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Superintendent Joe Alston
Grand Canyon National Park
Box 129
Grand Canyon, AZ 86023

November 17, 2005

Dear Superintendent Alston,

The Board of the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association (GCPBA) wants to thank you and the entire Colorado River
Management Plan (CRMP) planning team for the very hard work required to successfully complete the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) phase of the CRMP project.

We would like to commend the outstanding efforts of Jeff Cross, Rick Ernenwein, Linda Jalbert, Steve Sullivan and your contractor,
Mary Orton, in developing a model out-reach program that brought together the entire community, to share their concerns, comments
and solutions as to how to manage the river-running element of this wonderful national park.

We’d also like to recognize the good work of Catherine Roberts and her team who developed and made available the Simulator with
which your staff, and the public as well, could test scenarios and see how they measured up to various benchmarks used for measuring
quality of experience and environmental impacts.

As we review the document we are impressed that Park planners obviously spent a great deal of time analyzing the mountains of 
comments received from individuals and organizations who are passionately involved in a process to preserve, protect and enhance the
quality of experience that attracts us all to the Colorado River in Grand Canyon.

We are pleased that Canyon access is being expanded to include a larger number of non-commercial river participants, while not
reducing access to potential commercial patrons. We are also pleased that the proposed management scenario will actually reduce the
number of trips launching on a daily basis and thereby reduce site crowding and trip contacts resulting in a higher quality back country
wilderness experience.

The proposed Permits system, while not exactly what we suggested, seems hopeful and a refreshing change from the virtually 
stagnant situation we’ve lived with for so long. It is obvious that your staff considered and incorporated suggestions from the river running 
community as to how a permit system should be managed. Thanks to your staff for listening and analyzing.

We think that the proposed allocation split, of essentially fifty percent private and fifty percent commercial is an appropriate and
proper way to resolve years of conflict in regard to who should get the biggest slice of the allocation pie.

Due to the average duration of private trips versus commercial trips (private trips on average are longer), we recognize that an even
split of launches would be impossible, unless all trips were to be the same length, a concept we oppose. We are really excited at the
doubling of launch opportunities for non-commercial participation. We appreciate that your planners reconsidered their first proposal 
and added nearly 10% more launches to the non-commercial schedule.

The Board of The Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association stands with Park in hoping to see this plan implemented.  
We are committed to working with you to see that it is. 

For the Board of GCPBA

Sincerely,

David R. Yeamans
President

Cc: Congressional Representatives of Utah, AZ, Colorado and New Mexico

the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association
Box 2133

Flagstaff, AZ 86003-2133
928.214.8676



A MESSAGE FROM OUR PRESIDENT

Oars In the Water 
I’ve been on the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association board for about eight years and I

couldn’t dodge it any longer; I got elected president. I get to run Lava Falls with the GCPBA
boat now. But I’m following lines established by previous greats like Tom Martin, Richard Martin,
and Willie Odem. I’m proud to try filling their river sandals.

GCPBA has just completed one of the most difficult times of its life. If you’ve boated the Canyon you know the nervous
time above a major rapid when there’s not much to do but to remain prepared and alert. You tighten your jacket for the 80th
time and you check your rigging. Sometimes your passengers lose confidence and go over to another boat because you don’t
look frantic enough. Ah, but that’s over now and we have entered the big rapid we’ve prepared for these last ten years. We’ve
contributed heavily to the scoping process, we’ve made significant public comments, and now we get to see how the Final
Environmental Impact Statement reflects our wishes. From my preliminary reading, I’d say that GCPBA is thrilled with gain-
ing access, having a humane permitting system, and reducing on-river contacts. I think we’ve prepared well, picked a good
line, and we are making a good run in this rapid now that we’re finally there. 

Helping us at the oars (in the board room if you will pardon the pun) are six new board members. We also are pleased to
invite Ken Kyler back to the board after an absence. The pumped up board includes at least three experienced river managers
that give us even greater credibility. Our advocacy for private boaters can’t be written off as uninformed musing. These
people know what they are talking about. 

So where will we go with our greater horsepower? I’m advocating for non-commercial administrative river trips, for a
council of Park consultants that includes us, and for a continued and increased communication capability with Park planners
and managers. I want to see better reporting and accountability to the public for NPS administrative river trips. And we will
have to be alert for litigation whether we sue, somebody sues us, or if we have to intervene on behalf of other parties. We
don’t welcome litigation but we aren’t afraid of it either. After all, it was our lawsuit that got the CRMP process started again.
So we still have near term goals of getting the CRMP established to our liking while maintaining a longer vision that
includes increased mutual respect among all river users. 

To round out a set of goals for my term I’d like to see us continue our very fine publication, The Waiting List. And I
would like to figure out a way to have fun with an event that would bring in new members so we would grow in numbers
and in our ability to ensure that all may obtain, on an equal and timely basis, an opportunity to experience a float trip
through the Grand Canyon while protecting the resource.

Strap on your jacket. We’re pushing off!
Dave Yeamansy

THE Waiting List, a publication of the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association, Box 2133, Flagstaff, AZ 86003 - 2133.  gcpba@gcpba.org
The Board of the GCPBA: David Yeamans, President - New Mexico / Rich Phillips, Vice-President, Illinois / 

Willie Odem, Legal Eagle -Arizona / Marty Wilson - Pacific Northwest Coordinator - Oregon / Larry Lorusso, Our Photographer - Massachusetts /
Karen Chambless - New Mexico / Bob Harris, Newswire Coordinator - Kansas / David Levine, Treasurer, Membership Coordinator - Colorado /

Ken Kyler, Maryland, “the DC Connection”-Webguru / Marshall Nichols, Secretary - Colorado / 
Jason Robertson, Access Advisor - Washington, D.C. / Richard Martin, GCPBA co-founder, Editor Waiting List - Arizona / 

Roger Christenson - Colorado / RJ Stephenson,Waiting List Assistant Editor - Kansas / Earl Perry - Planner, Colorado
Nearly 900 General members in thirty-two states and five countries, and still growing!  

We welcome and encourage editorial contributions, stories, photos, river news, drawings, cartoons, letters, whatever, and for that we will pay
nothing .. but .. we offer our eternal gratitude (we wish we could pay!). Editorial contributions and letters are expressions of the author’s opinion, 

which may or may not reflect the opinion of the GCPBA. Made on a speedy, cool, G5 Mac. 
Send editorial contributions to: leigh@sedona.net or: editor@gcpba.org or Editor, GCPBA, Box 43, Jerome, AZ 86331 

GCPBA is a 501c3 Corporation. Contributions are tax deductible so give us all your money .. now! Hey! Do it! 
For advertising information, write: editor@gcpba.org or treasurer@gcpba.org

All contents ©2005, Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association unless otherwise noted. 
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A QU I C K LO O K AT T H E PL A N

Summary of the Parks Proposal
The following information has been developed by Grand Canyon Private Boater’s Association

after a review of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) developed by the National
Park Service (NPS) for the Colorado River Management Plan (CRMP). This information is pro-
vided to assist those who wish to have a basic summary of the FIES, but are unable to review the
document in its entirety. While representing key features of the FIES as accurately as possible,
because the FEIS does not outline final operational procedures, there unavoidably are areas where
this summary will be incomplete. The following content reflects provisions of NPS Modified
Alternative H.

AC C E S S SU M M A R Y

Modified Alternative H is …. a mixed motor/non-motor alternative with mixed use allowed for 5.5 months (April 1 through
September 15), and non-motorized use from September 16 through March 31. It is characterized by lower group sizes and
fewer daily launches except during the winter months. This alternative would allow for a moderate increase in estimated year-
ly passenger totals. – NPS Summary of Key Changes from Current Condition, page 1.

Area of Interest General Comments Specific Impacts Other Information

Launches The total number of non-
commercial annual launches
is increased significantly.

The maximum number of
daily launches is reduced,
thereby decreasing the
number of daily trip con-
tacts, crowding, and camp-
site competition.

Increase -- from 240 to 503 -- in the num-
ber of non-commercial launches per year.
New launch category of 8-person trips
established; greatly increases number of
non-commercial launches in most desir-
able season.

Launches spread more evenly over seasons.
Maximum daily launches reduced from 9
to 6.

Total number of summer non-commercial
launches is 185, a 43% increase in non-
commercial use.

Total number of non-summer/non-winter
(shoulder season) non-commercial launch-
es is 199, a 105% increase.

Total number of winter non-commercial
launches is 120 a 428% increase over the
previous 28.

Launches – not user-days -
- are now the new metric
for the NPS in managing
non-commercial trip flow
through the Grand
Canyon.

Both user days and
launches are used as met-
rics for commercial river
traffic.

Commercial user-day allo-
cation is capped at current
levels, non-commercial use
is not.

Usage Levels The number of user-days
for non-commercial boaters
is now essentially the same
as that of the commercial
boating sector.

This near 50/50 ratio will
remain in place for the life
of the plan.

A near doubling (from 58,048 to 113,486)
in the total user-days allocated for non-
commercial trips.

A 52% increase (from 51,889 to 79,399)
in the number of user-days allocated for
non-commercial trips in the prime March-
October season.

A 97% increase (from 3,571 to 7,051) in
number of non-commercial boaters able to
access the river each year.

While user-days are no
longer the metric for
directly allocating trips,
they are the underlying
element for determining
GC use levels.
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Area of Interest General Comments Specific Impacts Other Information

Usage Levels -
Continued

Maximum number of people on the river
at any time is reduced from 1,095 to 981.

Total estimated number of passengers
March through October would rise slight-
ly from 22,143 to 22,802.

Total estimated number of passengers per
year would rise slightly from 22,461 to
24,657.

Addition of a small trip category nets
6,710 additional user-days.

Trip Length With a few noted excep-
tions, trip length (Lees to
Diamond) has been
decreased.

Formerly, trips for all September and half
of October were 18 days; under new plan
half of September and all of October are
increased to 21 days,

Maximum non-commercial trip length
reduced from 18 to 16 in summer, from
21 to 18 for September 1-15, and from 30
to 25 days in winter.

Maximum trip length reduced for com-
mercial trips in summer/shoulder seasons;
winter commercial trips eliminated

All non-commercial motor trips would be
limited to 12 days, with no motors in
winter.

All trips in April are 18 days, instead of
half being18 and half 16.

Trip length in November increases from
21 days to 25. 

No commercial trips November through
March

Reduction in trip length is
seen as an undesirable out-
come, but evidently was
necessary in NPS view to
obtain additional launch
opportunities without cre-
ating river congestion and
contributing to adverse
resource impacts.

It is not clear what NPS
considers to be a “motor
trip”; under some circum-
stances a motor/oar com-
bination party may merit
categorization as a non-
motorized trip.

Seasonal Usage The number of launches
available to non-commer-
cial boaters in each season is
greater.

Minimum of one non-commercial launch
a day every day of the year.

Average of one and one-half non-commer-
cial launches per day in peak season; two
non-commercial trips launch every other
day, April through October.

Winter use expected to increase by about
1,855 people per year.

Some commercial use is
shifted to the non-peak
seasons from current sum-
mer use.

Native American
Issues

The NPS took prominent
steps to accommodate
Native American interests.

Overall Hualapai river operations grow,
but group sizes decreased.

Pontoon activity may increase modestly;
daily maximum of 480 passengers per day
and 

NPS has indicated support
for a Native American-run
river concession for the
Lees Ferry to Diamond
Creek portion of the river;
legislation likely will be
needed to accomplish this
objective.
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Area of Interest General Comments Specific Impacts Other Information

Native
American/Hualapi
(continued)

Increased traffic results in
Hualapai-related areas.

(continued) possibility of increase of that
number to 600.

Three additional campsites authorized.

Hualapai overnight trips limited to 20
people, including guides.

Diamond Creek
and below issues

Increased visitor traffic of
various types will detract
from some aspects of the
wilderness experience.

Non-commercial Diamond Creek launch-
es remain the same in number (2 per day).

Non-commercial trip size limit for below
Diamond trips remains 16.

Peak season boaters limited to 3 nights
below Diamond, and non-peak boaters to
5 nights.

Motorized towouts allowed below
Separation Canyon (M240).

No jet boat tours allowed.

Non-Hualapai boaters are not to use the
Diamond Creek ramp area between 7
A.M. and 9 A.M.

Little substantive change
from current status for
non-commercial boaters

Resource Issues Smaller group sizes for
commercial launches results
in reduced resource impact.

Modest decrease in length
of the motor season.

Whitmore exchanges con-
tinue at slightly reduced
levels.

Some limitations in visita-
tion.

Small group non-commercial launches
allow diversion of some camping to small-
er beaches.

Reduction in commercial group size.

Motor (mixed-use) season reduced from 9
to 5.5 months per year; no winter motor
use.

No additional commercial firms permitted
to use Whitmore for passenger exchanges.

Visitation at the mouth of Tapeats and
Kanab Creeks will be restricted to day-use
only.

Visitation on the south side of the Little
Colorado River is restricted from 
March 1-November 30.

Total commercial passengers decrease by
1,285.

Commercial crew will be counted toward
total trip participant numbers, but not
user-day totals.

Whitmore exchanges only April through
September, instead of all year; other than
emergencies all such exchanges must take
place before 10:00 a.m.

Modest reduction – from 10,265 to
9,740) in Whitmore exchange passengers

NPS has no authority over
transportation activity on
non-Park land, and thus
was limited in its ability
to effect changes in areas
of Native American juris-
diction.
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Area of Interest General Comments Specific Impacts Other Information

Permit System The current waiting list is
abolished, and a weighted
lottery is substituted for the
issuance of permits (See
Lottery, below).

Substitution of a lottery for the current
waiting list system. 

Expanded use of alternate trip leader con-
cept reduces cancellations.
Permit holders must be 18 at time of trip.

Only one GC river trip per year permitted
each person, whether a commercial or
non-commercial passenger.

Non-refundable fee structure.

Cancellation policy yet to be firmly estab-
lished; may involve recycling unsuccessful
lottery applicants for cancelled permits.

This permit issuance sys-
tem represents a signifi-
cant change -- from a
waiting list to a form of
lottery that is felt to repre-
sent the unique issues of
the GC. 

This system is subject to
annual review and may be
modified.

Lottery A “Hybrid Weighted
Lottery” will be used to
apportion permits in com-
ing years.

Weighted lottery gives additional chances
(up to five on a sliding scale) for time that
has passed since applicant has made a GC
river trip.

Lottery applications will allow applicants
to list multiple dates for the year the lot-
tery launches would be selected. 

Separate applications for each year’s lottery
are required; applications are not carried
over from year to year.

Procedure encourages people to apply for
launches only in years when they are really
interested in going.

Precise details of lottery
system are not fully devel-
oped, particularly with
respect to allocation of
cancellations.

The River Permits office
can change the parameters
of the lottery to make it
more responsive if needed.
GCBA hopes to serve as a
consultant in that process.

Waitlist Transition Complete resolution of the
waitlist six months from
implementation

Three-phase transition from current wait-
list results in reassigning all current list
members into either actual trip date or
new eligibility category.

Transition would take place during the
first 4-6 months after the Record of
Decision (ROD) is signed. 

Stage 1 -- members of the waitlist would
be given one final two-month chance to
schedule launch dates through the existing
waitlist. A total of 600 (continued)

PE R M I T TI N G SU M M A R Y

A hybrid weighted lottery option was adopted by the NPS. Once each year, a lottery would be used to award the follow-
ing year’s noncommercial launches. Lottery applications would list the applicant and all potential alternate trip leaders (poten-
tial leaders) and could include up to five launch dates throughout the year for initial consideration. Each applicant’s chance in
that year’s lottery would vary depending on the minimum number of years it would have been since any potential leader had
won through the lottery or participated in any part of a commercial or non-commercial trip between Lees Ferry and
Diamond Creek. – Edited extract from FEIS, Section 2.8. page 112.
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Splittin’ the Pies

Pies cooked up by: David Levine & Ricardo



For GCPBA: Rich Phillipsy
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Area of Interest General Comments Specific Impacts Other Information

Waitlist Transition
(continued)

(continued)
launch dates (from the 2007 through
2011 seasons) would be made available for
this purpose. 

Stage 2 (modified waitlist stage) – remain-
ing waitlist members may band together
and advance up the list based on their
combined waits. A total of 600 additional
launch dates (from the 2007 through
2011 seasons) would be made available to
those combined waitlist members with the
greatest wait totals. 

Stage 3 Each remaining waitlist member
would have their choice of the following
two basic options:

1. Trading their spot on the waitlist for
one extra lottery chance in the new hybrid
lottery for each year they had been on the
existing waitlist; these  would be in addi-
tion to the total chances they would nor-
mally have had in the lottery.

2. Accept a refund for the price they paid
to join the list, be removed from the
process, and re-apply at some later as a
new applicant. 

Total transition time six months.

Within 5 years (by 2011), all qualifying
Stage 1 & 2 waitlist members would have
had the opportunity to schedule and take
their trips.

The brief transitional peri-
od is efficient in solving
the potential problem of
maintaining a dual-track
system. 

Proposed system requires
persons on the list to rela-
tively quickly make critical
decisions about how the
new regulations will best
fit into the specific plan-
ning for their personal
trip.
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River Recipes
FA B U L O U S BU F F A L O CH I L E

1/4 cup olive oil
(1) large onion, minced
(4) cloves of garlic, mashed in a press, or minced
(1) lb. ground buffalo meat
(2) tablespoons Chimayo red chile powder *
(1) 14 or 15 oz. can diced tomatoes with mild green chilies (Hunts or S &W)
(1) 28 oz. can diced tomatoes
(2) 15 oz. cans black beans, drained
(1) 15 oz. can ‘southwest style’ Pinto Beans

1. In a large pot, add olive oil, minced onions, mashed garlic, and sauté over medium heat until onions are translucent

2. Add ground buffalo meat to pot, and stir to break up and cook until meat loses it color (medium).

Phantom Ranch Guitar

The guitar at the Phantom Ranch cookhouse hangs on a wooden peg in the old mess hall, in
reach of any hiker, river runner, or Grand Canyon wanderer who comes in and wants to play.

It’s an old nylon string cowboy guitar, sturdy and a little battered, with the loving words, “Be Gentle
Please” clearly lettered on the side. It has no visible brand, no fancy logo on the headstock, but it has
the unmistakable patina of age and seasons, and the touch of countless caring hands.

I took it down off the wall while my raft trip buddies were checking for mail and buying postcards, and I strummed a
chord. It rang out loud, in tune and clear.  It was morning at Phantom, and the place was quiet. Breakfast had been cleared
away,  sun was streaming in onto the wooden floor, and outside were scattered campers and chattering groups of tourists, start-
ing their day in the bottom of the Grand Canyon.

And just for a few minutes, I sat at the cookhouse table in a straight backed wooden chair and I played that old guitar.
I played the intro part to Ghost Riders in the Sky to get the cowboy feel, I strummed my favorite dramatic Spanish falsetas, and
then I settled down and played Don’t Fence Me In, for the part about the horses, and so I could sing the line about “ I wanna
gaze at the moon until I lose my senses”. 

The guitar had an easy action and sounded surprisingly good.  Some folks came in and some left, my river trip bud-
dies went back to the boats, and I was left to play for myself in a sunny corner of the empty dining hall. The music rang out
and no one watched or cared, and to me, my playing never sounder better.

After a few more songs, I knew I had to get back to my boat. I hung that guitar back on its peg, to wait for the next
wanderer to find it, and I walked out the door down to the trail along Bright Angel Creek to the river. My trip was almost ready,
with the other boatmen rigging their rafts and filling water jugs. The Colorado River was shining in the sun. I sat in my seat
and took the oars. Time to focus. Big water lay waiting downstream, a string of serious and reverent names like Horn Creek,
Granite, Hermit and Crystal.  As our group pushed off and my boat swung out into the Bright Angel riffles, I started to sing a
cowboy song and, you know,  I think I never sounder better.

I can’t wait to play that guitar again.
Joe Hayes y
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CH I C K E N BR O C C O L I

CA S S E R O L E

You’ll need: 2 pkgs. frozen broccoli,
cooked (bags of cut broccoli are ok, too)
4-6 chicken (boneless, cooked and shred-
ded) breasts.

Sauce:
2 cans cream of mushroom soup optional 
topping -sprinkle
3/4 C. mayo wheat germ to taste
1tsp lemon juice
1/4 tsp curry powder (can add more to
taste if you love curry)
1C. shredded sharp cheddar cheese

Mix broccoli and chicken together in
casserole dish. (I use the 2 1/2 qt. deep
dish). Mix sauce and pour over top.(can
mix a little if desired). Sprinkle wheat
germ (or if you prefer, fine bread crumbs)
over all. Bake in DO for about 35-40 
minutes, or until heated through 
thoroughly.

Salmon Marinade
1/4 cup soya sauce
2 Tblspn. sherry
1/2 Tblspn. grated fresh ginger
1Tblspn. Hoisin sauce

Combine all and marinate about 1 hour. Do not marinade more than one
hour or the salmon will be mushy. Bake in DO after removing from the
marinade for about 30min. Again watch that you do not over bake. You may
also barbecue the salmon for about 20 minutes.

King’s Potato Casserole
6 medium potatoes - grated (cooked hash browns work great)
(1) pint sour cream
(1/4) cup butter, melted
(1 1/2) cup shredded cheddar cheese
(1) can cream of chicken soup
1/3 cup chopped scallions
(2) Tlbspn crushed cornflakes + (2) Tlbspn melted butter
Mix together and place in greased baking dish.  Sprinkle crushed 
cornflakes/butter mixture on top and bake 45 minutes.

RI C E CA S S E R O L E
(1/2) lb butter, melted
(2) cups rice
6-8 spring onions, chopped
(1) 4 oz can mushrooms + ? juice
(1/2) teaspoon oregano
salt and pepper to taste
(3) cans consommé
Stir and bake in DO 45-60 minutes.                 Christina King

3. Sprinkle Chimayo chili powder over meat & onion mixture, stir & cook for another 3-4 minutes.

4. Add cans of tomatoes blend & simmer for about 20-25 minutes, stirring occasionally.

5. Add drained beans to mixture, stir to blend, and cook, stirring occasionally, another 20 minutes or so.

6. Taste. Add extra chilies to taste, salt? Black pepper? (I didn’t need to add any of this, but I did add about a 1/3 c. of
mesquite flavored Barbeque sauce when I made the batch for the Grand Canyon trip. It seemed to give it a “mellow bottom”
to the acids of the tomatoes & sharp bite of chilies.

Prep Time: 15 -20 minutes ~ Cook Time: 45 minutes or so                                                         

Notes: The ground buffalo meat used came from Ted Turner’s Ladder Ranch in New Mexico. It was truly superior to any 
buffalo meat I had previously had, very lean & deeply favorable. Never liked buffalo meat until I was given and cooked up
this wonderful red meat.

This recipe is half of what we sent on the River Grand, but it’s still a lot (serves 6-8 people), so you will need a very
large stew/spaghetti pot to make it. Because a pound of the buffalo meat was so lean, it doesn’t cook down into a lot of fat &
water as ground hamburger does.

Chimayo Red Chile Powder. This is the other ‘secret ingredient’ besides the awesome favorable buffalo meat.

Bon Appetite! Dick and Karen Cowles

y
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CH A P T E R 1: TH E RO S T E R

We had a list on the side of our fridge for years of people
who wanted to go. These were written by inebriated hands
after dreamy parties where relating the latest trip down the
local Cache Creek had leapt to the ultimate whitewater dream:
The Colorado.  "What? You're on the List? Can we go too?"
The list, splattered with spaghetti sauce, ringed with coffee
stains, as wavy as the river itself, was about 100 names long.
We could take 14.
My husband, whose name was the listed stakeholder, began to
adopt a "Been there, done that" this-is-too-much-to-deal-with
attitude.  And this was just the roster!
Lars had kayaked the Colorado River twenty years ago, signing
on with a commercial party to haul his gear.  He'd dislocated
his shoulder near mile 200 and had been ferried out.
Now, almost 13 years after submitting his first annual form
which he'd done before even meeting me, his wife of ten years
and mother of his two children aged 5 and 7, he wasn't as
enthusiastic.

But I was. Who should go? How would we say in our
Christmas cards "Rafted the Colorado this year, sorry you
couldn't make it . . . because we decided we liked our other
friends better."

Our close friend, Brad, had a great solution. "I really want
to go," he said. "I'll do everything as far as organization.  I'll
even fill out the roster."

We were sold. We would put the truth on our Christmas
card. 

Our roster included Brad's family of four including two
teenagers, the two of us, three "repeaters" including the MD I
had thought prudent, each of whom brought a raft and accom-
panying gear.  Also an odd assortment of friends, relatives and
kayakers all very much thrown together at the last minute.  My
husband urged Brad to consider keeping the party to 8 or 10.
This seemed sacrilege when so many were on the Park's waiting
list and ours.  Brad and I, facing friends’, quietly overruled
him: "I want to go so bad it hurts."
When an accident at his company took Brad's time, I volun-
teered to do the remaining organizational tasks including menu
and task charts.

By the end of the trip, amazingly, we all remained friends.
In retrospect?  This is the most important thing you'll do: select
friends to whom you'd give your last swallow of water and who
would give you theirs.  Select friends who will not get drunk
and fall in the fire pan and have to be helicoptered out.  If you
plan to engage in risky behavior yourself, make sure you have
someone aboard who will not only save you, but who will
refrain from telling anyone about it later.

Make a list of attributes important to you and make sure
that among your company, all are achieved.  For me this means
river rescue training AND experience--at least 2; MD; that spe-
cial personality that succeeds in getting everyone to play "butt
darts" (details below.) a cook who can make a gourmet meal out
of sand (for when day 9 meals can't be found because the outfit-
ter forgot them.) willingness to eat what is available or conven-
ient (nix the vegans if they won't join the 'Donner Party' if
called upon;) someone who has no sense of smell and is willing
to do groover duty instead of all his/her other chores; someone
rich; someone poor; at least two really good musicians; a pho-
tographer; a geologist; a member of the Grand Canyon Hikers
Association; 16 people who can swim; someone who will believe
what you say even if it is a lie; nobody for whom soggy bread
and water isn't good enough; someone to whom you are attract-
ed but not married and one for your spouse if you have one.  

The other piece of advice regarding the roster concerns you,
the permit holder.  Make sure you have your share of the above
attributes.  If you need to lose weight or quit smoking or get
some river rescue experience, do so before the trip not on it so
your friends will still like you.  Make sure each and every person
in your group does every one of the following:

1. takes a basic first aid/CPR class within two years prior to
the trip.

2. is informed of: the temperature and quantity of the
water; the inaccessibility of the outside world; his/her 
dependence on everyone else.

3. has a gallon of a beverage they are happy with for every
day of the trip. And remember that an invitation on day
two to "Help yourself to my sodas and beer" does NOT
extend to an invitation on day 5 to "finish the last of my

sodas and beer."

G e t t i n g I tTo g e t h e ro r L e t ’ sG oTr i p p i n ’
Here's what I wish someone had written in spring 2003 when I found myself organizing our 18
day trip down the Colorado. Preparing for the Grand Canyon for me had four elements:

Chapter 1. The Roster
Chapter 2. The equipment and food
Chapter 3. Personal mental preparedness: Can I get time off to do this--and SHOULD I?
Chapter 4. What am I going to do with the rest of my life?
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4. submits a copy of current medevac insurance to you (permit holder gets the bill if not.)

CH A P T E R 2: EQ U I P M E N T A N D FO O D

Regarding equipment, do your research.  You've already picked up a copy of this publication so you're well on your way.  Get
the right equipment for your ability and get the people on board who know how to use it.  18-foot rafts, one dry bag per person
(and that person needs to be able to carry it a quarter mile uphill alone.) Kitchen gear is standard; don't try to invent a new table
until after your trip.  Get the list from the GCPBA website and communicate with everyone so you don't have 12 boxes of big
band aids and no little ones.

If you think you're experienced, you're not. The best oarsman on my trip was the one who thought he was the worst.  Why?
Because he asked the so-called stupid questions; because he thought about everything; because he took the conservative line
through every rapid.  He didn't lose any oars, passengers or almost flip as did everyone more experienced on the trip did.  All this
in the face of some major emotional barriers he was able to put aside.

Food?  Leave it to someone who will not be going.  Leave it to the experts.  I'm a convert from "do it yourself."  Yeah, they
left out day 9 meals and they left out the vegetarian's tofu, and they apparently forgot about the passenger who is allergic to MSG
but no one on the trip was to blame, which helped diffuse the anger enormously.

Make sure everyone knows a month in advance what is communal food and beverage and what is not.  I was supposed to
stock alcoholic beverages for the group and didn't get the message--and felt bad about it the whole trip.  Solicit questions from
your party at this time too.

Once the trip is underway this is most important: wash your hands, wash your hands, wash your hands.  On day one, imple-
ment a sanitary system according to park specs or better and make sure everyone understands.  Running rapids is no fun if every-
one has the trots.

CH A P T E R 3:  TH E GR A N D CA N Y O N?  
It has its own class system for rapids.  It's big, terrifying water. Take a good look, be scared to death, then go for it.  I'm con-

vinced that if you do your research, read the macho Giglieri book (sp?) read the most recent blue guide by Larry Stevens, read all
the park's literature and get the scoop from the people who read and edit this publication, you'll be ready to launch with confi-
dence.  If you have any doubts, don't do it.  Go to Disneyland instead.  The Grand Canyon is not for the weak of mind.

CH A P T E R 4: SU D D E N L Y I T S O V E R. 
No one back at the office is going to have a clue what you just did.  Put your best pictures in one of those 99-cent albums and

leave it by the watercooler, that's all you can do. Do you feel like moving to Australia, cashing out your IRA and retiring to a
yacht?  Want to get married, divorced, have a child, join the peace corps? 

Don't wait another 23 years for your next trip down the Grand Canyon to convince you.

-----------------(-clip and save-)-----------------------------------------------------------------------------(-clip and save-)------------------- 

HO W T O PL A Y BU T T DA R T S

Don't worry, this game is played with clothes ON.
Assemble everyone in your party on the beach, one-half hour into "happy hour."Ask everyone to go get any coins they have.  
Select a variety of 1-10 coins. 
Arrange about 5 ammo boxes or similar obstacles haphazardly in a line with five-gallon bucket at one end.
Count off everyone gradeschool-style to form two teams. Have someone keep score in the sand. 
Select the most irritating, obnoxious or in-need-of-humility person on team #1 to go first. Have that person place the coins
between his cheeks (on the EXTERIOR of clothing) and walk backward around obstacle one, hop over obstacle 2, hop on one leg
around obstacle 3 etc. then deposit any remaining coins in the bucket. Count the monetary value of the coins in the bucket and
have the scorekeeper record it for team one. Have team 2 select a victim. Repeat until all have performed (make sure everyone gets
a crack at it).
The winning team achieves a prize agreed upon during competition such as relief from dish duty or some such.

Thanks to Wigbert Sy for implementing this to great effect on our trip.
Maile Field y
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WILL ANOTHER LAW S U I T
HELP OR HINDER?

The National Pa rk Se rvice (NPS) just released the proposed Colorado River Management Pl a n
(CRMP) and its associated environmental document, the Final En v i ronmental Impact St a t e m e n t

(FEIS). Pr i vate boaters have made huge gains in the plan. The decisions contained within, and the sec-
o n d a ry decisions about permit transition that will be made in the next few months, will impact rive r - ru n-
ners for a decade or more. But that’s only if it is implemented right away – delays could put off our gains
for years to come.

BRIEF REVIEW

Fi ve years ago, the National Pa rk Se rvice threw up its
hands, concluded that the rive r - running community could not
cooperate, and halted work on revision of the Colorado Rive r
Management Plan. GCPBA sued, and the resulting settlement
s p u r red re n ewed activity on the part of the NPS. 

GCPBA conducted a number of membership surveys in
an effort to find out what issues we re most important to our
members. Our surveys re vealed a variety of interests in what a
n ew management plan should offer non-commercial boaters. 
En v i ronmental and social goals we re often mentioned, but the
most important reason for our organization’s existence, GCPBA
membership stressed in their survey responses, was getting equi-
table access to the Colorado River in Grand Canyo n .

O ver the next 5 years, GCPBA and the outfitters, first
t e n t a t i ve l y, then pro d u c t i ve l y, managed to cooperate on re c o m-
mendations that in large part have become core elements of the
plan. 

CRMP SUMMARY

So, how did GCPBA members and the private boating commu-
nity fare in the new plan? The following are notable changes:

• T h e re is a 97% increase (from 3,571 to 7,051) in the
number of private boaters able to access the river each
ye a r.
•  The total number of non-commercial annual launch-
es is more than doubled -- from 240 to 503.
•  The total number of summer private launches is 185,
a 43% increase. 
•  A new launch category of 8-person trips is estab-

lished, which greatly increases the number of priva t e
launches and use in the summer season (by 6,710 addi-
tional user-days), increases the ability of private boaters
u t u t i l i ze their 50% of the yearly allocation, encourages
smaller trips permit holders historically have felt pre s-
s u red not to run because of the scarcity of opport u n i t y,
and allows more efficient use of  campsites. 
•  The total number of shoulder season (spring/fall)
p r i vate launches is 199, a 105% incre a s e .
•  Pr i vate boaters finally get approximately the same use
as commercially guided trips. Commercial use is capped
at current levels, but there is a near doubling (fro m
58,048 to 113,486) in the total user-days allocated for
p r i vate trips. No n - c o m m e rcial use is not capped and,
depending upon per trip load factor may e xc e e d
115,500. This ratio of approximately 50/50  will
remain in place for the life of the plan. 
•  T h e re is a 52% increase (from 51,889 to 79,399) in
the number of user-days allocated for private trips in
the prime Ma rc h - October season. 
•  Winter use is expected to increase by about 1,855
people per ye a r, and all of it is noncommercial use.

From an environmental/social perspective there
a re gains as well: 

o The maximum number of people on the
r i ver at any time is reduced from 1,095 to 981.
o Launches are spread more evenly over seasons
and the maximum number of daily launches
is reduced from 9 to 6, favorably impacting
c rowding issues on the rive r.
o Motor use is cut back from 9 months of the
year to 5.5 months.
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PERMIT PLAN

The permitting plan has the following feature s :
•  The current wait list is eliminated and a we i g h t e d
l o t t e ry is created for the issuance of permits.
•  Expanded use of the alternate trip leader concept
should serve to
reduce cancella-
t i o n s .
•  L o t t e ry appli-
cation pro c e d u re s
will contain ele-
ments that insure
that only serious
applicants are
entering the lot-
t e ry.
•  Each applicant
is given one addi-
tional chance for
each year (up to
f i ve years) they
had not won the
launch lottery and
not participated in
any part of a Lee’s
Fe r ry to Di a m o n d
Creek river trip.

T R A N S I TIONING FROM THE WAIT LIST

All current list members of the waiting list will be give n
multiple options for a transition into either an actual trip date or
a new eligibility category, within 6 months after the plan is
implemented. Within 5 years (by 2011), a large percentage of
c u r rent wait list members would have had the opportunity to
schedule and take their trips. 

•  L ow-number people will get a chance to  schedule
d i re c t l y. 
•  People with higher numbers will a chance to com-
bine their numbers and get a permit based on their
a g g regated waiting period. 
•  Those unready to schedule can move into the lottery
(with an extra chance for each year they had been on
the existing wait list PLUS any other extra chances t h e y
had accrued) or just leave the list for a re f u n d .

P O T E N TIAL COMPLAINTS
Although GCPBA thinks, in general, that the Pa rk

Se rvice paid gratifying attention to our suggestions during the
planning process, some things about the plan are drawing com-
p l a i n t .
•  The current waiting list provided long-term certainty that an

applicant would get a
launch, if he or she
l i ved long
e n o u g h . That cert a i n-
ty goes away with the
list itself.  W h i l e
GCPBA a d vocated a
multiple path access
system which includ-
ed both a lottery and
a re s e rvation system
GCPBA hopes and
expects  that the new
system will prov i d e
real trips to real peo-
ple a lot  sooner than
the current wait list
does. 
•  Many boaters
liked longer trips than
the shortened trip
lengths proposed in
the FEIS. On the
other hand:

o the increased trip opportunities more than
overbalance this issue, 

o there are actually some trip-length incre a s e s
in shoulder seasons, and 

o if a longer trip is a high priority, it still is 
possible to do 25 day trips in the winter.

•  Permit holders must be 18 at the time of trip, and the
practice of putting children on the list will disappear
with the list itself.
•   A non-refundable fee stru c t u re will be employed. T h i s
should have the effect of making sure that lottery applica-
tions are real, not dummy, and scheduled trips will either
take place, or if for some reason go unused, be re t u r n e d
to the pot immediately.
•  The plan does not address wilderness designation for
the river corridor. While it is tempting to wish all issues
could be addressed at once, NPS planning for wilderness
is a separate issue and was never part of this effort .

(continued on next page)
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•  The charge has been made that the NPS pro p o s a l
simply throws a bunch of user days into the priva t e
pool, irre s p e c t i ve of environmental or social conse-
q u e n c e s .
•  The number of trips launching per day has been
reduced which should reduce the number of daily
contacts, crowding at attractions and campsite 
competition. 

Ad d i t i o n a l l y
camping tends
to occur at re g-
ular points –
the number of
campsites has
remained con-
stant  - there is
no evidence
that expanded
use in shoulder
seasons will
lead to the cre-
ation of more
campsites and
t h e re f o re more
trailing, etc.

T h e
Pa rk Se rv i c e
has expre s s e d
concern that
i n c reased visita-
tion will lead
to damage of more archeological sites. The potential is
t h e re; hopefully user education can mitigate that
effect. Educational efforts have been successful in the
past, most notably in the disposal of human waste
and trash.
•  While group sizes for outfitter trips are somew h a t
smaller and guides are now counted, group sizes are
still not equal. But use is. Some members of the
GCPBA Board had a theoretic view that private trips
should be able to have the same size groups as outfit-
ter trips, but for most it never went beyond theory.
Faced with the actuality that no one was much inter-
ested in running a 36-person trip and part i c u l a r l y
since private boaters are being offered equal use, this
seems a minor loss.
•   While motors are not phased out, their use is cut
f rom 9 months to 5.5. Opinions on this va r i e d
s t ro n g l y, even within the GCPBA Board, with some
thinking that ‘in a perfect world’ there would be no

m o re motors, and others noting that for those who can’t afford
the luxury of a longer trip, for trips with aged parents and small
c h i l d ren, a motor rig maybe a useful option. 

What really convinced the Board to agree with the
outfitters about continued motor use was the modeling effort
we undertook using the Grand Canyon River Trip Si m u l a t o r
s o f t w a re. Simulation after simulation made it clear that without

motors, use would have
to be cut way back,
and/or inter-part y
encounters would go
way up. Such encoun-
ters would be more fre-
quent and of longer
duration. See Wa i t i n g
Li s t, Vol 6, No.2 Wi n t e r
2002-3, Can Ca n yo n
Use Be Ex p a n d e d ? for a
m o re complete analyses. 
•   T h e re isn’t a com-
mon “c h o k e p o i n t” -
point of entry - into the
r i ver access system, i.e.,
outfitter passengers and
n o n - c o m m e rcial boaters
still go through separate
systems and there are
still separate commer-
c i a l / n o n - c o m m e rc i a l
allocations. The Board
a n a l y zed lots of tech-

niques for doing this (in fact, GCPBA’s new
President, Da ve Yeamans, spent months on the sys-
tems and mathematical analysis for these pro c e-
d u res) and concluded there we re lots of ways this
could happen, and all of them would invo l ve huge
hassles for both private boaters and the outfitters’
passengers, and huge bureaucratic hassles for the
NPS river office. Any of these systems, give n
enough effort, money and time, could have been
made to work. Any of them would have (sort of)
“m e a s u red demand.” The conclusion was that a
50:50 split that was comparatively easy to adminis-
ter was something worth attaining. If priva t e
boaters could get that – and they have – it was
w o rthwhile to give up a theoretic allocation-fre e
scenario, with guaranteed hassles and no guarantee
of even ending up at the 50% leve l .
•   Each person is permitted only one commerc i a l
or non-commercial GC river trip per ye a r. If this
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helps bring demand back tow a rd supply, even GCPBA’s most
a rdent re p e a t e r, ex-president Ricardo, is square with it. Not ve ry
h a p p y, but square… The “no re p e a t” rule will be implemented
in 2007.

GCPBA POSITI O N
At the time the GCPBA Board decided to sue the Pa rk

Se rvice to force it to re s t a rt the planning process, it was an act of
last re s o rt. When GCNP Superintendent Ro b e rt Arnberger halt-
ed the river-planning process, it was clear private boaters would
h a ve to live under the old plan for the indefinite future. 

With a 20-year waiting list, it seemed no possible out-
come could be worse for private boaters than having to live
under the plan for another 20 – 30 years. The GCPBA Board
b e l i e ves that the proposed plan is far better than the status quo.
The new plan has a few nits that some individual Board mem-
bers dislike, but in general, the Board could hardly be more
pleased. The canyon experience is going to become much more
a vailable for GCPBA members and the larger river ru n n i n g
c o m m u n i t y. With the scheduling and launch changes, a priva t e
trip is going be a better experience.

P O T E N TIAL LITI G ATION 
AND CONSEQUENCES

While the compromises that are an inevitable conse-
quence of efforts to obtain greater overall access will be deemed
acceptable by most, ours is a society that seemingly defaults to
litigation mode. 

Those who are dissatisfied with the balance struck by
the NPS in the FEIS have cast the specter of litigation over the
scene. Not-so-subtle intimations of a planned lawsuit against the
NPS are being bandied about fre e l y. Thus the question suggest-
ed by the title of this article - Will Another Lawsuit Help Or
Hi n d e r p r i vate boaters in obtaining expanded access to the
Grand Canyo n ? ”

L e t’s cut to the chase. Fu rther legal disputes centering
on the provisions of the FEIS are not in the interest of the pri-
vate river community in general.

A wide and disturbing spectrum of possible outcomes
exists. A large portion of the private boater community could
remain foreclosed of any opportunity to enter the pool of people
seeking to lead a Grand Canyon trip. The wait list has been
closed for two years. If implementation of the FEIS we re
a d versely affected by litigation over the FEIS, it’s not likely that
the GCNP would re-open the list. T h e re f o re, private boaters
c u r rently not re g i s t e red on the NPS wait list, most likely, will
still be pre vented from joining the list. 

The litigation process could have further unintended
consequences. For example, if a trial court agreed with some
aspect of a legal challenge, there would be an appeal. The court
of appeals could disagree with the trial court.  All of this could
p roduce years of delay in attaining the access levels the FEIS

plan prov i d e s .
Im p o rtantly (and not mentioned by those contemplat-

ing litigation) a re c o n f i g u red FEIS may not incorporate the
n u m e rous gains now available to private boaters. It is entire l y
possible that the conditions imposed upon the NPS in any
d e c ree or settlement could be detrimental to private boating
i n t e rests – wiping out the major access gains the FEIS fore c a s t s .

T h e re is the other potential no one is talking about.
Depending on the exact nature and final outcome of the lawsuit,
it is possible that one interpretation of a court ruling would be
reduced access for private boaters.

Fi n a l l y, even if litigation is not targeted directly at the
p r i vate boater community’s interests, the law of unintended con-
sequences could strike with a vengeance. Litigation invo l v i n g
any of the parties could adversely impact private boaters in other
ways as yet unknown. 

These ve ry real possibilities raise a critical question, are
those contemplating litigation ready to expose all private boaters
to some unknown, serious, adverse outcomes?

It’s time to reflect on how far private boaters have come
in our battle for fair and timely access for all who wish to experi-
ence a Grand Canyon river trip. We, the GCPBA Board, as we l l
as many of our members and many in the larger river ru n n i n g
community see great promise in the NPS proposal. It’s our 
opinion that any lawsuit that seeks to stop implementation of
this plan would be a major setback, potentially depriving rive r
runners of those gains that the community has sought for 
many ye a r s .

Rich Phillips and the Board of the GCPBAy



page eighteen THE Waiting List

Some Other Opinions

Mixed Reviews
AMERICAN WHITEWATER

American Whitewater has reviewed the new plan for managing the Grand Canyon of the Colorado River. We have pulled
out relevant information from the National Park Service’s documents and will share that information below. In general,

the new plan resolves many problems with the old plan, while making some changes that will negatively impact users. Shorter
trips, and limiting users to one trip per year will certainly impact both commercial and noncommercial paddlers. With this
being said, the new plan will phase out the ridiculous wait list and replace it with a better system that will improve the
chances of each American getting on the river in a timely manner. The plan also resolves several issue of fairness, and is sensi-
tive to the many citizens already on the wait list. The NPS plan meets many of our interests, and while not without its costs,
we commend the NPS for tackling this issue and for developing a promising solution to a complex host of river management
challenges. We look forward to working with the NPS and other stakeholders to implement the new plan. 

American Whitewater worked closely with several other organizations to advocate for many of the changes in the new
plan. AW staff traveled to the Southwest for numerous stakeholder meetings over the several years, and joined a group of like-
minded organizations in a lawsuit against the National Park Service in 2000 that forced the NPS to develop a new plan. On
January 25, 2005 American Whitewater joined the GCPBA, the Grand Canyon River Outfitters Association and Grand
Canyon River Runners Association in making a historic joint recommendation to the Park Service that included equal annual
allocations of commercial and non-commercial use, the continuation of an appropriate type and level of motorized and non-
motorized recreational opportunities, seasonal adjustments that would result in fewer river trips happening at one time, and
improvements to the non-commercial river trip permitting system. The new plan for the management of the Grand Canyon
mirrors our suggestions and is a success for the American Public and for the many groups that came together to make it pos-
sible. 

American Whitewater is proud of our role in this process, and would like to thank Jason Robertson for his expert leader-
ship on this issue for over 7 years.

TH E LO T T E R Y RE P L A C I N G T H E WA I T LI S T

The NPS is phasing out the current wait list for private trips and replacing it with a weighted lottery system. People that are
currently on the wait list will have a variety of options for getting on the river prior to people not on the weight list, and
more quickly than under the old system. This process will phase the weight list out over the next several years at which time
the weighted lottery will function on its own. The weighting system is designed to give priority to people that have paddled
the river less recently, over others who have been on the river more recently. The system resolves several issues of fairness, and
to provide for more private paddlers to paddle the river.

Read more at: americanwhitewater.org

ARIZONA WILDERNESS ALLIANCE

Awaiting the much-anticipated Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) from the National Park Service that will
guide management of the Colorado River through Grand Canyon National Park for the next 15 to 20 years, conservationists
today denounced the park’s preferred Alternative H as woefully inadequate for protecting the river’s unique wilderness quali-
ties, delicate riparian ecosystems, and opportunity for natural quiet and solitude.

“This final EIS is a slap in the face to the millions of people who cherish the Grand Canyon’s wild Colorado River,” says
Kim Crumbo, Grand Canyon Regional Director for the Arizona Wilderness Coalition, former wilderness coordinator at
Grand Canyon National Park, and a veteran river runner with over 35 years experience on the Colorado. “Why should visi-
tors bother escaping downtown Phoenix or New York City when they can find the din of motors and throngs of people right
there in the heart of this wild canyon?”

The FEIS continues the excessive number of trips and large groups launched per day to accommodate increased demand



use plan. Towards this end, encouraging feedback,
cooperation and involvement from all user groups through-
out the life of this plan may serve to invest divergent inter-
ests in a positive outcome, while moving us towards a timely
and successful CRMP revision. 

As we have the opportunity to more thoroughly review
the details of the FEIS, we will contact the Park if any clari-
fication is needed. Again, GCRG commends your excellent
CRMP Planning Team for addressing many concerns
expressed in the DEIS public comments, resulting in an
improved final plan. Despite our concern about potential
adverse impacts from increased visitor use, we offer our firm
support as a positive approach to the conservation of the
resources that make a river trip through Grand Canyon the
best experience possible.

Sincerely,
Joe Pollock
President

Read more at: gcrg.org

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR
RIVERS

… In reality, taking action on behalf of the legal rights
of noncommercial boaters, and the protection of the 
wilderness values of the canyon, would be unlikely to result
in an injunction or delay. A plaintiff could request an
injunction, but a court would not grant one unless there
were compelling reason to do so. Since the new plan does
not pose an immediate and irreversible threat (compared to
the old plan), it appears unlikely that a court would grant an 
injunction.

The National Organization for Rivers does not seek an
injunction or other delay in implementing the new plan.
Instead, we urge the Park Service to implement the new plan
as soon as possible, as an interim measure, but we also urge
the Park Service to make further changes, so as to imple-
ment a lawful system. … a lawful system would give non-
commercial park visitors rights to reserve space that are not
inferior, it would give commercial passengers rights to take
trips without paying large extra amounts just for access
rights, and it would remove motorized rafts from the river,
since there is no valid or lawful reason for keeping them.

Sincerely,
Eric Leaper,
Executive Director, National Organization for Rivers.

for river rafting trips. It also increases the use of powerboats,
and continues the practice of flying passengers by helicopter
to and from river trips at the bottom of the Canyon. These
activities are directly in conflict with Park Service policy and
the intent of the Wilderness Act. Contrary to recreationist’s
stated preference for encounters with other groups to be
fewer than three per day along the river, the Park Service
points out in the FEIS that visitors can “tolerate” higher lev-
els.

“The Park Service should manage for a high-quality
wilderness experience, not push the numbers has high as visi-
tors can stand,” says Crumbo. “Their priorities are clearly
not with visitors, but with the handful of motorized conces-
sionaires who profit from the river.”

Read more at: azwild.org

GRAND CANYON RIVER GUIDES 

November 23, 2005

Dear Superintendent Alston,

Grand Canyon River Guides commends you and your
staff on the release of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Colorado River Management Plan. We
understand the enormity of the undertaking and appreciate
that the work was scrutinized by many different factions with
competing interests. You deserve a round of applause from
the entire river running community.

Grand Canyon River Guides would also like to extend
our help in any way to facilitate the successful implementa-
tion of the plan. We look forward to participating in the
Cultural Resources Programmatic Agreement, the first draft
of which has been received in our office. GCRG concurs that
monitoring of resources, especially those resources impacted
by recreational boaters, can more easily be accomplished
when cooperation between the Park, the Glen Canyon Dam
Adaptive Management Program, and groups like Grand
Canyon River Guides is encouraged. Our full comments on
the Draft PA for cultural resources will be submitted prior to
the December 9th deadline. 

People who choose a commercial river trip often rely on
river guides to help them safely enjoy this wonder of nature
and interpret these spectacular, yet fragile resources. We are
deeply connected to the Canyon, and that passion transforms
many of our commercial passengers into lifelong advocates of
Grand Canyon and the Colorado River. Because of our stew-
ardship role, how the river corridor is managed is of great
importance to us. We recognize the collective responsibility
that all recreational boaters have for the success of this visitor
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Read more at: NORS.org

GRAND CANYON RIVER RUNNERS ASSOCIATION

When Grand Canyon River Runners Association signed the Joint Recommendations with GCPBA, GCROA and
American Whitewater, it was with the hope that our united effort would demonstrate to the CRMP team our depth of com-
mitment to a set of jointly stated goals. After the release of the FEIS it was apparent that the NPS had taken note of our sup-
port of the Preferred Alternative with specified modifications. 

First and foremost, the NPS dropped the adjustable split allocation system and all-user registration system. Considering
that these were key elements of the DEIS common to all alternatives, we are gratified if our collective dialog helped pave the
way for the ultimate rejection of these proposals. The NPS reverted to fixed allocations, a coexisting major recommendation
on our part.

The revision of seasonal launch schedules in the modified alternative, recognition of the importance of motors, and a
much needed change of the wait list private permit system were all specifically addressed in the Joint Recommendations.
Their adoption, wholly or in part, indicated a willingness on the part of the NPS to work with user groups that would be
most affected by these aspects of the plan. 

Other elements of the plan change aspects of river travel that commercial passengers have long held to be the standard.
The new summer limit of 10 days for motor trips, decreased group sizes in the shoulder seasons, the new launch based system
and its affect on the single boat motor trip, guided hikes on the Bright Angel Trail and counting guides and other staff in
group size will have impacts on the types of trips we have traditionally enjoyed. More uncertain are some of the unintended
consequences of these new changes.

Each of the user groups represented by the signers of the Joint Recommendations has had to accept compromises. It is the
belief of the Board of GCRRA that the NPS made an effort to balance the needs of the many with the protection and preser-
vation of Grand Canyon. 

RIVER RUNNERS FOR WILDERNESS

The newly released Final Environmental Impact Statement/Colorado River Management Plan missed a terrific opportuni-
ty to manage the Colorado River through Grand Canyon National Park as the American treasure it is. The new plan does
nothing to improve management of the river and actually makes matters worse by allowing critical issues to fester from now
until the next CRMP. Read more: rrfw.org

No. of Trips

(continued from preceding page)
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THE GCPBA STORE
OU R S T O R E I S O P E N ~ BO O K S, S H I R T S, H AT S, W E’V E G O T T H E M O N S A L E!

Everything is on sale for the holidays!

This month’s special is the 1st edition of  Day Hikes From the River, $11.50 for everyone 
(plus $2 shipping)! 

OR D E R T O D A Y ~ SO M E Q U A N TI TI E S A R E R U N N I N G L O W

Day Hikes from the River, by Tom Martin
1st ed. reg. $16.95     sale $11.50
2nd ed.                                                   $19.95

River Otter Handbook for Trip Planning
by Marcia Eschen                                     $24.95

The Hidden Canyon – A River Journey
by J. Blaustein, E. Abbey, M. Litton           $19.95

The Doing of the Thing – The Brief Brilliant
Whitewater Career of Buzz Holmstrom
by V. Welch, C. Conley, B Dimock            $20.00

Wilderness Medical Associates Field Guide
(water proof)  $19.95

Over the Edge – Death in Grand Canyon
by Michael Ghiglieri & Tom Myers(soft) $22.95

(hard)   $34.95

Outward Bound Wilderness First Aid Book
$14.95

Sunk Without a Sound – The Tragic Colo River
Honeymoon of Glen & Bessie Hyde 
by Brad Dimock                             (soft)  $18.00

(hard)  $28.00

All My Rivers are Gone – A Journey of Discovery
Through Glen Canyon by Katie Lee         $18.00

Walking the Unknown River - 
And Other Travels in Escalante Country
by Ann Weiler Walka                               $13.00

Shirts, with a big GCPBA logo on the back
- short sleeve (sm thru 2XX extra) $15.00
- long sleeve (medium & large) $25.00

Baseball Caps with “Grand Canyon
Private Boaters Association” embroidery     $18.00

GCPBA Stickers (holiday red/festive)
Free with a book or clothing order $1.00

Contact the Treasurer at treasurer@gcpba.org 
to place your order for your holiday shopping.    

GCPBA members will get a 25% discount, non-members a 15% discount.  
Shipping is about $2-6, depending on your order.
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Private Trip Journals

ANATOMY OF A FLIP
Day 16  - River Mile 179.3 -  March 2004

I’m standing here at the scouting spot on river right, high above the maelstrom just downstream,
looking down on a wave that has my full attention.  This wave is formed at the apex and by the

collision of two diagonal waves. The diagonal wave coming from the left side is fueled by water
that is being forced out of the right hand side of a feature known as the Ledge Hole. The diagonal
wave coming from the right is formed by flowing water that is being compressed and constricted
by a series of house-sized boulders at the water’s edge on river right. A goodly portion of the flow
of the Colorado River is passing through and around this turbulence and, I swear, it resembles a
six foot tall, frothy plowshare pointed directly upstream. There are other features to contend with
below, but you’ve got to get past this one first.

It’s not a perfect wave by anyone’s standards. It does have
a certain oscillation, first the left diagonal is breaking, then
the right, now both at the same time, and it even smoothes
out to glass occasionally. But there is no repeating pattern or
timeline that is discernable. I gaze up at the canyon wall
opposite and the rocks appear to be moving…I am mesmer-
ized and hypnotized by this wave. Welcome to Lava Falls and
the “V Wave”.

It’s a drizzly morning and we had hoped to pass through
here at “low water”, that is, at a low point on the release of
water from Glen Canyon dam, 180 or so miles upstream.
This rise and fall has been dictated earlier on the trip by the
“trout eradication program” that varies the flow of water in
the Grand Canyon between 5000 and 20,000 C.F.S., some-
times stranding our boats a great distance from the water’s
edge when we wake up in the morning.  In reality, by the
time the water arrives here, the sine wave that defines the ebb
and flood on the river has flattened out to the point that we
really can’t tell if the river is rising or falling, and we waste lit-
tle time trying to figure it out. We scan our options….river
left offers only rocks and minimum flow. Maybe a kayak
could bump and scrape through, but a raft would never make
it. Any route in the center inevitably leads in to the Ledge
Hole and doesn’t make anyone’s list. Our only option of pas-
sage is a right run and an encounter with the “V Wave”.

I’ve looked at it too long already and head back to the
boats. Our kayakers and eighteen foot boats are going
through first to set up safety and I only casually watch them
leave their moorings. I am more concerned with one last
check of the rigging and also waiting for my wife, Barb, to
return and help cast off. My markers have been committed to
memory and I begin my mantra:  follow the bubble line

coming off the last big outcropping of rock on river
right….don’t worry about the Ledge Hole, you’re not going
there if you stay in the bubble line….as soon as you recog-
nize the left side lateral, push hard and punch through
it….square up and hit the “V Wave” pushing those oars as
hard as you can!

And it all went just like that. As I punched through the
left diagonal, I could almost dip my port oar in the Ledge
Hole. This actually boosted my confidence that I would
have plenty of time to square up. The hydraulics and cur-
rent at this point really compress any sense of time, but we
hit the wave in good shape….but at precisely the wrong
moment. As we were making that final approach I yelled to
Barb, “Hold on, this is the big hit!” and in that instant both
sides of the diagonals broke over the entire length of my
raft. We were immediately submerged and the boat was tor-
pedoing downward. But just as quickly, we were emerging
on the wave’s back side, the raft’s bow shooting skyward like
some whale breaching, and I yelled, “We’re through!”  Then
the next wave hit—-not a river wave, but the wave created
by all of the water that had filled the front half of the boat.
This came cascading down and I was out of position and off
balance. As I was being washed off the port side of the raft,
I saw Barb doing her best to climb the starboard tube for a
highside. But we were too far up on a rail, and my final
exclamation was simply, “We’re over…glug,glug!”

We had been caught in a classic, self-bailer flip. So
much water had come into the boat in such a short period
of time that the bailing action of the boat was overcome by
the buoyancy of the inflated bottom. This, coupled with
downstream momentum, forces the bow of the raft upward,
me off the back, and the boat into a slow roll to the left.

And then there was darkness—I had come up under the
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boat, my head just above the water in the air space between
the rowing seat and the cooler. I did a quick reconnoiter,
took a deep breath, and pushed down and away. No luck
escaping on this try … the buoyancy of my brand new
“high float” life jacket wouldn’t allow me to get down far
enough to make my  escape under the tubes. I could tell
there was a pretty good ride going on out there, and on my
third try I managed to get down, but emerged in the bow
compartment of the raft and
still underneath. I could hear
our three kayakers yelling,
“Where’s Jamie, find Jamie.”
At this juncture, I edged over
to one side, got both of my
arms on the outside of the
tube and, grasping the belly
line, dragged myself out from
underneath the boat. I
emerged on the downstream
side of the boat and Bill, our
lead boatman, was right there
in his kayak. “Where’s Barb”,
I yelled, and Bill replied,
“She’s ok on the other side.
Now get your ass on top of
that boat right now!”  

I tried, but was too dazed and exhausted to pull
myself up and said so. Bill got the nose of his kayak under-
neath my backside somehow and this gave me enough lever-
age to get up onto the overturned boat. At almost the same
moment, Jack arrived in the eighteen foot “aircraft carrier”
and got a line on my boat. Bill paddled for shore with Barb
in tow and headed for the warm springs on river left. We-
that is, Jack’s boat and my boat - were just entering “Son of
Lava”, another nasty stretch of whitewater formed by the
tailwaves of Lava Rapid reflecting off the cliff on river left.
Jack was pulling with everything he had to keep both boats
off of the cliff wall. His passenger, Steve, had control of the
line that was tethering us, and was ready to cast it off if
either boat got into trouble. I think my boat scraped once,
but then we were pulling away from the wall and slowly
making our way across to the large eddy on river right. This
whole sequence of events, from casting off above the rapid
to getting back to shore, lasted no more than two or three
minutes.

Finally on shore, we tied off both boats and waited for
the rest of our group to come over. I’m sure I was still a lit-
tle shocky, because I couldn’t seem to focus or be much
help. Kayakers Regan and Russell were first on the scene
and their experience and training paid off. Regan dove
under, got the oars free and brought them to shore. With

my boat parallel to the shore, they tied off lines on each end
of the rowing frame, brought them under the boat and back
across the bottom again to shore. By this time, everyone had
arrived, and, with about five people on each line we gave it
the big “Heave Ho”, and re-flipped the boat. Somebody
thrust a bottle of Tequila in my hand and said, “You have
just been anointed!”

Before we got to partying, Bill did a very insightful
thing. He could tell that I wasn’t
all there yet, so he sat me down in
the boat, me in the rower’s seat
and him facing me on the cooler.
Very calmly he said, “Let’s check
your rigging and see how things
have moved around. Check to see
what’s missing and how you could
have rigged any better.”  This
action got me focused again and
revealed that a couple of rocket
boxes had shifted, but the rigging
was pretty solid. The only items
missing were a shade umbrella and
a short rack of carabineers that I
had cammed to the oar-lock stand.
When the oar popped out, they
had slipped off over the lock and

sunk. After a round of high-fiving and mutual backslapping,
and many words of thanks on my part, we were off again. It
was still before lunch and we had another fifteen miles or so
to make before camping. So we caught a lucky break that
day; no one got hurt, no damage to the boats, and a mini-
mal loss of gear.

In our group, seven of the eight rafts made it
through Lava just fine, as did our three kayakers and one
whitewater canoe. Our lone ducky had gotten maytaged in
the Ledge Hole, but self-rescued and made it down without 
additional help. I had never flipped in this boat before, so
my ego was a little bruised, but I had gained some insight
and a great deal of respect for the river. If there was a lesson
learned it goes something like this: There comes a moment
in the whitewater experience when all pretenses of rowing
ability, river reading skills, personal strength and knowledge
add up to absolutely nothing. You become a leaf in a storm
and at that moment it is the river alone that determines your
passage. So when you arrive at River Mile 179.3 and your
only route is a right run, remember to square up, push as
had as you can, and hope your timing is lucky.

Personally, I can’t wait to try it again.

James Brookey

photo: Dave Lowry



The Boy Scouts Learn 
How To “Be Prepared”

The Secret River is runnable only once in a while so you had better be ready to go when it’s up.
The Explorer Scouts were “ready” in that they had a crew of leaders with lifetimes of experi-

ence and a bunch of ambulatory boys, toothpicks really, with mouths. We drove the 1977
International bus from Los Alamos to the put in where we paid fees to the Local Managing
Agency for launch privileges.  
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We rigged
boats and launched
on “low” water, about
800 cubic feet per
second. At such a
water level it takes a
lot of rowing and not
much fooling around
to get down river in
the days we had
planned, but if you
encounter wind, as we
did, then the effort
has to go up and the
relaxation goes down.
Then, if you sink a
boat and have to
patch inside and out-
side of a 12-inch L-
gash in the tubes
because your greenie
can’t stay off a cliff, your schedule is a bit tighter. As it was
we camped at the end of a hard day just before the end of
the Carrot Creek road at about nine miles into the trip. We
stayed on the Other Managing Agency side of the river
thinking it was better to camp where permits seemed to be
optional or non-existent rather than being in violation as we
would have been for camping without a permit on the
north bank.

That evening it started to rain. It rained a lot. It
rained so hard and continuously during the night that the
cliffs turned to slurry, but not so much rain fell as to raise
the river. In the high country it was snowing. Among the
many boulders that crashed down in the dark there was a
particularly alarming one that spalled off from high up and
crashed ominously through ocotillo for close to a minute
before it came to rest somewhere nearby. It was a night of
poor sleep for me from worrying about being crushed and

for others in not
having pitched
tents.

I had
breakfast duty in
the morning so I
rousted out my wet
crew to help and to
tell me what was on
the menu. They
guessed that there
might be a menu
somewhere and
then they stood as
if comatose.
Comatose is how
you can describe
any of their teenage
postures until they
are fed, entertained,
and adult free. So I

rooted around in the bags and found something like a
menu and deciphered “gazongas” to mean “cantaloupe.”
Aha! I thought, here is breakfast, and I started feeding the
chilled troops.

They stood around shivering in their wet suits. It
was the warmest garment any of them had and it wasn’t
enough. Dry is what you want for warmth but not a one of
them had a rain jacket despite instructions to bring at least
one for each of them. Oh, well, this is how the youth learn
– from bad experience. 

Don, Mark, Merlin, and I had done plenty of stu-
pid tricks in our own youth to have learned a great deal.
While I struggled to feed the boys, the other advisors used
their brains to imagine aborting the trip. “Look. If we have
a dozen hypothermic boys eating nothing but melon now,
how bad will it be if we have to row against the wind all day
for the next three days in a snowstorm on low water? There
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just aren’t enough calories in this food they planned. Should
we consider quitting now and hitchhiking back to get our bus
at ‘Devil’s Water Tank Bend’? It’s our last chance. The road
back to town ends right across the river where those folks are
camped.”

Across the river a group of rich customers was also
considering whether they should quit and go to the Bahamas
instead. As they cancelled their trip and got into the outfitter’s
beat up Chevy, they had no idea how short their trip would
be – about two hundred yards. They ran smack into the face
of the boulder that had crashed through the night and landed
on the road. Luckily for them a group of handy scouts arrived
from the other side and spent 45 minutes digging a road
around the rock. We enterprising scouts also used the time to
negotiate a ride for one of us back to civilization so he could
call out and get our bus. But no, the dudes were having none
of the riff raff ride with them, not in the front at least.
Ingrates! So we heaved Dick, my adult greenie, into the back
of a pickup truck for a ride to the store. I had selected Dick
for the dirty deed because he had arranged the shuttle and
knew where the bus was and who had put it there. And he
was easy with the phone and – the big one – he sank my
boat. 

Dick’s odyssey is fun for another campfire story –
radio phones, garbled messages, snow plow drivers, rousting
out the shuttle driver from a family Easter Sunday dinner,
road to the bus washed out, came back to get more helpers
with shovels, inadvertently deployed search and rescue to
“save” the Boy Scouts, 18 hours in a wet suit, dragged to the
Sheriff ’s office to make statements – but it is enough to say
he did get through eventually. Meanwhile the boys and
remaining adults pitched temporary shelters and collected
rain water that ran off the tarps. We built a fire to smoke our-
selves warm. We watched search helicopters traversing the
river looking for a different bunch of boy scouts that were lost
in the 18 inches of snow accumulating just above us. 

Late in the morning we had a visit from the Local
Managing Agency ranger in charge of monitoring users in
that section of the land. He asked to see our camping
permit.

“We don’t have a camping permit,” I confessed
in the most innocent tone I had.

“Well, you need a camping permit to camp here.”
“We didn’t camp here. We camped on the

other side of the river.”
“Well, then, let me see your picnicking permit.”

[“WHAT??? This is outrageous,” muttered Merlin.]
“We don’t have one,” again sounding pure as the

driven snow. “We aren’t picnicking; we’re waiting for a ride
to take us out of here.”

“You have a fire so you are picnicking. And let me see
your fire permit, too.”

About now the hottest fire you could see was in
Merlin’s eyes. Smoke started coming out of his ears as his
hands clenched and unclenched. 

“We don’t have any permits, OK? We are just stuck
here by accident. We didn’t want to be here. We’re waiting
for our bus to come back so we can leave before we have a
bunch of sick kids from standing in the rain. We want to
quit now rather than go down river and cause a real prob-
lem!!!!!!”

“Well, I’ll just write you a permit now rather than a
fine. OK? That’ll be $200.”

Don wrapped Merlin up in a wet blanket grip.
“Let’s go check the boats, shall we, Merlin?” It saved us from
incurring assault charges in addition to permitting viola-
tions.

“I’m sorry we don’t have a permit. I’m sorry we are
here at all. We never intended to trespass or dodge any fees,”
I continued. “We’re just stuck here for a little while. We
weren’t prepared for this storm and we don’t want to get into
worse trouble. Besides, we don’t have $200 with us.”

“When you go out in the wilderness you need to be more
prepared … and bring more money!”

I swear he said it. Others heard him say it. And,
believe it or not, I follow his advice. Now I bring more
money than I can possibly imagine needing. It has been use-
ful on at least one occasion since I learned this wisdom for a
modern age.

Dave Yeamans
Illustrated by Peter Priedhorskyy
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Environmental disputes are among the most difficult conflicts to resolve. Frequently, they
reflect fundamental differences in values and include highly complex scientific and technical
issues that are not easily understood by members of the public or by stakeholder groups

(Daniels and Walker 2001). Allocation of scarce resources among competing stakeholders with
legitimate claims can be a challenging part of the conflict. The disputes are often characterized by
a significant amount of scientific uncertainty, and they resist simple, unilateral solutions. The
involvement of multiple parties, issues
(Kriesberg 1997), and political jurisdictions
(Dukes 1996) compound these difficulties. 

These dilemmas present themselves in environmental
disputes at both national and international levels. This chap-
ter presents a domestic example, the les-
sons from which may be useful for
tackling other national and international
disputes.

When environmental disputes
involve a United States government
agency, the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) is often a
factor. NEPA prescribes a process by
which federal agencies must produce environmental analyses
– environmental assessments or environmental impact state-
ments (EISs) – when they undertake “major federal actions”
(National Environmental Policy Act 1969). NEPA regula-
tions also require the agencies to solicit and use public input
at specified stages in the process (Council on Environmental
Quality 2002a). 

NEPA processes can involve a high degree of contro-
versy and contentiousness between agency decision makers
and their constituents, particularly if the issues are complex
and highly contested and the stakeholder groups polarized.  

Applying alternative dispute resolution (ADR) tech-
niques, such as those used in mediation, to NEPA require-
ments for public participation can reduce contentiousness
and aid in resolving conflicts. The use of these techniques
can improve communication between agencies and the pub-

lic, thereby enhancing trust among the parties. It can also
increase an agency’s ability and willingness to include public
values in its public policy decisions. The result is an enrich-
ment of the decision making process, increasing the likeli-
hood of producing durable management decisions and

reducing the probability of litigation
(Bingham and Langstaff n.d.).

This chapter illustrates the
value of applying ADR methods to
public participation during a NEPA
process by examining the Grand
Canyon National Park’s revision of
its 1989 Colorado River
Management Plan. The park was

required by NEPA to produce an environmental analysis
and ensure public participation before finalizing the plan.
Managing the process internally, the park held several pub-
lic meetings in 1997 and 1998 to gather input from stake-
holders and constituents (Jalbert 2003a).  [Unless otherwise
cited, information about the 1997 public participation
process and events before that time is from personal com-
munication with Linda Jalbert.] Primarily because the
process became so contentious, the superintendent of the
park halted the planning process in 2000 (Arnberger
2000b). 

When the park recommenced the planning process
in 2002, its management chose a different approach. They
retained the author’s company, one that specializes in ADR
approaches to environmental and public policy disputes, to
assist them with public participation. It is from that per-

A VE R Y DI F F E R E N T LO O K IN S I D E T H E C R M P

The Colorado River Through the Grand Canyon:
Applying Alternative Dispute Resolution

Methods to Public Participation

From Bruch, Carl, Jansky, Libor, Nakayama, Mikiyasu, and Salewicz, Kazimierz A. 2005. Public Participation in the Governance of
International Freshwater Resources, 403-432. Tokyo: United Nations University Press.

Mary Orton

The allocation of 
recreational use between

commercial and 
non-commercial boaters
had been controversial

for years.
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spective that this chapter reviews the history of the process
that began in 1997, and compares it to the process that the
park used when planning resumed in 2002. 

This case description begins with an account of the
park’s 1997 NEPA process to revise the Colorado River
Management Plan, starting with identification of the stake-
holder groups involved and the major issues that concerned
them, followed by a description of the process used, includ-
ing outcomes. After a brief account of the termination of
the process in 2000 and its resumption in 2002, there fol-
lows an explanation of the process developed by the author
and used by the park in 2002 and a comparison of out-
comes from the 1997 and 2002 processes. 

The comparison demonstrates that the use of ADR
techniques had a positive effect on the process of revising
the Colorado River Management Plan, and that use of ADR
in these processes should be considered by public agencies
involved in difficult and contentious NEPA processes.

I. 1997: Colorado River
Management Plan Revision Begins

A. THE COLORADO RIVER 

The Colorado River is the largest river in south-
western North America, stretching for 1,450 miles from
Wyoming to the Sea of Cortez in Mexico. On its route, it
drains 246,000 square miles in parts of seven states in the
United States and two in Mexico (McHenry 1993). Perhaps
best known is the reach through Grand Canyon National
Park, which provides the longest stretch of navigable white-
water in the continental United States (Jalbert 2003b).

B. THE STAKEHOLDERS 
AND THE  ISSUES

This chapter focuses on non-commercial, or private,
boaters and the commercial river outfitters as two principal
stakeholder groups represented during the Colorado River
Management Plan revision process in 1997. Non-commer-
cial boaters are also sometimes called “private boaters,”
although some in this category prefer the term “public
boaters.” In this chapter, the terms “private” and “non-com-
mercial” are used interchangeably.

The two most contentious issues in the Colorado
River Management Plan between these two groups were:  

(1) how recreational river use should be allocated between
commercial and non-commercial river users, and

(2) whether motorized boats should be allowed
on the river.

The allocation of recreational use between com-
mercial and non-commercial boaters had been controversial
for years. Limits on usage, established by the park to pro-
tect natural and cultural resources and the visitor experi-
ence, made recreational use a scarce commodity. The alloca-
tion between the sectors in the 1989 Colorado River
Management Plan was 68% commercial and 32% non-
commercial. This was the status quo when the park began
to revise the plan in 1997 (U.S. Department of the Interior
1989). 

The commercial and non-commercial sectors used
different systems to distribute their allocation to the end
user. By 1989, a waiting list to lead a non-commercial river
trip had been established. It contained 6,800 names, result-
ing in a wait estimated by one group to be eight to ten
years (Aronson 1997). By contrast, a reservation system dis-
tributed the commercial allocation. If a commercial cus-
tomer were not able to reserve space on a river trip in a par-
ticular season, that customer would be required to contact
the outfitter again for the next season (Grisham 2003).

In January 1997, the inaugural newsletter of the
new Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association (GCPBA)
described obtaining a permit to lead a non-commercial river
trip on the Colorado River through Grand Canyon “nearly
impossible” (Martin 1997a). GCPBA’s primary objective
was to increase the allocation of user days to non-commer-
cial boaters. 

The Grand Canyon River Outfitters Association,
comprised of the 16 outfitters with contracts from the park
to provide river trips through the Grand Canyon to the
public, favored retaining the current allocation. (Grisham
2003)

The issue of whether motorized boats should be
allowed on the Colorado River through Grand Canyon, like
the allocation question, had been controversial for years.
This complex dispute stems from different ways of inter-
preting three public documents: the Wilderness Act, a pro-
posal for wilderness designation submitted by the park, and
National Park Service policy vis-à-vis proposed wilderness.

The Wilderness Act describes requirements for des-
ignation and management of wilderness areas (Wilderness
Act 1964). In §3(c) the Act prohibits “motor vehicles, motor -
ized equipment [and] motorboats” in designated wilderness
areas. The Act also specifies in §§4(c) and 4(d) “the use of
aircraft or motorboats, where these uses have already become
established, may be permitted to continue subject to such
restrictions as the Secretary…deems advisable.”

In 1980, after a NEPA process that included public
participation and an environmental analysis, the park
transmitted a wilderness proposal in accordance with the

(continued on next page)
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Wilderness Act. This wilderness proposal recommended that
the Colorado River be designated as potential wilderness, and
included a formal plan to gradually eliminate motors on the
river. This recommendation was never conveyed to Congress,
and Congress – which has the sole authority to designate
wilderness on federal land – has never acted on a wilderness
bill for the Grand Canyon. 

According to some parties’
interpretation of the Wilderness Act
and National Park Service policy, the
park was required to remove motors
from the river because the wilderness
proposal included this provision.
Other parties – including Grand
Canyon National Park – did not share
that interpretation, and believed that
motors could remain unless and until
Congress acted to prohibit them. As
the 1997 process for the revision of the
Colorado River Management Plan
began, many non-commercial boaters
were in favor of removing motorized
watercraft from the Grand Canyon. The outfitters strongly
favored maintaining the status quo, believing that their posi-
tion reflected the public interest (Grisham 2003).

C. THE 1997 SCOPING PROCESS

The park began its 1997 process to revise the
Colorado River Management Plan with detailed plans for
significant public participation. The public was invited to
attend several meetings and to submit comments by regular
mail or e-mail through December 1997. Although there was
a high level of public involvement, the process proved to be
contentious.

The first step in a NEPA process for which public
participation is required is called “scoping” and is outlined in
Federal Regulation 1508.25 (Council on Environmental
Quality 2002a). Scoping is an issues-surfacing process that is
designed to identify the “range of actions, alternatives, and
impacts to be considered in an environmental impact state-
ment” (Council on Environmental Quality 2002a). This
process is important to stakeholders because scoping gives the
public a chance to suggest to the agency which issues should
be addressed and which alternatives should be analyzed.
More importantly, alternatives that are not analyzed in the
EIS cannot be included in the final plan. During the devel-
opment of the environmental impact statement, federal agen-
cies are required to develop “all reasonable alternatives, which
must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated.” These
alternatives reflect different ways to accomplish the major
federal action that the agency is planning to embark upon.

When making the decision on how to proceed, “a decision
maker must…consider all the alternatives discussed in an EIS,”
and “must not consider alternatives beyond the range of alterna -
tives discussed in the relevant environmental documents”
(Council on Environmental Quality 2002b).

According to a park press release, the focus of the
scoping meetings was “identifying the
full range of river management issues and
solutions that are important to the public”
(Oltrogge 1997). The goal of the meet-
ings was to encourage communication
between stakeholders and park staff and
among stakeholders, and for the park
thereby to obtain their ideas for the
Colorado River Management Plan revi-
sion. They did not attempt to produce
consensus among stakeholders, but
rather wanted to develop an under-
standing of the stakeholder interests and
positions. They were also interested in
the overlap between those interests,
where trade-offs and solutions may lie

that that could help satisfy the needs of all the stakeholders
(Chesher 2003). 

Process Details

The meetings were widely publicized and there was a
high level of participation. Attendance was encouraged
through a semi-annual park newsletter, The Canyon
Constituent, a press release, and a mailing to individuals who
had expressed an interest and to all the stakeholder and boat-
ing groups that were known to the park staff. The press
release suggested that participants come with the “issues they
wanted to see addressed, as well as proposed solutions to those
issues” (Oltrogge 1997). Because of the publicity and the level
of interest, the turnout at the three public meetings was high-
er than expected. Park staff anticipated (and would have been
satisfied with) a turnout of 50, and was overwhelmed by
more than 100 participants at each meeting. 

The meetings were carefully planned with the intent
to maximize public participation and input. They took place
in Portland, Oregon; Salt Lake City, Utah; and Phoenix,
Arizona on three consecutive weekends in September 1997.
The meetings spanned Friday night and most of Saturday, for
a total of 11 hours each. Participants were asked to attend
both days of the meeting. One or two volunteers from the
River Management Society, a national nonprofit professional
society dedicated to the protection and management of
North America’s river resources (River Management Society

2003), assisted park staff with the meetings, with an intent to
have a neutral facilitator of the meetings.

The park began its 1997
process to revise the

Colorado River
Management Plan with

detailed plans for 
s i g n i ficant public 

participation ... Although
there was a high level of

public involvement, 
the process proved 
to be contentious.
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Friday night was designed to be an introductory
session. The room was arranged in theater style, with rows
of chairs facing the front and a table and chairs for three
park staff members at the front. Other planners and park
staff were also at the front of the room, off to the side.
Distributed throughout the room were pads of flipchart
paper on stands, labeled with a question: “What issues
would you like the park to consider?” When participants
arrived, they signed in and were
invited to write their concerns and
issues on the pads of paper. A River
Management Society representative
opened the meeting by welcoming
the attendees and describing the
agenda for the evening and the next
day. Next, Grand Canyon Science
Center Chief David Haskell
reviewed the overall process and
timeline in some detail, noting that
the park anticipated that the process would be completed
in approximately two years. After the introductory com-
ments, the attendees were invited to form small groups to
generate a list of issues they wanted the park to consider. A
park employee or River Management Society member
facilitated these small group meetings, while a second per-
son served as recorder, using pads of flipchart paper.
Ground rules included: listen to others, there is not just
one correct answer, consensus is not the goal (Martin
1997b), allow everyone to speak in turn, and participants
may pass if they do not wish to speak (Jalbert 2003a).

For Saturday, the second day of the meeting, the
park designed another series of small group meetings
focused on the issues that were expressed the day before.
The issues in all three cities were similar: use of motorized
boats on the river, allocation of recreational use, natural
and cultural resource protection, the non-commercial river
trip permit distribution system, helicopter use, recreational
trip attributes (size, length, etc.), and range of visitor serv-
ices, which referred primarily to the desire on the part of
educational institutions to have more access to the
Colorado River for educational purposes. The purpose of
the small group meetings was for the park to obtain in-
depth information on issues that had been raised the night
before. These were concurrent sessions and attendees were
able to attend more than one of them in the course of the
day.

PUBLIC DISCUSSION

The discussions on both days were difficult and
argumentative. Stakeholders contradicted and challenged
each other’s facts and opinions. Some stakeholders chose a

particular small group because their perceived adversaries
joined that group, augmenting the friction. While some
participants dominated the discussions, others did not par-
ticipate much at all. Because the staff had not been trained
on how to facilitate difficult discussions, they found the
contentiousness hard to control. At times, park staff mem-
bers facilitating the sessions expressed their opinions about
the issues under discussion, causing some attendees to feel

that the issues had already been decided
(Jalbert 2003a, Grisham 2003). Some
stakeholders even felt there was animosi-
ty directed towards them from park staff
(Grisham 2003). The perception of bias
on the part of park staff and the rising
tensions among the participants added to
the feelings of mistrust and suspicion
towards the park and among stakehold-
ers (Anon. 2002). [Unless otherwise
cited, information about stakeholder

views is from interviews with 36 stakeholders by Mary
Orton, June 2002. Anonymity was promised to the stake-
holders who were interviewed.] A reporter characterized
one of the meetings as follows:

Crowded into an airport hotel conference room,
participants were watched by uniformed Park
Service law enforcement officers wearing side arms.
Grand Canyon National Park’s top management,
charged with making the decisions, did not even
attend. The hearing erupted into near chaos and
some people walked out when park staffers
announced they would not allow verbatim com -
ments at a microphone but merely wanted focus
group discussions (Smith 2002). 

D. Scoping Process Outcomes

Despite the difficulties, park staff reported several
positive outcomes from the scoping period in general and
the public meetings in particular. The park, for the first
time, had made a strong effort to keep their constituents
informed and involved. For example, they issued at least 10
newsletters over three years on the subject of the manage-
ment plan revision. For many members of the planning
team, the scoping meetings had been their first face-to-face
encounter with constituents. Stakeholders now knew whom
to call at the park when they had a question or suggestion.
Through the process, the public was educated about the
issues and the constraints under which the park operates,
and was able to offer constructive suggestions for change.
As a result, the park received a considerable amount of
useful information about issues of concern to the public
(Chesher 2003). 

The perception of bias
on the part of park staff 

and the rising tensions
among the participants
added to the fe e l i n g s

of mistrust and suspicion
towards the park ...
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However, most of the park staff and stakeholders
felt contentiousness, disagreement, misunderstandings, and
polarized people and issues were the primary results of the
process. Relationships between agency staff and stakehold-
ers, and among stakeholders, were characterized by mistrust
and acrimony. Descriptions of the process from both park
staff and stakeholders included the terms “not constructive,”
“contentious,” “conflict,” “grandstanding,” “painful,” “ranti-
ng,” and “screaming” (Jalbert 2003a, Anon. 2002).

The situation would worsen before it was mitigated.

E. POST-SCOPING PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION

Although public participation is not required by
NEPA in the time between the end of
scoping and the issuance of a draft EIS,
the park sponsored several public meet-
ings and workshops to keep stakeholders
informed and involved after the scoping
period ended in December 1997. 

The first workshop focused on
the private permit distribution system.
Although this workshop was contentious,
argumentative, and difficult, park staff
again gleaned useful information from the
participants. In fact, this workshop result-
ed in administrative changes to the wait-
ing list system, using ideas suggested by
stakeholders (Chesher 2003).

In the summer of 1999 the park
sponsored two more workshops on the
subject of a new river trip simulation
model. This computer-based model allowed testing of differ-
ent combinations of various types of river trip launches –
commercial and non-commercial, oar-powered, and motor-
ized – to evaluate the impact on two variables: (1) crowding
at attraction sites and (2) encounters between trips.
(Crowding and number of encounters are two important
indicators of the quality of the visitor experience on a river
trip.) The principle investigator for the model had inter-
viewed outfitters, guides, and non-commercial boaters so
the model could mimic their decision-making logic on river
trips. The workshops were viewed by many stakeholders as
one of the more significant exercises in public involvement,
because of the potential for significant impact of the model
on the management plan and the substantial level of stake-
holder involvement that was needed for its development.

Other planned and publicized workshops never
occurred. As described in the next section, the release of a
different, unrelated draft management plan caused enough
controversy not only to prevent the scheduling of the

remaining workshops, but also to derail the entire
Colorado River Management Plan planning process. 

II. 2000: Colorado River
Management Planning

I n t e r r u p t e d

A. WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 
PLAN RELEASED

In order to understand why Grand Canyon
National Park Superintendent Robert Arnberger halted the
Colorado River Management Plan planning process in
2000, awareness of another, concurrent park planning

process would be helpful. The park
had begun developing its Wilderness
Management Plan in 1995. This
management plan addressed issues
relating to non-developed parts of
the park, excluding the river corridor.
The draft Wilderness Management
Plan and environmental assessment
were released on June 1, 1998, two
weeks after a public meeting in
Flagstaff at which the scoping com-
ments from the Colorado River
Management Plan were released. 

This provoked confusion
among stakeholders and members of
Congress on two counts. The first
source of confusion was the release of
a different Management Plan in the

midst of the revision of the Colorado River Management
Plan. Many found it difficult to differentiate between the
two plans (Arnberger 2000a). The second source of confu-
sion was in the name of the plan. The Wilderness
Management Plan was an update of the park’s Backcountry
Management Plan. Park staff used the word “wilderness” in
the title, instead of “backcountry,” to be consistent with
National Park Service wilderness policies and the park’s
wilderness proposal. Some stakeholders and members of
Congress thought this was another proposal to designate
wilderness in the Grand Canyon. Grand Canyon river out-
fitters were concerned that this entailed another threat to
the use of motorized rafts on the Colorado River (Grisham
2003).

Controversy soon erupted on several fronts. Some
stakeholders, advocating a management approach that
included the entire ecosystem, criticized the park for plan-
ning backcountry management in a process that was sepa-
rate from the river planning process. Additionally, many of

[Supt.] Arnberger
announced his decision
to “halt work on any
combined planning
process and on the

Colorado River
Management Plan” ...

This ... was disappointing
and disheartening to the

park employees who
had been involved in the

planning process ... 
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C. LAWSUIT AND SETTLEMENT

Four and one-half months later, on July 7, 2000, the
park was sued over the cessation of the planning efforts. The
plaintiffs were four organizations – Grand Canyon Private
Boaters Association, American Whitewater, National Parks
and Conservation Association, and American Canoe
Association – and four individuals (United States District
Court 2002). 

In September 2000, Arnberger left his position of
Superintendent of Grand Canyon National
Park, and Joseph Alston became the new
park superintendent in November 2000. 

On January 17, 2002 the parties
filed a settlement of the lawsuit, in which
the park agreed to recommence the plan-
ning process for the Colorado River
Management Plan within 120 days after
the dismissal of the suit. The settlement
specified no admission of wrongdoing or
liability on the part of any of the parties.
The settlement (United States District

Court 2002) also required that the park issue the final EIS
and Record of Decision on the Colorado River Management
Plan by December 31, 2004. 

III. 2002: Colorado River
Management Plan Planning

Begins Anew
A. A DIFFERENT APPROACH TO 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Jeffrey Cross became chief of the Grand Canyon
National Park Science Center in April 2000, shortly after the
superintendent decided to discontinue the planning process.
When it became clear that the park would resume the devel-
opment of the Colorado River Management Plan in 2002,
he elected to contract with an outside neutral party for the
public participation component. “Neutral party,” in this
instance, meant an expert on process who had no stake in
the substantive outcome of the process.

He decided on this course of action for reasons that
involved both stakeholders and his staff. First, he knew from
his interactions with stakeholders that they were dissatisfied
with the previous scoping efforts and there was little trust of
the park. He wanted to rebuild stakeholder confidence by
sending the message that the park valued their input, and he
felt that a neutral party could accomplish this more easily
than could park staff. Second, park employees had told him
that the previous scoping effort had been a difficult and

the issues that were important to stakeholders on all sides of
the issues could not be resolved because Congress had not
yet acted on the park’s wilderness proposal, adding to the
discord and uncertainty (Arnberger 2000a). In September
1998, Arnberger was called to testify before the House
Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands
Oversight Hearings. As a measure of how significant and
controversial these issues had become, members of Congress
grilled Arnberger at length on the issues of wilderness and
motorized rafts on the Colorado River.

In 1999, under pressure from
Congress and stakeholder groups, park
staff and management engaged in sever-
al months of analysis of their options
for combining the two planning
processes. This effectively prevented the
convening of the rest of the Colorado
River Management Plan workshops.
Arnberger ultimately decided that if
they combined their efforts for the two
management plans, a much larger plan-
ning process would be required (Arnberger 2000a).

B. MANAGEMENT PLANNING
DISCONTINUED

On February 23, 2000, Arnberger announced his
decision to “halt work on any combined planning process and

on the Colorado River Management Plan” (Oltrogge 2000, p.
2). To explain his decision, he noted that “polarization among
the backcountry and river user groups and interests have intensi -
fied to the point of reducing the park’s ability to bring together
divergent perspectives toward collaborating and reaching accept -

able resolution” (Oltrogge 2000, pp. 1-2). He also cited “the
inability to resolve many of these issues prior to the resolution of
the park’s wilderness recommendation, and to the lack of avail -
able fiscal and human resources to complete a comprehensive

planning effort” (Oltrogge 2000, p. 2).
This announcement was disappointing and disheart-

ening to the park employees who had been involved in the
planning process (Cross 2003b; Chesher 2003; Jalbert
2003a) and shocking to stakeholders (Martin 2000, Grisham
2003). One stakeholder group expressed “extreme disappoint -
ment” and characterized the action as having “done nothing
less than strip the American people of their greatest opportunity
to have a voice in the controversial issues that have created an
uncertain future for our nation’s most famous natural wonder”
(The Wilderness Society 2000, p. 1). Park staff felt that years
of building relationships and trust had been squandered and
that the park had betrayed their stakeholders (Chesher
2003). 

... Park staff felt that
years of building

relationships and trust
had been squandered

and that the park
had betrayed their 

stakeholders ...
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painful experience. He wanted to support his staff by
enabling them to focus on their substantive expertise, not
expecting them to design and implement a public process.
Finally, he wanted both employees and stakeholders to
understand that the Colorado River Management Plan devel-
opment was a high priority for the park management, and
that the park would expend the resources to have a profes-
sionally designed and implemented process (Cross 2003b). 

Cross contracted with the author’s company because
he had experienced her work with other groups who strug-
gled with complex and contentious environmental issues.
Although she specializes in environmental and public policy
dispute resolution – that is, mediation – it is not unusual for
environmental mediators to work in the public participation
field (Dukes 1996). As the next section describes, the nexus
between the two fields is large and growing.

B. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION TECHNIQUES

Many conflict resolution researchers and theorists
have described ADR techniques and strategies as applied to
public processes, such as those mandated by NEPA (Dukes
1996; Bingham and Langstaff undated; Susskind et al. 1999;
Kolb 1994). Typical components include:

• Inclusion of all identifiable 
who are involved and affected by the issues, those 
who will implement any agreement that is reached,
and those who could potentially block
implementation of an agreement;
• Direct communication among stakeholders,
through which they are able to “exchange
information, understand one another’s interests
and concerns, and develop options that address
those concerns” (Bingham and Langstaff 
undated, p. 2);
• Flexible design of the process, tailored to
needs of the situation and modified as necessary as
the process unfolds;
• Stakeholder involvement in process design;

• Transparency in process implementation; and 

• Use of a neutral party (mediator or facilitator)
who has skill and experience in assisting groups in
decision-making and who has no stake in the 
come of the process.

The need for a neutral party is increased when “the
issues are complex or contentious, when many parties are
involved, when there is a history of distrust between the
[agency] and other parties, … or when past efforts to resolve
differences have failed” (Carlson 1999, p. 181). All of these

criteria were present in this case.  
A NEPA process does not necessarily lead to the

formation of consensus. E. Franklin Dukes describes typical
goals of processes that address public conflict but do not
necessarily result in consensus:

• Educating disputants, stakeholders, and/or the
general public about the issues under 
consideration;
• Discovering public interest in, concern with, and
ideas about particular issues;
• Raising the level of awareness among a particular
audience about an issue;
• Demonstrating to adversaries that even on the
most divisive issue there are items which can be
discussed and people on the other side(s) worth
talking to; … [and]
• Building public support for consequential 
decisions (Dukes 1996, pp. 63-64).

Cross echoed many of Dukes’ goals when he indi-
cated that his expectations of this new design were as fol-
lows:
[to] have a public process that would allow park staff to talk

about the issues, particularly the resource issues that
seemed to get lost in the controversies over motors and
allocation…, and to give the public the opportunity to
tell us what’s important to them so we would have a
firm basis for developing the Colorado River
Management Plan. I also wanted the park staff to
have a better experience during the public part of the
scoping process (Cross 2003b). 

When asked to develop a public participa-
tion plan for the Colorado River Management Plan
planning process, the author (hereinafter “the mediator”)
felt that the best way to proceed, given the history, the cur-
rent situation, and the park’s goals, was to fuse ADR tech-
niques with the requirements of NEPA. The next sections
detail the approach.

C. STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

In accordance with the settlement of the lawsuit,
the resumption of the Colorado River Management Plan
process began with a re-opening of scoping; thus, the first
task was to design a scoping process. The meetings were
held in August, September, and October 2002. The park
was required by the settlement to hold scoping meetings in
four western cities (United States District Court 2002), and
the park added meetings in four additional cities including
one on the Hualapai Indian Reservation. The Hualapai
Tribe had indicated an interest in working closely with the

(continued from preceding page)
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park on the development of the management plan, and in
addition to the scoping meeting on their reservation, tribal
members interviewed elders during the scoping period so
their ideas would be included.

Cross understood that by hiring a
neutral party, the scoping process would be
designed to address not only the needs and
interests of park management but also
those of stakeholders. To this end, from
June 9 through June 29, 2002, the media-
tor interviewed 36 stakeholders, including
the superintendent and deputy superin-
tendent of the park. All but two east coast
stakeholders were interviewed in person.
The interviewees represented non-commer-
cial boaters, wilderness advocates,
researchers, Grand Canyon river guides,
commercial outfitters, park management,
educators with an interest in educational river trips through
the Grand Canyon, and American Indian tribal members.
Park staff members who had participated in the 1997
process generated the original list of interviewees. In the
course of the interviews, the mediator invited stakeholders
to suggest additional people to interview, and added several
of those to the list. The objectives of the interviews include
the following:

• Introduce the mediator to stakeholders, 
including her background and potential conflicts 

of interest.
• Gather information about stakeholders’
experience with the 1997 planning effort, and their
views on that effort. 
• Gain an understanding of stakeholders’ needs
and concerns, the issues they were interested in,
and the main points of agreement and 
disagreement.
• Educate stakeholders on the Colorado River
Management Plan planning process, including the
mediator’s role.
• Begin to establish relationships with stakeholders,
and set the tone for a cooperative, collegial process. 
• Give stakeholders the information they needed in
order to be engaged, constructive participants in
the process. 
• Secure stakeholders’ assistance in planning the
scoping meetings so that their needs would be
addressed in the meeting design. 
• Obtain their suggestions for publicizing the

meetings, as well as for securing input for those
who could not attend the meetings. 

Appendix A to this chapter includes the instrument used for
the interviews. 

During the interviews, with few
exceptions, the stakeholders requested that
the meetings be less contentious than
those in 1997. For the majority of the
respondents, this meant finding an alter-
native to the traditional concept – often
used by government agencies but mostly
avoided by the park in 1997 – of an open
microphone from behind which attendees
address park planners in front of a room-
ful of people. Two stakeholders who pre-
ferred the open microphone format felt
this was a valid way of expressing their

strong negative feelings about park management. 
When asked for their ideas, stakeholders made many

constructive and useful suggestions for the scoping process.
One stakeholder mentioned an open house format that a
federal agency had sponsored for another planning process.
Several stakeholders said it was important for everyone to
understand what would happen at the meetings before they
arrived, so they could be prepared. Although one person
commented that the facilitators did a good job in 1997,
others suggested that having facilitators who were not park
employees would produce a process that was, or appeared to
be, less biased. Several requested that the meetings be careful-
ly facilitated so that one person could not dominate the
meeting, quiet attendees would be comfortable to comment,
community members would not be overwhelmed by profes-
sionals, an agenda would be followed, comments would be
recorded, and the group would not focus on only one topic.
A few stakeholders suggested that the meetings should be an
opportunity to learn about other points of view. The media-
tor and her team were responsive to all of these suggestions
from stakeholders in their process design.

At this point in the interview, the mediator
suggested some meeting format ideas in order to test their
acceptability with the stakeholders. These included:

• An open house format with no formal
presentation and no open microphone 
(Pfister 2003). 
• A variety of ways for people to provide input,
both anonymously and publicly.
• Focus on a vision of what the river corridor
could become by asking the question, “What do
you want to see on the Colorado River through the
Grand Canyon in 20 years?”

... by hiring a
neutral party, the

scoping process
would be designed to
address not only the
needs and interests of

park management
but also those of
stakeholders ...
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The stakeholders almost universally approved of
these concepts. They applauded the open house format, say-
ing that it would eliminate the grandstanding and public
arguments that accompany a traditional public hearing, and
could help educate stakeholders. Based on the response from
stakeholders, the open house was used in the design. One
stakeholder had some concern about
focusing only on a time horizon of twenty
years, and suggested that the attendees
should also be asked what they value
about the river corridor today. The media-
tor incorporated this suggestion, as well. 

The idea of facilitated small
group meetings as a part of the scoping
meetings was also tested with stakehold-
ers. This concept drew mixed responses.
Some stakeholders thought they would
work well, but more were concerned that
the contentiousness of the 1997 process
would recur. One stakeholder was con-
cerned that the people who belonged to
organized groups would intimidate atten-
dees who were new to the process. Several stakeholders
requested, if small group meetings were held, that they be
identical so stakeholders would not have to attend all of
them. The mediator decided to include small group meetings
in the scoping meetings while addressing stakeholder con-
cerns in their design, as described in the next section.

D. THE 2002 SCOPING PROCESS

Meeting Design

The open house format was the most significant
change from the 1997 scoping meetings. Members of the
public were invited to drop in, rather than being asked to
stay for the entire meeting. They were much shorter than the
1997 scoping meetings: only four hours in one weekday
evening, compared to eleven hours over two days. The open
houses featured a dozen stations positioned around a large
room, with a poster on an easel at each station that described
a subject that the park would consider during the planning
process. Subjects included: management framework, NEPA,
wilderness, administrative use, adjacent lands, Hualapai
Tribal concerns, concessions management, permitting, cul-
tural resources, natural resources, visitor experience and val-
ues, and range of visitor services. A park staff member con-
versant in the station’s subject stood beside the station and
engaged stakeholders in discussion as they walked by.

Before the meetings, park employees were provided
with strategies for interacting comfortably with their con-
stituents. For example, they were given suggestions on how

to communicate with someone who was angry, using role-
plays to help them practice answering difficult questions.
They were encouraged to differentiate between their person-
al opinions and park policy and to express only the latter.

Because people have different preferences and com-
fort levels for modes of communication, there were six

avenues for attendees to give their com-
ments to the park. 

1. There were easels with large
pads of paper and felt-tipped pens next
to each station on which attendees were
encouraged to write their comments.
Each blank pad was posted with the
two questions that constituted the
theme of the meetings: “What do you
value about the Colorado River through
the Grand Canyon today?” and “What
would be desirable on the River in 20
years?”

2. In an area set with tables and
chairs, and close to a table spread with
cookies and bottled water, comment

forms were scattered on the tables. These forms had space
to write the answers to the two questions. Attendees could
deposit the forms in a box on one of the tables, or mail
them to the park by the end of the scoping period. 

3. A stenographer recorded verbatim comments
at each meeting.

4. For stakeholders who were most comfortable
communicating electronically, computers allowed stake-
holders to send e-mail directly to the park. 

5. A large, eight-foot map of the Colorado River
corridor through the Grand Canyon was set up on tables
with colored markers and a sign that read, “Draw what you
want to see on the River.” 

6. Small group meetings began every 30 minutes to
give stakeholders a sixth way to give their comments to the
park. These meetings had identical agendas, and the same
two questions were asked: “What do you value about the
Colorado River through the Grand Canyon today?” and
“What would be desirable on the River in 20 years?” The
purpose of these meetings was not to achieve consensus, but
to give participants the opportunity to hear others’ com-
ments and to learn from them or react to them. Professional
facilitators who were not park employees and who were
experienced in contentious public processes led these meet-
ings and recorded comments from the attendees. They were
designed so that most of the communication was between
attendees and the facilitator to prevent the contentious

... meetings had 
identical agendas, and

the same two questions
were asked: 
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interactions that had been experienced in 1997. However,
the facilitators were also encouraged to promote conversa-
tions among the participants if the group were able to do so
in a mutually respectful manner. This turned out to be the
case in many of the small group meetings. In fact, in one of
the meetings, representatives of the non-commercial boating
community and the commercial outfitters successfully col-
laborated to persuade the rest of the group to adopt consen-
sus language about the Colorado River Management Plan.

Publicity and Other 
Opportunities to Participate

During the interviews early in the process, the
mediator asked stakeholders how best to publicize the meet-
ings to their constituents and what would best serve those
who could not attend. Using their suggestions, park staff
established a “virtual tour” of the open house on the park’s
Colorado River Management Plan website. Stakeholders
who could not attend a scoping meeting could view the
posters from the stations, fill out the comment forms, and
electronically transmit them to the park. They could also
send comments through regular mail. 

The mediator’s team and park staff publicized the
meetings and the other opportunities for commenting,
including extensive outreach to news media. Electronic and
street addresses for stakeholder organizations were gathered,
and these organizations were asked to publicize the process
to their members. The park sent messages via e-mail and
regular mail to their constituents. Information repositories
were established at local libraries, where members of the
public could obtain background documents and comment
forms. These background documents, such as the current
management plan and the comments from the 1997
process, were also available on the website. 

IV. OUTCOMES: COMPARISON
BETWEEN 1997 AND 2002

Park staff and stakeholders reported increased satisfac-
tion with the scoping process in 2002 compared to the 1997
process. This section details the outcomes, compares them
to those from 1997, and describes the reasons for the differ-
ences.

A. MORE NUMEROUS COMMENTS

The “product” of scoping in a NEPA process is com-
ments from the public. The 2002 scoping process produced
about 50,000 comments, compared with about 3,000 com-
ments from the 1997 process (Cross 2003b). Linda Jalbert,

recreation resources planner at Grand Canyon National Park,
credited the process for this significant increase: “I think we
have received more [comments] because people are able to talk to
us, they are able to talk to each other, they can go to the stenog -
rapher, put their ideas down in different ways, they can feel like
they are being heard. … [I]n the small group discussions … [in
1997], people couldn’t really say what they felt without being
picked on” (Grand Canyon National Park 2002).

B. EDUCATION OF PARK STAFF AND
STAKEHOLDERS

Park staff and stakeholders both felt that the 2002
process educated park staff about the concerns of the stake-
holders more thoroughly than the 1997 process. The open
house format allowed the conversations between park staff
and their constituents to be low-key and personal (Jalbert
2003a, Grand Canyon National Park 2002). Park employees
were more likely to understand the values and opinions they
were hearing than in the fractious 1997 process, and, it was
hoped, more likely to include them when drafting the
Colorado River Management Plan.

The open house and stations format also better
served to educate the stakeholders about the complexities of
the planning process. Many of the stakeholders were already
well informed about the issues they cared about, but few (if
any) had a comprehensive understanding of the totality of
the Colorado River Management Plan or the planning
process that was needed for its revision. The stations in the
open house gave the attendees an overview of all the issues
the park would address during the planning process. By
increasing their level of understanding, stakeholders were
able to understand how the issues most important to them
related to the overall planning process, and what constraints
the park faced as it revised the plan. 

Both park staff and stakeholders felt that the stake-
holders’ comments were more thoughtful, informed, and
useful than those of 1997, because of increased understand-
ing of the Colorado River Management Plan and the myriad
of issues that the park would need to address during the
planning process (Jalbert 2003a, Grand Canyon National
Park 2002). 

C. A REDUCED LEVEL OF
CONTENTIOUSNESS

The lack of contentiousness was surprising to many
who had attended the 1997 meetings. The 1997 process was
painfully difficult, while in 2002 the meetings were enjoy-
able. One senior park staff person said, “I’ve been to a lot of
public meetings in my NPS career, but this was the first one

(continued on next page)
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at which I had fun” (Pergiel 2002). The purpose of the
meetings was more fully achieved because of the absence of
divisiveness. This is not to say that attendees were in agree-
ment on the issues. To the contrary, stakeholders fervently
held their positions and many were passionately opposed to
others. However, the personal attacks and loud, vocal argu-
ments among stakeholders, and between stakeholders and
park staff, were almost completely absent in 2002.

The open house
format contributed to
the lack of discord. Most
people are not comfort-
able speaking in front of
a group. Those who do
manage to present their
comments in that stress-
ful situation tend to be
the most committed to
their point of view, and
thus may represent more
extreme viewpoints than most stakeholders (Daniels and
Walker 2001). Other attendees, with less polarized views,
may feel that they have no place at the meeting. Dukes
describes in detail the reasons why citizens feel traditional
public hearings are “often inflexible, stilted, adversarial,
episodic, and generally intimidating for non-professionals:” 

Consider a typical public hearing. Speakers
stand with their backs to the audience. They face an
array of microphones on an unfamiliar podium.
Speaking time is restricted and carefully monitored.
The authorities hearing comments, seated behind
their own desks and their own microphones, look
down on the speaker from an elevated stage. Little or
no response by these authorities is offered to the com -
ments. If there is any negative response by following
speakers there is no further opportunity for rebuttal,
much less engagement in dialogue (Dukes 1996, p.
63).

The open house format addressed this criti-
cism by encouraging dialogue and providing a com-
fortable venue for personal interaction.

There were other factors contributing to the
reduced conflict. One was the training for park staff on how
to handle difficult questions and how to present their par-
ticular area of expertise. Another was the use of professional
facilitators in the small group meetings, along with the care-
ful planning of those meetings. No one expressed suspicion
of bias on the part of the facilitators (Jalbert 2003a; Grand
Canyon National Park 2002). Finally, the use of a neutral
party to design the process enabled the park employees to

listen to stakeholders, concentrate on their substantive
expertise, and answer questions from the public, instead of
having to focus on the process.

The presence of top park management also con-
tributed. Unlike the 1997 process, the superintendent,
deputy superintendent, and science center chief attended
every scoping meeting, along with other members of the
park management team. They spent the entire four hours
engaging stakeholders in conversation and addressing, on a
one-on-one basis, the controversial issues facing the park.
This gave the message that they cared about the concerns of
their constituents, and reinforced the importance of the
process to the park. 

D. BETTER RELATIONSHIPS 

Closely connected to the reduced level of con-
tentiousness, and perhaps more important in the long term,
was the positive impact of the 2002 process on relationships
between park employees and stakeholders. In contrast to the
painful interactions of the 1997 process, park staff, from the
resource specialists to the superintendent, consistently
reported enjoying the interaction with the public at the
meetings (Grand Canyon National Park 2002). 

Relationships among stakeholders were also posi-
tively impacted. Stakeholders known to have strong adver-
sarial positions had lengthy, friendly discussions with each
other during the course of the meetings (Grand Canyon
National Park 2002). One stakeholder noted that “you real -
ize the other person is a human being” after talking face-to-
face (Grand Canyon National Park 2002). 

The process design allowed for the development
and enhancement of relationships. The relaxed tenor of the
open house was a major factor, as was staff training and ori-
entation toward the public. Another significant contribution
came from the stakeholder interviews and extensive personal
outreach during the process design stage. In effect, these
meetings belonged to the stakeholders, as they had helped to
plan them. 

The map of the river corridor provided an unex-
pected benefit to relationships. At every meeting, stakehold-
ers and park staff, regardless of differences in their vision for
the future, huddled over the map, sharing river trip stories
and discussing this place to which all felt a strong and per-
sonal connection. 

Another unanticipated relationship-building feature
came as a result of asking stakeholders for suggestions for
improvements after each of the scoping meetings. A sugges-
tion was made after the first meeting to provide nametags
for attendees. These were provided for the remaining seven
meetings. Many stakeholders knew each other by name but

... park staff ,
from the resource

specialists to the
s u p e r i n t e n d e n t ,

consistently reported
enjoying the

interaction with the
p u b l i c

at the meetings ...
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not by face, from communicating via electronic mail. By
providing nametags, stakeholders were able to build commu-
nity among themselves.

E. REACTIONS FROM STAKEHOLDERS

Park management received praise and gratitude
from stakeholders and staff for the efforts they made to
change the tone of the scoping process. As a stakeholder
said, “I would recommend this format. The proof is in the pud -
ding. You want a format not just to reduce conflict, or reduce
contention. You want a format that actually draws in or
encourages more constructive input. Fresh
thinking, if you will. Some new ways of
looking at the issue … I think this format
supports that “(Grand Canyon National
Park 2002).
Another stakeholder observed that, “I
heard several comments from participants to
the effect of ‘I really think my voice counts’
and ‘I think I’m being heard at this meet -
ing’” (Jalbert 2002).

A newspaper article written after
one of the meetings quoted several stake-
holders with their reactions: 

“We all remember how bad those
1997 meetings were, and this new format is
so much better,” Richard Martin, president
of the Grand Canyon Private Boaters Association, said dur-
ing last week’s open house in [a Salt Lake City suburb].
“What we learn through this sort of public process is that these
issues are not black and white. There is a gray area, a middle,
where most of us live. That’s the change I see.”

Added Mark Grisham, director of the Grand
Canyon River Outfitters Association: “There is a sense of
shared frustration and camaraderie on all sides that is helping
this new format succeed. The situation is not as intractable as it
has seemed and a reasonable outcome seems possible.”

Tom Martin, founder of River Runners for
Wilderness and one of the most outspoken critics of the
park’s current management of the river corridor, said he was
dismayed when he learned of the new format, fearing it
would “dumb down” the public input and diffuse deserved
criticism of the park’s policies. After attending Thursday’s
open house in Flagstaff, he changed his mind. 

“When you sit down with that court stenographer, you
get a lot more than just five minutes behind a mike to explain
your ideas,” he said. “In essence, the park is casting a wide net
to try to capture one or two groundbreaking ideas that may lead
to the solutions they are gleaning for. I don’t know if the public
is seeing all the park’s dirty laundry on those displays, but as

someone who has been in the trenches and taken my own
lumps, it’s a much better start” (Smith 2002). 
This reporter described the meeting as follows:
“With subdued lighting and sugary treats, professional media -
tors and cafe seating, federal land managers are tweaking the
format of the typical public input meeting to cool tempers and
warm hearts. The trend eventually may mean the demise of a
cherished Western tradition: standing in front of a rowdy crowd
and behind a microphone to vent your spleen at a government
bureaucrat … The result was a public airing of divergent opin -
ions in an atmosphere as laid-back as a Starbucks coffee house

…” (Smith 2002). 

V. Post-Scoping
P u b l i c

P a r t i c i p a t i o n
The success of the scoping

meetings encouraged the park again
to provide public participation oppor-
tunities not required by NEPA.

In the period between the
end of scoping and the issuance of the
draft EIS, the park asked the media-
tor to sponsor two stakeholder work-
shops. Their purpose was to build on
the information contained in the

scoping comments, and clarify values and preferences of
stakeholders with regard to two important and controversial
issues in the Colorado River Management Plan: the non-
commercial river trip permit distribution system, and the
range of visitor services to be offered to the public. As noted
above, in 1997, “range of visitor services” primarily reflected
the desire on the part of educational institutions to have
more access to the Colorado River for educational purposes.
In 2002, in addition to the educational purposes, this
phrase reflected at least two other desires on the part of
some stakeholders. One was additional access for special
populations, including the disabled, disadvantaged youth,
and low-income people. The other was a blurring of the
bright-line distinction between commercial and non-com-
mercial river trips, whereby a non-commercial river trip
leader might be able to hire assistance, such as a guide, a
medical officer, or a cook. This is currently prohibited.

The workshops were, in effect, focus groups. The
mediator identified 10 stakeholder groups and invited each
to send a fixed number of participants. She used an interac-
tive decision support technology to enhance the effective-
ness of the stakeholder workshops. This computer-based
technology provided the ability to collect and document

The presence and 
support of upper 

management ... was 
crucial in making 
possible the public 

perception that the park
understood this was an
important process, and
that they truly wanted

to listen to 
their stakeholders.
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real-time opinions, and instantly and graphically present
them to the group in an anonymous manner for the partici-
pants to explore (Rozelle 2003). The mediator and her team
were able to isolate and compare data across stakeholder
groups, while enhancing the results through a rich discus-
sion by the participants. For the workshop on the permit
system, participants were issued a hand-held keypad that
was connected via radio signals to a laptop computer.
Participants used the keypad to rate the importance of vari-
ous attributes of a permit system, such as fairness, pre-
dictability, ease of use, length of wait, and flexibility. The
results of their ratings were projected instantly onto a large
screen to generate discussion and clarifications. The stake-
holders discussed values and trade-offs, with the Colorado
River Management Plan planning team in the audience to
hear the discussion. The planning team was able to learn
about the interests behind the positions that the stakehold-
ers had taken in the scoping comments, and, as they gained
a better understanding of the interests of the other groups,
stakeholders acknowledged how difficult the park’s decision-
making would be. The stakeholder workshop on range of
visitor services was conducted in a similar manner.

During this period, the park also asked the media-
tor to sponsor two expert panels on controversial issues
about which the Colorado River Management Plan plan-
ning team needed more information: allocation of recre-
ational use among user groups, and carrying capacity of the
river corridor. These panels could have been conducted in
private for the sole benefit of the planning team, but instead
were open to the public and held on days adjacent to the
stakeholder workshops as a benefit to stakeholders.
Stakeholders were able to hear the opinions of the experts at
the same time as the planning team and had the opportuni-
ty to ask questions of the panelists.

Park staff and stakeholders were pleased at the addi-
tional opportunities for interaction and participation. Cross
felt the activities accomplished their purpose: 

The experts gave us some limits for alternative analyses
in the draft EIS. The stakeholders…heard some creative ideas
that will appear in the alternatives. And [from the stakeholder
workshops,] the park got a mandate to change the existing pri -
vate permit system. (Cross 2003a).

Although there was frustration expressed by some
stakeholders that the workshops did not go further in
exploring solutions, all stakeholders who responded to a
request for feedback, and park staff, found the exercise to be
beneficial (Ekker 2003; Ghiglieri 2003; Grisham 2003;
Johnson 2003; Martin 2003, Odem 2003).

VI. Conclusion
This description of two different public participa-

tion approaches illustrates how processes developed by those
with the best of intentions can produce unfortunate and
unanticipated results, and how ADR methods can be
applied to improve NEPA process design. Insights gained
from comparing the two processes include the following:

• The presence and support of upper management
of the park in 2002 was crucial in making possible
the public perception that the park understood this
was an important process, and that they truly
wanted to listen to their stakeholders. 
• Use of a neutral party likely increased trust on
the part of the stakeholders, and certainly increased
the enjoyment of the process on the part of park
staff. Although many public processes are
conducted well without the aid of a neutral, as
conflict resolution practitioner Melinda Smith
writes, “Professional assistance can help groups
achieve sound process practice”
(Smith 1999, p. 1007).
• Involving the stakeholders in the design of the
process, through pre-process interviews and
feedback requests, both insured that their needs
would be met and increased their confidence in 
the process.
• Thorough staff training, and a meeting format
that allowed for personal, one-on-one
conversations between staff and constituents, 
increased the opportunities for mutual education
and relationship building.  
• Providing multiple avenues for stakeholders to
submit comments enabled them to feel that their
voices were heard and increased the number of
comments submitted.
• Trust of the process and the park was enhanced
through the use of professional, neutral facilitators
of the small group meetings. 
• All of these factors served to improve
relationships and reduce the negative impacts of
conflict. 

Dukes suggests that public processes can “inspire,
nurture, and sustain … an engaged community, invigorate
the institutions and practices of governance,…and enhance
society’s ability to solve problems and resolve conflicts”
(Dukes 1996, p. 156). In the case of the Colorado River

(continued from preceding page)



Winter 2005 page thirty nine

Management Plan, with highly contentious issues and polar-
ized stakeholders, the use of ADR strategies helped achieve
at least part of that potential. It increased trust and mutual
understanding, engendered positive communication,
improved relationships, and generated creative ideas for solu-
tions to problems. 

Whether the full promise will be fulfilled remains to
be seen. As of this writing, the EIS is not yet completed.
However, the results to date suggest that, when faced with
similar difficult NEPA processes, agencies would be well
advised to consider applying ADR principles and techniques.

Mary Orton
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On August 4th, day nine of our
trip down the Colorado River through the
Grand Canyon, we were camped at Stone
Creek, mile 132. Located just below a large
rapid, it has a long beach that has been sub-
stantially reduced from its former grandeur
through dam-induced erosion. I had heard
past reports of snake sightings here but had
personally never seen any.

After dinner, as dusk was removing
the brilliant warm rays of the sun, one of
our passengers reported a possible snake
sighting near the “groover,” the name we
have given to our bathroom location. We
had located it downstream from the main
camp area behind some rocks to provide a
modicum of privacy without interfering
with the view of the Canyon. A couple of
us went down to investigate, came up empty, and turned our
attention to sleep.

Night comes quickly in the Canyon, and we were
making a game out of staying “up” until at least eight o’clock
when word came from upstream that a rattlesnake had been
sighted cruising close to a campsite. We grabbed our head-
lamps and hurried to the area where the affected passengers
were gathered. A Grand Canyon Pink rattlesnake, three feet
long, moved slowly over the soft sand, inconvenienced by
the bright lights of curious humans but intent on continuing
its hunt for a late-night snack. We watched as it headed away
from the beach into some basalt rocks still radiating heat
from the day, and we thought it would disappear under one
of them. Instead, it changed directions and moved towards
the nearest campsite - ground cloth, thermarest, and sleeping
bags laid out awaiting human warmth. When it continued
its march and cruised right through the campsite, we decided
to relocate it. 

Snake Dance

In the early days of my work as a river guide in the Grand Canyon the subject of rattlesnakes
rarely came up. If we saw them it was a treat, never a threat. 

With the advent of urbanized adventure travel, I have received more questions about them.
Are they here? Yes. What if we encounter one? Chances are you won’t; but if you do it’s important
to know a few things: They have to be coiled to strike (unless you step on them); they can strike
only about a third of their body length (and a four foot snake is unusually large down here); and
even when they strike, they release their venom only a third to a half the time. Most people are
respectfully curious about snakes, but some are very wary of them. One of my passengers was so
snake phobic she couldn’t even look at a photograph of one. 

Grabbing two buckets and
a paddle, the trip leader softly
hoisted the snake onto the handle
of the paddle and dropped it into
one of the buckets. I placed the
second bucket on top, being careful
not to harm the snake, and we
walked up a rock-encrusted slope
towards the Stone Creek drainage.
Once in the drainage we removed
the second bucket and watched as
the snake casually emerged, thrust
its body away from the bucket, and
slithered away. As we walked back
to camp, we passed several of the
passengers curious about the
snake’s behavior. We told them it

hadn’t rattled, didn’t seem perturbed, and probably wouldn’t
be a further bother. We said good night, and headed back to
our respective campsites. 

In the morning I heard a few comments about the
snake sighting during breakfast, but most people were
focused on the food in front of them and the events of the
day to come. We had been together for nine days and had
become a very efficient tribe. After breakfast the kitchen was
quickly broken down and I attended to the daily rigging of
my raft in anticipation of an up-and-over hike up Tapeats
Creek, into Tapeats Valley, up fifteen hundred vertical feet to
Thunder Falls, through Surprise Valley, and down into Deer
Valley. I hadn’t been on this hike for several years, and was
eagerly looking forward to it when I heard my name being
called. It was Tom, the trip leader, shouting to me to bring
my camera. He was in the area of the groover, and without
questioning I grabbed my camera and headed downstream.
When I arrived there, Tom simply pointed to a group of
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As I rowed downstream
I couldn’t stop thinking
about our great fo r t u n e
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polished boulders twenty feet below and thirty feet from the
river’s edge. 

Once I saw a postcard with two snakes intertwined
in a very provocative mating-dance. I envied the photogra-
pher fortunate enough to be in the right place at the right
time, and never thought I would find myself in a similar
position. But there they were,
two Grand Canyon Pink rat-
tlesnakes swaying in an eternal
dance of procreation. Both had
the typical “V-shaped” pit viper
head. The larger of the two
sported a thicker body and a
light brown cast. Dark brown
borders laced its entire back in
jagged elliptical rings. The
smaller snake had a similar pat-
tern with more of the usual
pinkish cast common among
these un-aggressive cousins of
the Western Diamondback. 

I began snapping
images from some fifteen feet
away and was able to fill my
lens with the swaying, undulat-
ing images of these two magnif-
icent creatures, aware that I was
witnessing something that few others had had, or would
have, the privilege to see. 

Before long the entire group, twenty passengers and
six crew, stood around mesmerized as the snakes continued
their stirring movement, at times mirroring each other’s pos-
tures while swaying sensuously, at other times intertwined
like clenched fists, demonstrating a strength not seen in any
of their normal movements. In a ritualistic pattern the
snakes would separate and move to opposite corners, feign-
ing indifference, only to return to the dance floor to resume
their foreplay. At all times they seemed to be fully aware of
each other’s presence. 

Meanwhile, Tom, a middle school science teacher,
began reading from a book he just happened to have with
him. How They Do It, by Robert A. Wallace, details the mat-
ing habits of various members of the animal kingdom: slugs,
snails, and yes, snakes.

“Once the male has found the female (which shouldn’t
be too hard to do since both sexes have powerful musk glands
opening near the anus), he may begin things by rubbing his
sensitive chin along her back, which probably turns him on
more than it does her. She may later get her own chin stroked,
and ultimately they will stimulate each other’s anal openings.”

Comments from the gallery ranged from the sacred

to the profane. Several wondered which was the male and
which the female. I watched through my lens, waiting for
the telltale stroking of the female’s chin. Both snakes seemed
oblivious to the transfixed voyeurs while clearly being aware
of each other. At times they would rise up in unison, fully
two-thirds of their bodies swaying back and forth as if con-

nected to a beat unheard by
us. Other times one would
travel across the other, and
then suddenly they would
become entangled as if ecstat-
ically charged. We watched in
awe as one would rise up, its
body forming a variety of
sensuous shapes, and the
other would follow suit. 

Our lovers moved
toward the river, and I moved
with them, positioning
myself with a direct view as
they continued their dance,
bracketed by polished
igneous and sedimentary
boulders. I silently wished for
my tripod but didn’t want to
leave for fear that the music
would stop. I considered ask-

ing someone to retrieve it from my raft, less than a hundred
feet away, but it didn’t feel right to deprive them of this
spectacle, even for a couple of minutes. I felt incredibly
energized, and could have stayed there all day, but knew we
would have to leave shortly. Would we be there for the
“moment of truth?”

“If you should walk up on a pair of copulating rat -
tlesnakes and they try to slither away, the stronger of the snakes
will drag its mate along by the anus (actually, the cloaca). 

“The reason the snakes aren’t able to separate is
because of the horrendous design of the snake penis. Its end is
soft and pointed, but its base is a forest of stiff, backwardly
directed barbs. 

“At copulation, the male lies alongside or slightly under
the female, and at the moment of truth he extrudes his bizarre
penis from his cloaca. The penis itself is not a tube, by the way.
Instead it is essentially a fleshy, grooved organ, and the sperm
flows along the deep channel into the female. He probes her
anal area until he finds the opening, whereupon he quickly
inserts it. The penis is erected by turning inside out, and
because of the hooks and barbs which hold it in place, it must
be withdrawn by carefully reversing the process. It would
obviously be in poor taste just to jerk it out, even if he could.
The snakes are in no hurry, though, and they may lie joined

photo: Charly Heavenrich
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together, occasionally thrusting or undulating, for an entire day.”

Finally the snakes made our departure easy. They
broke off their dance and slithered slowly away to neutral
corners in the shade of nearby boulders. Was this just teasing
behavior, or the beginning of a protracted dance resulting in
new life? We would never know. Almost as an afterthought
Tom read on.

“The females are able to store the sperm, somehow
managing to keep them alive almost indefinitely. In fact,
some females have given birth up to five years after their last
affair.” Amazing. What was the probability of happening
upon two snakes in a mating dance and simultaneously
hearing a reading from How They Do It?

As I rowed downstream I couldn’t stop thinking
about our great fortune. Our crew had been on well over
three hundred trips in the Canyon. Some of our passengers
had decades of Outward Bound experience. No guide, in
spite of some four thousand days and nights in the Canyon,
and none of the former Outward Bounders, despite many
thousands of days and nights spent in the desert had ever

been a witness to such a natural event. 
For over twenty-eight years it has been my privilege

to share the beauty, power, grandeur, and life-changing expe-
riences of the Grand Canyon with people from all over the
world. Every trip offers a new hike, a new camp, different
passengers and crew, weather, wildlife, unparalleled vistas and
views, fresh images on the pallet of Canyon walls, and
opportunities to go where we’ve never been before and
witness the unimaginable. I enter each trip with a commit-
ment to release the expected and embrace the unexpected.
And I’m never disappointed. As we embarked on our up-
and-over hike, I thought back to the gift those snakes had
bestowed on us, aware of the awe I felt in the presence of
nature that in the desert is so often hidden from us.

Charly Heavenrich y

Custom Raft Frames ~ Raft Specific Trailers
Marshall’s boater built frames are made from 6061 T-6 Aluminum using Speedrail free construction. 

The strongest and lightest river frames available - withstanding hitting the pavement at 75 MPH!
Our Custom Raft trailers feature 3500 LB axles, with tie downs where you need them and 

no sharp edges to hurt your boat. Winches and such? No problem. Fabricated to meet YOUR needs

Custom doesn't have to cost more — Don't settle for less!

Marshall Welding and Fabrication 
Salida, CO 81201 - 719-539-4417

It’s A Private Trip...Come On Along ...Join Us!
YES! I want private boaters to have a voice in the Grand Canyon! GCPBA is 501c3, tax deductible!

Name

Address (st. / box)

City                                                               State           Zip

e-mail                                                 phone # 
membership: 1yr $25 / 10yrs $200 / Forever $350 or more

Check here if it’s ok to give your name to wilderness / conservation groups here for river related business

Return to GCPBA, Box 2133, Flagstaff, AZ 86003-2133
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