of the evaporation is a determining factor in
making a recommendation to eliminate a water storage area? Is
there a percentage or a criteria in that area?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Congressman, I think that—I'm
not aware of evaporation being considered as a criteria for remov-
ing the structure or evacuating a structure. It is criteria that is
considered at the time you construct the structure.

It would appear to me that, if the evaporation rate is so great,
you would not construct the structure in the first place. So those
issues from an engineering perspective should have been addressed
at the time the dam was constructed and designed.

Mr. GiBBONS. Sure. I understand that. And it’s based on the size
of the impoundment area, whether it’s wide and thin or wide and
shallow versus deep?

Mr. MARTINEZ. It’s based on the——

Mr. GiBBONS. Total quality of water versus the evaporation rate
would be under consideration?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, it’s based on the exposed surface
area and the location of the structure. For a given area, the evapo-
ration rates would be higher at Lake Mead than they would be at
Glen Canyon Dam.

Mr. GiBBONS. OK. Mr. Galvin, how many units of the national
park system would be impact