

GCDAMP Hydropower Workshop 
Meeting Notes 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation; Western Area Power Administration

Date: September 24-25, 2025
Location: Salt River Project, 1500 N Mill Ave, Tempe, AZ
Facilitation and Summary: Seth Cohen & Ben Zukowski, National Center for Environmental Conflict Resolution, [National Center], a program of the Morris K. Udall and Stewart L. Udall Foundation.

Agenda
Wednesday September 24 (12:30 -5:00pm)
1. Overview & Introductions
1. Hydropower 101 specific topics w/Q&A, including: 
1. CRSPA/GCPA
1. CRSP/WAPA History/Western Interconnect
1. WAPA Marketing Plan
1. WAPA Energy Management & Marketing Office
1. Hydropower Capacity
1. Transmission and Interconnection
1. WAPA Operations
1. Reliability and Emergencies; Tribal Benefits 
1. Discussion and Preview of Day 2
4)     Adjourn		
*Dinner together (optional) details TBD



Agenda
Thursday September 25 (8:00-4:00pm)
1. Opening & Introductions
1. Discussion on Hydropower Resource for GCDAMP and LTEMP
1. Lunch (Cafeteria on site)
1. Rates and Basin Fund Deep Dive with Discussion
1. Models and Screening Tool Discussion
1. Hydropower and Experiments Discussion
1. Where Do We Go From Here (10 yr review, Post 2026 Ops and LTEMP 2.0)
1. Wrap Up & Next Steps
1. Adjourn 4:00pm


Notes
Executive Summary
The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and Western Area Power Administration convened a two-day Hydropower Workshop on September 24–25, 2025, in Tempe, Arizona, with approximately 70 participants attending either in person or joining online. The workshop aimed to strengthen shared understanding of hydropower operations within the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP), address emerging challenges, and explore collaborative solutions. Day 1 provided foundational sessions on CRSP/WAPA history, marketing plans, hydropower capacity, transmission, reliability, and Tribal benefits. Day 2 focused on strategic discussions around hydropower’s role in GCDAMP, tradeoffs with experimental flows, Basin Fund financial implications, and modeling tools such as CRiSPPy and the GCMRC screening tool. Participants emphasized balancing hydropower reliability with ecological objectives under LTEMP and the Grand Canyon Protection Act.

Key outcomes included:
1. Consensus on the need for continued dialogue on hydropower tradeoffs and adaptive management experiments.
2. Identification of funding challenges for experiments and exploration of alternative mechanisms, including potential legislative solutions to offset losses to hydropower.
3. Commitment to integrate modeling tools (CRiSPPy and GCMRC screening) into decision-making for future operations.
4. Explore future hydropower experiments to work towards meeting the Hydropower Resource goal in GCDAMP. 

Next steps involve gathering additional feedback through surveys and preparing for the upcoming 10-year LTEMP review and post-2026 operational guidelines. Reclamation and WAPA pledged to maintain momentum through future TWG and AMWG meetings and to build on the collaborative foundation established during this workshop.

Day 1: September 24, 1-5pm
Opening and Welcome 
Seth Cohen, Facilitator from the National Center, opened the meeting and shared an overview of the agenda. Sheri Farag, Salt River Project (SRP), welcome all to SRP and gave a quick overview of facilities.
Wayne Pullan, Reclamation’s Upper Colorado Basin Regional Director, provided opening remarks. He thanked SRP for hosting this event and thanked the planning team for collaboratively developing the workshop and facilitating the upcoming sessions. He asked everyone to be fully present at this meeting and to be as productive as possible. Reclamation has been thinking about hosting this type of workshop since at least 2014. He asked everyone to consider the best possible outcomes and outlined several goals for the meeting:
i) Develop a shared knowledgebase with respect to hydropower
ii) Develop a shared understanding of current and emerging issues 
iii) Consider what criteria for hydropower experiments (if not a list of proposed hydropower experiments)
iv) Develop a shared sense of operational, policy, legislative changes that might benefit hydropower. 
Bill Stewart, Reclamation’s Adaptive Management Group Chief, welcomed TWG members and other participants and shared gratitude for today’s workshop speakers. He noted the hydropower workshop is an outcome of the recommendations by the stakeholders for the FY25-27 Triennial Work Plan Project 4.G.  Bill then provided an overview of the meeting objectives:
i) Develop a shared foundation for TWG members of Hydropower for GCDAMP and the larger CRSP (Hydropower 101).
ii) Provide transparency to hydropower aspects and modeling efforts.
iii) Provide an opportunity for brainstorming (such as experiments, ways we can improve on existing experiments to minimize impacts).
iv) Encourage good conversation and understanding together about hydropower. 
A participant suggested the group search for where there can be “win-wins” among the many interests and objectives that exist in the program. Others agreed with Director Pullan that everyone should maximize this time and experience while everyone is gathered in the same room.
The following report summarizes presentation topics and discussions from the workshop. In addition to the meeting summary, presentations are available for stakeholders on the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program (GCDAMP) Wiki - https://gcdamp.com/index.php/HYDROPOWER.  Each section below recommends referring to slides for additional context.

Opening Discussion

Overview 101
Craig Ellsworth, Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), thanked everyone for attending the meeting. He thanked the WAPA team for coming today to speak more in-depth about day-to-day operations at the Glen Canyon Dam, as well as how and why WAPA makes decisions. He noted that Day 2 will provide a deep dive into the Basin Fund while Day 1 provides an initial overview of WAPA and hydropower at the Glen Canyon Dam. He hoped to discuss all these topics throughout this workshop yet also acknowledged the tight timeline to discuss so many topics. 
Rod Smith, DOI Solicitor’s Office, provided a legal overview of hydropower policy, beginning with the origins of the Glen Canyon Dam, and then touched on what these laws mean for everyone gathered in the room. He asked the group to consider how GCDAMP can develop a model that addresses the financial conditions that impact hydropower at GCD noting aridification and other constraints. See presentation (Hydropower Background) slides for additional details. 
Some participants requested more details on how equalization flows have changed the annual and sub-annual flows coordinate between reservoirs and the consequences those flows have on the resources downstream of the Glen Canyon Dam. Mr. Smith acknowledged these changes in operations and noted that equalization of water levels between Lake Powell and Lake Meade requires high flows. During these equalization years, the high sediment levels associated with this transfer can have biological implications, as well as implications for sub annual flows, experiments, and hydropower availability to the energy grid. 
During Mr. Smith’s presentation, he discussed how the Grand Canyon Protection Act (GCPA) imposes a complex balancing of interests. TWG member asked a rhetorical question for the group to consider – How will we know when we’ve balanced the purposes that were mentioned by Rod? Another member suggested the question implies a one-to-one balancing, She noted that there are tradeoffs and the group needs to be mindful of not artificially creating an equal balance. One participant reminded the room of Judge Campell’s 9th Circuit Court Case Grand Canyon Trust v. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation)  that stated balance is a critical element of Glen Canyon Dam operation. Furthermore, participants noted that every resource listed in LTEMP has an objective and these objectives don’t always “play well” together. Finally, Mr. Smith said there will need to be a successor to the Interim Guidelines that will expire in September 2026. 

CRSPA/GCPA
Rodney Bailey, WAPA, presented on the Colorado River Storage Project, WAPA’s History, and the Western Interconnect. In the simplest terms, Reclamation generates power and WAPA markets it. See presentation (WAPA-CRSP Overview) slides for additional details.
Discussion focused on capacity for WAPA to market energy. WAPA owns most of the region’s switchyards, but Reclamation also owns some switchyards – both organizations work collaboratively to operate and maintain the utilities. Rodney emphasized that utility grids are not a “dog eat dog type of world” but that everyone works together as a team to keep the grid operating and the lights on. When more power than needed is produced, WAPA sells this additional power at market rate. The WAPA team noted that some specific questions about changes in WAPA’s customer base would be answered later in presentations (i.e. if WAPA is getting new customers or if the number of customers remains relatively stable).

Power Marketing Plans (including a Brief Customer Overview) 
Tasha May, WAPA, presented on the Marketing Plan.  See presentation (Marketing Plan) slides for additional details.
Participants discussed how marketing plans are developed at WAPA, including the role models play in the development of marketing plans, how marketing plans adapt to current climactic conditions, and the viability of changing features within an existing marketing plan.  Around 75% of CRSP electricity resources come from the Glen Canyon Dam. One participant said this was the first time in their 14-year federal service that the minimal probable projections could go below power pool (3490’) at Lake Powell (a problematic scenario for dam operations). WAPA stated there are no certainties about drought levels, so it is important to keep relationships with customers strong to work out what type of options are available and let customers know if there are any issues anticipated. As long as WAPA and customers keep lines of communication open, there are always some solutions. Several participants noted the 2004 marketing plan as a unique process that showed how plans might successfully adapt. During the 2004 marketing plan, all the existing firm power customers agreed to reduce their allocations by 7% so that power could be available for Tribes to receive an allocation of CRSP. 
WAPA’s current Glen Canyon Dam Marketing Management Plan covers a span of 40 years, while the Hoover Dam Marketing Management Plan covers 50 years. WAPA shared that contracts were most recently sent out in 2017, which means that until 2057, firm contracts are in place. These long-term plans help reduce costs for WAPA and set expectations for both suppliers and consumers. Tasha explained that it is difficult to get out of contracts and Brent clarified that it can be a lengthy 2–3-year public process to renegotiate terms. Brent further explained that WAPA can revise the amount of energy available to customers within 5 years’ notice. WAPA has yet to exercise this clause because 5 years-out may be difficult to project. He reiterated that if a customer and WAPA come to an agreement, things can get done quickly – and when energy was tight in 2023, WAPA was able to work with customers to exercise flexibility that wasn’t explicitly listed in the contract. 
Wayne Pullan, Reclamation, noted the Basin Fund seems to bear a lot of risk. WAPA discussed ways to shift risk to the customer by shrinking the 5-year period to a 3-month period for estimates of supplying energy to customers. WAPA noted that when demand grows beyond the firm fixed amounts in the contracts, the agency does not supply their customers beyond what is noted in the contract; these customers must find excess energy elsewhere on the market. 

Energy Management & Marketing Office (EMMO) and Hydropower Capacity
Jonathan Wilson, WAPA, discussed Energy Management and Marketing Office (EMMO), including how WAPA gets their generation to the customers. Brent Osiek, WAPA, discussed hydropower capacity, energy types and characteristics. See presentation (Energy Management & Marketing Office (EMMO)) slides for additional details.
Several participants asked whether the development of wind power on the grid will help to balance the crunches for electrical power during each day. WAPA said both wind and solar power are variable – neither will address consistency of energy power needs because people cannot choose when to turn it on and off. Current batteries are relatively inefficient at storing, then releasing energy generated by wind or solar (when compared to hydropower), nor have these batteries been developed to the scale that might be relied upon. Pump storage can also have a big carbon footprint in practice. Furthermore, WAPA noted that the power curve 20-years ago looked drastically different than it does today. WAPA reiterated their challenges with predicting long-run power curves given that every assumption they had 20 years ago has now changed. Future energy generation may come from localized self-generation of energy, especially when utility companies can’t keep up with the power capacity needed. In one recent trend – some AI companies (that demand high energy) are building nuclear reactors to self-supply their needs. Several participants reiterated that solutions might include all the above. No one thing will solve these existing challenges. 

Transmission and Interconnection
Eduardo Uribe, WAPA, presented on Transmission and Interconnection at WAPA. See presentation (Capacity Value) slides for more details.
Mike Simonton, WAPA, added that hydropower can provide power if there is catastrophic failure in a grid area. However, most units are not sizeable enough and/or incapable of starting on their own. Glen Canyon Dam happens to be one of the few systems with black start capability in the Southwest. Glen Canyon Dam could kick start if needed, though Mr. Simonton hoped WAPA would never have to do this. All the utilities in the Southwest have a black start plan and share power with each other. Participants asked about Glen Canyon Dam’s black start capability when compared to the Hoover Dam – it was largely agreed that the Hoover Dam has a lower black start capacity (possibly below 1000 cfs)
[bookmark: _Hlk209634054]WAPA Operations, Reliability and Emergencies
Mike Simonton, WAPA, discussed WAPA Operations, Reliability and Emergencies. See presentation (WAPA Operations, Reliability, and Emergencies) slides for more details.
WAPA reiterated that for reliability of every hundred megawatts, it’s not just an energy output needed but other energy resources must also be ready to respond. As balancing authorities have grown larger in recent years, this has provided more options at WAPA’s disposal to address challenges. WAPA previously operated at an hour-by-hour dispatch but now leans into a 5-minute market to dispatch power automatically when it is needed.

Tribal Benefits 
Brent Osiek, WAPA, discussed Firm Electric Service and Benefit Crediting. CRSP has 53 Tribal customers – 40% of customers are Tribes. Municipalities compose the highest portion of WAPA customers, and then Co-Ops, then Tribes. Mr. Osiek also explained how “Tribal benefit credits” work. See presentation (Tribal Benefits) slides for more details.
Discussion revolved around how Tribes receive actual power and benefit credits from WAPA. Mr. Osiek would estimate that ~5 Tribes receive actual power, while 95% of Tribes receive the financial benefit credits. The allocations of power given to Tribes were based on their load profiles in 1983.

Wrap-up and Preview of Day 2	
Seth Cohen, Facilitator, previewed the agenda for the following day’s workshop. Jeremy Hammen, Reclamation, thanked WAPA for the significant content shared in presentations.
Seth Cohen, Facilitator, Udall Foundation, adjourned the meeting at 5:05pm AZT.



Notes
Day 2: September 24, 8am – 4pm
Welcome and Overview
Seth Cohen, Facilitator, Udall Foundation, opened the meeting with an overview of the day to come.
Wayne Pullan, Reclamation, reflected on some of the questions and comments from the previous day. He highlighted that some people shared concerns about whether Lake Powell will be below minimum power pool for any time in the future. The States and Federal agencies are aware of this concern. He said Brent Osiek’s (WAPA) response was wise when Brent noted that, “if the lake sees extended periods of time below minimum power pool, there will be some existential questions that also need answering. There would likely be a lot of other things on the table that haven’t been an option now.”
Nick Williams, Reclamation’s Upper Colorado Basin Power Manager, posed several opening questions for WAPA and the TWG meeting participants to consider: 
- How does hydropower’s (specifically Glen Canyon) ability to provide frequency regulation and voltage control compared to wind/solar resources, and to batteries.  What are the advantages and limits of each for supporting grid reliability?
- Can WAPA discuss reserve margins?  How have those changed with the influx of renewables?  What sources can be used for reserves?
- Will the advent of RTOs change dependence on facilities like Glen Canyon for grid reliability services?
WAPA and the group touched on some of these important questions and decided that these topics warrant further discussion in future TWG meetings. 
Jeremy Hammen reminded everyone that the previous day’s hydropower 101 sessions provided a base for the upcoming discussions for the day: primarily how hydropower fits into the GCDAMP. Jeremy then shared the 2016 LTEMP goal, 
“Maintain or increase Glen Canyon Dam electric energy generation load following capability and ramp rate capability, and minimize emissions and costs to the greatest extent practicable, consistent with improvement and long-term sustainability of downstream resources.”
Finally, Bill Stewart emphasized that LTEMP has helped to set up sub-annual Glen Canyon Dam operating parameters stemming from mandates in the Grand Canyon Protection Act. The goals and subsequent metrics in LTEMP are intended to provide direction on how a particular resource is performing. 


Opening Discussion
WAPA discussed that when more unknowns are put into the grid, more contingency plans are necessary for forecasting with unknown variables. It can put additional burdens on the reserve and into the forecast areas. There is a place for renewables in the energy grid but without significant investments in these technologies they cannot be the primary go-to for WAPA’s services. Staff from SRP commented that other providers in the Southwest lean on each other’s assets. This can help to make energy delivery more robust in the face of added uncertainty.
The group referenced the “black start” discussions on Day 1. WAPA reiterated that it’s hard to put the grid back together in the event of a black start situation. It takes days to build in another line and WAPA will do anything to try and prevent blackouts. WAPA hopes to never have to use this emergency system. The market design helps to balance Glen Canyon and other energy market demands (like California), which can help each other out. 
WAPA’s involvement in the Regional Transmission Organization (RTO) does not necessarily alleviate pressure for experiments run by the Glen Canyon Dam because the RTO doesn’t impact this program’s commitments under the Grand Canyon Protection Act. WAPA will continue to purchase and deliver replacement power during experiments.
WAPA discussed the benefits and drawbacks of 40-year contractual agreements. Utilities need long-term planning frameworks that provide value by keeping things reliable and reducing the start-stop of WAPA contracting development. Long-term contracts help keep everything more affordable, sustainable, and reliable – not just for the company but also the end user. Long-term contracts make customers long-term partners with long-term interest in hydropower resources. WAPA continues to take proactive steps to adjust to challenges.
Rob Billerbeck, National Park Service (NPS), reflected on the balance needed with hydropower and energy. He emphasized looking for win-wins, thinking about successful collaboration on smallmouth bass that has included several creative solutions. From an NPS perspective, the key phrase in the LTEMP is making sure hydropower production is, “compatible with protecting downstream resources”. He also sees a conflict between water delivery and downstream resources in that lower water elevations in Lake Powell means there is a struggle to provide High Flow Experiments (HFE). Without high flows, sandbars do not regenerate as well, which threatens the natural and cultural resources. Conflicts intensify and become more apparent as the water levels drop.

Hydropower in the context of GCDAMP:
Lucas Bair, GCMRC, and Jerry Wilhite, WAPA, discussed the successes and challenges with reliability, affordability, and sustainability given the hydropower goal in the context of the GCDAMP. See presentation (Hydropower in the context of GCDAMP and Hydropower Metrics) slides for more details.
Participants discussed LTEMP language – minimized costs and maximized revenues are two different things – the LTEMP specifically says to minimize costs. Hydropower produces energy that is consistent and can add stability to a system. Similarly nuclear power, coal power, and gas can anchor a system. These energies are significantly less variable than solar power and wind power.
Participants also discussed how it might be possible to maintain the value of hydropower and still meet the needs of experiments. The group had found some previous win-wins, such as cost reduction, when working with smallmouth bass by adjusting the date of experiments to get the same biological effect with less impact to hydropower production. Water temperature was noted to be an important consideration for experiments because the invasive warm water fish trigger to breed in water temperature above 15.5 degrees. The current flow-rated temperature is about 15.5 degrees.

Deep Dive on Rates and Basin Fund
Jennifer Hultsch & Tamala Gheller, CRSP, provided an overview of the Basin Fund. See presentation (Basin Fund 101) slides for more details.
Participants discussed impacts of experiments on Glen Canyon Dam hydropower and the energy grid. WAPA stated that the experimental bypass is costing the Basin Fund an average of $125,000 per day in 2025.  Under the current experiment plan, that is a cost of $2.5 million for October 1-20, and an additional $3.625 million if it continues to November 18 as it did in 2024.  They then shared examples of what WAPA could alternatively accomplish with funds that are currently being used to support this experiment:
· Purchase 2 maintenance line patrol UTVs - $36,000 = single day of bypass at the end of 2024 experiment
· Purchase vegetation right of way maintenance mini-excavator to prevent wildfires - $125,000 = single day of bypass in 2025
· Replace critical communications building & tower needed for system-wide operations - $6,000,000 = estimated cost of 2025 experiment
· Purchase large transformer - $18,000,000 = cost of 2024 experiment
For every experiment, there are tradeoffs on this system and its reliability. WAPA shared these realities, and simultaneously, WAPA wants to support the group’s efforts and the Grand Canyon.
The group then discussed the policies of the Basin Fund. Environmental cost cannot be included in WAPA rates, even when the Basin Fund has historically supported environmental activities. Furthermore, WAPA explained that the original capitalized investment and replacement costs are recoverable (meaning it can be added into rates). Operations & Maintenance (O&M), in this context, are projected as an annual expense. However, O&M cannot be recovered until it’s put into service, which is then recoverable over time. Several participants asked if there are ways for WAPA to build in some additional cushion into the rates, but WAPA explained that it does not have the legal authority to add anything to the rates beyond cost recovery. Essentially, the rates cannot generate money. What is taken from the Basin Fund must be paid back by WAPA. WAPA provided the analogy that the Basin Fund operates as a 3rd party lender in lieu of appropriations for WAPA (like a mortgage). Funding experiments in the current system directly impact the Basin Fund. It can be difficult for WAPA to prioritize offsetting the costs of experiments over maintaining infrastructure. 
Participants noted the big-picture challenges of lower water levels in Lake Powell and sought other ways to consider flexibility. The group explored creative ways to fund experiments. New legislation might be needed. One idea was to ask either the Department of Energy (DOE) or Congress to create new appropriations, which might directly fund GCDAMP experiments. WAPA noted that support from within the group might be effective because WAPA does not have as much influence within DOE when compared with the diverse composition and expert testimony of this group (TWG/AMWG). One previous temporary solution was to have a non-refundable backdoor appropriation (which was created by WAPA to eliminate the need to ask Congress for additional funds each year) but this solution has reached the end of its life. One participant posed an idea where visitation to the Grand Canyon might help pay for GCDAMP upkeep or experimentation (i.e. an additional entrance fee to offset the costs of HFEs and other experiments.

Models/Screening Tool Facilitated Discussion 
Jerry Wilhite, WAPA; Lucas Bair, GCMRC; Charles Yackulic, GCRMC; Quentin Ploussard, Argonne, jointly reviewed the benefits and tradeoffs of the WAPA CRiSPPy (Colorado River Storage Project Python) model and the GCMRC screening tool. This presentation also included an overview of the evolution of these models over time. See presentation (CRiSPPy Model and GCMRC Models and Screening Tools) slides for more details.
 
Jerry and Quentin began by explaining the evolution of the WAPA model from GTMax (2001) to GTMaxSL (2018) and finally to CRiSPPy (2025). The presenters discussed how CRiSPPy helps to optimize hydropower operations. CRiSPPy has proved to be exceptionally useful and WAPA relies heavily on it to plan dam operations. Some highlights of the model include the ability to have all data contained in one app, case studies are separated from software, and it allows for parallelized runs. Documented model inputs include hourly customer demand loads and hourly energy prices. The model does not use an independent peer-reviewed process given that it contains proprietary information, but the modelers post the general approach online (add link). 
 
Lucas and Charles provided an overview of the GCMRC Models and Screening Tool, explaining how the predictive models are used for adaptive management. The presenters explained the challenge of balancing dam operations between hydropower and humpback chub goals, and the goal of maintaining a viable population of a humpback chub at the lowest cost.  Part of what they are examining is the trade-off between ensuring humpback chub viability while accounting for lost hydropower value from experimental management flows. The presenters connected their work to energy generation and optimization of Glen Canyon Dam operations. In the GCMRC screening tool the model includes both on and off-peak forward curves. There is a greater risk premium associated with the on-peak curve, than the off-peak curves (which means that they are harder to predict). Additional data input will continually refine the accuracy of this screening tool. 

Hydropower and Experiments: Understanding the impacts and tradeoffs
Bill Stewart and Nick Williams, Reclamation, discussed the impacts and tradeoffs between hydropower and experiments. 
TWG members representing Colorado River users (as well as Grand Canyon National Park staff) explained how water flow levels impact recreation and ecosystems on the Colorado River. Daytime flows below 8,000 cfs inhibit upstream navigation. A TWG member explained that rafting trips are very difficult at 5,000 cfs. There was recently a helicopter rescue involved when a recreational user got stuck at 5,500 cfs. At night, river users are camped on sandbars, which allows for flows of 5,000 cfs. The Navajo Nation’s representative also contributed to the idea of a resting period on the Colorado River to provide potential benefits. Such a break in usage could have positive impacts for conditioning wildlife, erosion that happens at different sites, ecology and plants, and sediment. 
Reclamation stated there is daily fluctuation and seasonal fluctuation in both ramp rate and energy demand. The 8,000 cfs daytime minimum is to allow for safe boating upstream of Lees Ferry and the 5,000 cfs nighttime minimum is to allow for safe boating downstream of Lees Ferry. Because it takes 2+ days for the load-following wave to transit through the canyon, there are some spots in the canyon where low water occurs during the daytime. 
TWG members emphasized the need to look creatively at the tradeoffs between hydropower and experiments. The group kept their discussions at high-level conceptual ideas; they agreed more specific details can be defined at a later point.

Where do we go from here?
Bill Stewart acknowledged the robust conversations of the workshop as a solid foundation for many future conversations for TWG and AMWG. He asked the group to consider what hydropower might need given the enormous changes and unprecedented conditions observed since 2016. There are opportunities upcoming in the 10-year review and LTEMP ROD. 
Jeremy Hammen, Reclamation, referenced a 4-page paper that he attached to the meeting invite (which is also included in meeting materials) that discusses how hydropower fits within current constraints and ways to benefit High-Flow Experiment. Furthermore, slides from this workshop are available, in addition to this summary report. Jeremy and Bill hope to continue similar knowledge assessment workshops where more conversations can be had on hydropower and the other resources.
The group had some final conversations that encouraged the TWG and AMWG to be broad in their thinking and consider flexibility in how the group might redefine experiments (e.g. shifting water from winter to summer months, considering a rest period, thinking of ways to restore the reservoir). Some suggested that it might also be worth looking at other funding models (such as those at the Bonneville Power Authority [BPA]).  The group noted it’s also important to consider simple methods for multiple objective tradeoff analyses (not just for hydropower but for other workshop themes as well). The group will be open to hearing more experimental ideas at the upcoming TWG meeting.

Wrap Up and Next Steps 
Jeremy Hammen asked the group to provide feedback on this hydropower workshop and share any ideas (e.g. on experiments, or other issues) that percolate following this meeting. Reclamation is committed to making sure this workshop is not just a one-off event. He asked participants to follow up with him and Bill regarding next steps.
At the workshop’s conclusion. and in the weeks that followed, WAPA and Reclamation received significant feedback that the hydropower workshop was a success. TWG members highlighted the organization and prep that went into the workshop and suggested such an approach could benefit the other program resources.  Some people acknowledged that the hydropower workshop covered many topics, and some people had hoped to dive deeper into problem-solving experiments. Specific feedback on content and approach was requested by Reclamation (survey was sent in the week of November 20th) and additional responses from participants are still desired to help the agencies with next steps.  Please send any remaining surveys to Jeremy by January 15, 2026. 
Seth Cohen, Facilitator, Udall Foundation, adjourned the meeting at 5:00pm AZT. 
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