Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
Working Group Meetings

Colorado Segment 3

March 24, 2010

Final Meeting Summary

Attending

Steve Acquafresca, Michelle Bailey, Terry Franklin, Charles Hardy, Thelma Hays, Jim Komatinsky, Oscar Massey, Rebecca Mitchell, Jean Moores, Linda Moores, Steve Pope, Katie Stevens, Kaye Simonson, Steve Smith, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman

Action Items
	Chris Treese
	Find a person top provide background information on the Shoshone Call for next meeting

	BLM (Katie Stevens)
	Determine if there are existing rights in the area



	BLM (Katie Stevens)
	Determine the rules around transportation ROW and transferring to a third party 



	Heather Bergman 
	Work to invite a RecRAC representative to the next meeting

	Heather Bergman
	Tidy up discussion chart on management options and distribute to group


Discussion Highlights

Collaboration

· The facilitator reminded the group that collaboration is not positional debating.  The group needs to focus on collaborative problem solving in order to help find ways to make choices more comfortable for all the members at the table.
· Group needs to look at all the management tools available to recommend as a package to the BLM.
· The facilitator outlined these ground rules:
· Exploring without commitment; and 
· Saying “no” is not acceptable (it is ok to be uncomfortable with a management option and to offer an alternative).
Existing BLM Suitability Determinations in Colorado (Jason Wedemeyer and Steve Smith)

· The group was given a hand out showing existing BLM suitability determinations in Colorado and elsewhere.  In particular the group discussed the South Platte Protection Plan and The Rio Grande.
· The group discussed how both used unique management solutions including provisions in the forest plan, management prescriptions that ensure the stream corridors have the ORVs protected, community management or protections plans, and state instream flow rights to aid in managing the timing of the water to serve water-based ORVs.
· A copy of the handout is posted at http://keystone.org/spp/environment/water/LowerColoradoWSR.
· There was also a handout regarding river segments that have been deemed suitable but were mitigated for risks to water users.  This hand out can also be found at http://keystone.org/spp/environment/water/LowerColoradoWSR.

NCA Boundary Task Group
· The group is continuing its conversation about the McInnis Canyons NCA boundary and the legislation needed to change it.
Visual Resource Management (VRM)

· The group discussed and learned about VRMs as management tools.  There are four classes and objectives of VRMs.

· Class I Objective: To preserve the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention 

· Class II Objective: To retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low 

· Class III Objective: To partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. 

· Class IV Objective: To provide for management activities which require major modification of the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high. 
Management Options for Maintaining ORVs and Stakeholder Uses and Values

· The group reviewed the chart outlining the management options for maintaining ORVs and stakeholder uses and values it prepared at the last meeting.  
· The group discussed management options for the scenic, recreation, wildlife, geological, historical, and fish ORVS.  Also discussed management options for the stakeholder uses and values.
· Additionally, the group agreed to changes, additions, and considerations for the chart.
· The chart is attached and will be posted at http://keystone.org/spp/environment/water/LowerColoradoWSR.

Questions and Answers
Is there a level of management intensity that goes along with a segment being found suitable?
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) does not consider it to be a different level of management intensity.  A river deemed suitable has a bundle of protections and could provide BLM with another avenue for protections.

Does BLM take specific actions to manage for individual ORVs?

Once a value is determined to be present along a stretch of river, BLM needs to determine if the segment will be managed for the value and if this provides adequate protections for the other Outstanding Remarkable Values (ORVs).

Would BLM consider an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) on the Colorado Segment 3?
BLM does not currently have an ACEC on the table for this segment of river.  However, this group could present it as a management option to the BLM.

How does the state protect water in this reach?
There is nothing specific done in this reach.  There are several protections to the water adjacent to it.

What are the implications on motorized boats if the segment is found suitable?
If the group decides to manage for motorized vehicles, it can be done with our without suitability.  

What agency manages hunting and fishing?

The Colorado Division of Wildlife manages these activities.  BLM manages habitat.
