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Meeting Summary
Attendance
Michelle Baily, Larry Clever, Richard Connell, Kent Davis, Aron Diaz, Sam Gaugush, Thelma Hays, Dave Kanzer, Jim Komatinsky, Ted Kowalski, Eileen List, Becky Long, Dick Miller, Daniel Padilla, Steve Pope, Dick Proctor, John Reddifore, Max Schmidt, Alan Schroeder, Roy Smith, Steve Smith, Chris Treese, Michael Warren, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman

Setting the Stage for Collaborative Discussions
Heather Bergman, the facilitator for this process, provided a brief introduction to collaboration, consensus-based decision-making, and interest-based negotiation.  This presentation has been distributed with the draft meeting summary for easy reference by individuals who were unable to attend the meeting.  Participants with questions about anything in this presentation should contact Heather directly.
Understanding the Context:  The Legal Framework

Roy Smith from the Bureau of Land Management’s Colorado State Office provided a brief summary of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and how it intersects with BLM’s revision of the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Grand Junction Field Office.  This presentation has also been distributed with the draft meeting summary and it is summarized below as well.

· BLM and Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) – What’s Required

· BLM is required by law to determine if river segments in the Grand Junction Field Office are “eligible” and “suitable” for WSR designation

· All eligible segments do not have to be found suitable; all suitable segments may not be officially designated as WSR

· BLM does not actually designate a river segment as Wild and Scenic
· Step 1:  Eligibility

· BLM does not have a lot of flexibility regarding whether to find a river segment eligible or not
· Eligibility is about the presence or absence of certain characteristics
· To be found “eligible, a river segment must be free-flowing (meaning no dams) and contain one or more “outstanding remarkable values” (ORVs)
· If the characteristics are present, BLM has to find it “eligible” and assign it a  tentative classification (wild, scenic, or recreational) based on the level of development in the segment
· Step 2:  Suitability

· BLM does have flexibility regarding whether to find a river segment “suitable”
· BLM can protect the outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) of a river segment by:

· Finding it “suitable” for wild and scenic designation

· Using other management tools in the RMP

· BLM can determine that protecting the ORVs on a river segment is not the best management approach
· WSR in the RMP

· In the RMP, BLM outlines and analyzes a minimum of 4 approaches (or alternatives) to managing eligible river segments.
· One alternative must be “no action” alternative, meaning that no suitability determination will be made.
· In one alternative, BLM must include all eligible river segments as suitable.

· In another alternative, the BLM must analyze all eligible river segments as not suitable.

· BLM has a lot of flexibility in how to manage river segments in the other alternatives
· What’s Been Done So Far

· The Grand Junction Field Office (GJFO) has completed the eligibility analysis
· Several river segments were found to be eligible for wild and scenic designation
· A few segments were later removed for consideration in this RMP as they will be assessed in a separate process
· Information about the eligible segments has been distributed with this draft meeting summary for easy reference.

· What Stakeholders Can Do

· Work together to find agreement on the best approach to managing one or more river segments

· Provide this agreement to BLM by the May 2010 deadline

· Provide information to BLM about current and future conditions and uses

OR

· Decide not to work together and seek to meet their needs in other ways
Questions and Answers
Are the other projects in the state on the same timeline of May 2010?

No, the other projects are not on the exact timeline.  Some of the plans will be completed as late as 2012. 
After May 2010, will the public have a chance to comment on the plan?
Yes, the draft will be available for public comment.

Even if collaboration does not exist or is not successful, will there be opportunities for comment from all interested parties, participants, and public?

Yes.

In the management plan, what is the focus of the WSR discussion?

The focus is on how any given stream segment should be managed, which may or may not include WSR suitability and possible eventual designation as wild or scenic.  There are many ways to protect values on a river segment.
Will BLM be able to help this group by sharing its current thinking?
BLM has to be very careful and remain somewhat neutral in the pre-decision phase.  BLM was able to have a carefully worded discussion about its initial analysis in the WSR process for the Upper Colorado River.  However, at this time the Grand Junction Field Office has not done this for the segments in this collaboration.

When is the draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) going to be completed?

The EIS will be completed in February 2011.

Will there be air quality issues here that could delay it the EIS as has occurred in other areas?

In the other river discussions, there were air quality concerns related to energy development.  In this RMP, air quality analysis is currently in line with the larger RMP schedule and is not expected to cause any delays.
.

Understanding the Context:  Stakeholder Interests and Expectations

Based on responses to the pre-meeting Internet survey and several telephone discussions with participants, the facilitator provided a preliminary list of stakeholder interests related to this process.  This preliminary list included the following interests:
· Protect ORVs in the Resource Area

· Protect water rights

· Protect current community water supplies

· Protect ability to develop additional water supplies

· Find lasting protection for rivers

· Protect existing and potential water uses

· Provide opportunities for public input

· Provide flexibility

· Protect Colorado’s ability to fully use its Compact entitlement

· Make decisions based on criteria

· Protect ability to create diversion structures if needed to fully use water rights

· Protect Upper Colorado Fish Recovery Program

· Allow for enforcement of agreements / commitments

When the facilitator asked the group to identify any interests that were not on this list, the following interests were added to the list:
· Protecting private property rights

· Maintaining flexibility in operations in existing and future projects
· Integrating this management effort and discussion into the larger landscape and broader management efforts
· Maintaining a reasonable process and producing something the public can support

· Protecting interests up to the headwaters

The facilitator asked the group if all of these interests can be met or there are any potential contradictions between the interests.  One participant indicated that this question is hard to answer without additional context but thought there might be conflicts between these interests as the group’s discussion unfolds.  Several participants stated that definitions of terms like “designation” and “protect water rights” will affect whether there is conflict between interests and how the discussions proceed.  

One participant indicated that some key stakeholders may be missing from the group.  Participants in today’s meeting agreed to reach out to senior water right holders on the Gunnison River, land owners, recreation interests, and individuals with an interest in the Dolores River and encourage their participation in future meetings.  Several participants agreed that invitations from another landowner might result in higher turnout than invitations that come from the facilitator or BLM.
Specific River Segments

In order to begin to get a sense of how the group’s discussions might proceed, the facilitator asked participants to indicate which river segments are of particular interest to them and why.  The group provided the following input:

	River or Segment
	Interest or Issue of Concern

	Colorado River at and above Fruita
	Development/protection of future water supply

	Colorado River, Gunnison River (including upstream segments outside the GJFO)
	Operation of federal water projects

	Colorado River, Gunnison River (mainstem, upstream, and downstream)
	Municipal water supply, water quality, water quantity, and recreational uses

	Dolores River (including tributaries)
	Maintain undisturbed values 

	Little Dolores River
	Maintain ability to divert or take other actions to maintain uses

	Dominguez Creek
	Consider coordinated management effort with the National Conservation Area (see below)

	All segments
	· Management decisions on one or more segments could shift uses/demand to other segments

· Maintain adjacent land use functionality and flexibility (protecting water rights and other components of agricultural land use adjacent to river segments)


Segments 1 and 2 of both Big Dominguez Creek and Little Dominguez Creek were found eligible by the GJFO but were subsequently excluded from further consideration in this RMP because they are located in the Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area (NCA), for which BLM will be doing a separate RMP process.  The facilitator asked the group if these segments should be included in the collaborative discussion anyway, or if they should be set aside for separate stakeholder consideration during the NCA RMP process.  The group felt it was possible other groups may have discussions on the NCA under control but would like to maintain the option to make a concrete decision on this question at a later time.

Next Steps for Collaborative Process 
Participants indicated that it is difficult to decide how to proceed with this process without additional information about WSR and without getting their specific questions answered.  The facilitator suggested having one or two meetings to get questions answered and then deciding after those meetings whether and how to proceed.  The group agreed to hear from two panels with different perspectives on WSR and its potential benefits and impacts—a panel that can provide general information about WSR and one that can speak to specific experiences with WSR by different types of stakeholders.  

· The first panel, on October 1, from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m., will include Roy Smith from BLM, Ted Kowalski from the Colorado Water Conservation Board, and Deb Freeman, an attorney for the Northern Colorado Water Conservation District.  Heather will send an email inviting participants to submit questions for these speakers in advance of the meeting.
· The second panel will include stakeholders with different perspectives with experience in other WSR process like that on the Cache La Poudre River and the South Platte Enhancement Board.  Several participants in today’s meeting agreed to stay after the meeting on October 1st to plan this next panel.

· The group agreed that starting in November meetings will take place on the first Wednesday of the month in the afternoon from 1 p.m. to 4 p.m. unless otherwise indicated.
