Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
Dolores Working Group
Final Meeting Summary
January 21, 2009
Attendance
Steve Acquafresca, Michelle Bailey, Richard Connell, Nathan Fey, Thelma Hays, Oscar Massey, Rebecca Mitchell, Jean Moores, Leon Moores, Linda Moores, Heidi Plank, Mike Preston, John Redifer, Catherine Robertson, Kaye Simonson, Roy Smith, Steve Smith, Chris Treese, Jason Wedemeyer, John Williams, Brian Wilson, Niki Koszalka, Sabine Thurston, and Heather Bergman

Action Items

	BLM and County
	Will research further information about energy development potential in the area

	Michelle Bailey
	Will send BLM ACEC report to Heather Bergman for distribution

	Michelle Bailey
	Will provided a presentation on BLM’s ACEC analysis

	Michelle Bailey
	Will provide maps for the next meeting including CWPs and WSAs (with help as needed from Jason Wedemeyer and Steve Smith), water rights, private irrigated land (with help as needed from Chris Treese), treatment plant, potential resort, Gateway Canyon Resort information (with help as needed from John Williams), etc.

	Heather Bergman
	Will make changes to stakeholder uses and values to reflect group discussion (add private property and gravel potential and include heavy industrial and agriculture language on the Route 141)


Presentation Dolores River Dialogue (Mike Preston)
· Mike Preston from the Dolores River Dialogue provided the following information on the group’s process:
· Began in January 2004;
· Comprised of a variety of stakeholders from different sectors;
· Working to explore opportunities to manage McPhee Reservoir to improve downstream ecological conditions while honoring water rights, protecting agricultural and municipal water supplies and the continued enjoyment of rafting and fishing

· Identified underlying interests of all participants into four opportunity groups (increased water supply, spill management, improving stream and riparian conditions and acting cooperatively on consensus reached through the DRD process);

· The Dolores Project provides irrigation water to 36,000 acres of full service land including  7,600 acres Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Farm and Ranch Land, as well as providing supplemental water to an additional 26,000 acres for a total of 62,000 irrigated acres being served by the Project.
· Dolores Project also releases approximately 32,000 acre feet per year for the fishery below the dam (second largest allocation in the project), and manages rafting spills to the extent that inflow exceeds reservoir capacity; 
· Is attempting to work through issues with fish in the corridor and maintaining the flow needed to have healthy populations, including shaping rafting spills for ecological benefits;

· Realized group needed more of a developed informational base (formed a Technical Committee to oversee the work assigned to  a hydrology committee and science committee) which is being brought together in a correlation of ecological objectives with water availability as a basis for prioritizing opportunities for ecological improvement within available water supplies
· A major focus of the DRD is science based including the development of monitoring sites to evaluate variations in flow management and in-channel restoration.  Considerable work has been focused on the trout fishery and riparian ecology.  Increasing emphasis is being placed on native fish species. 
· In October 2008, the Full DRD recommended the formation and make up of the Lower Dolores River Management Plan Working Group to consider alternatives to Wild and Scenic Designation and update the Corridor River Management Plan adopted by the San Juan BLM in 1990, which currently guides management of the Dolores River Corridor.
· Additional information about the DRD is available at http://ocs.fortlewis.edu/drd/
Questions and Answers

Is the group concerned with the Dolores to the confluence with the San Miguel?

Eight distinct reaches provide the framework for DRD activities   The first five reaches extend to the confluence of the San Miguel with reaches 6-8 going form the San Miguel to the confluence with the Colorado.  The Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO) from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) mentions the lower reach of the Dolores in reference to the pike minnow on the mainstem of the Colorado.  The Dolores River Dialogue is committed to avoiding listing of native fish and is seeking to learn more about the flows and timing of flows necessary to maintain healthy populations. 
Is the focus the native fish or the fish currently in the Dolores?
The native fish have become more of an area of concern for the Dolores River Dialogue (DRD).   We need good survey protocols to determine the current status of native populations.  The DRD is also interested in surveying for invasive non-natives that could be displacing of diluting native populations.
Has there been a recommendation to find any of the Dolores segments suitable for Wild and Scenic designation?
No, the Lower Dolores Management Plan Work Group organized by the DRD has not made a recommendation yet.  The Work Group plans to submit its recommendations to BLM .  These recommendations will include recommendations upon which the stakeholders agree and some alternatives for areas where the group can not find agreement.  
What is the DRD timeline?

The DRD would like to be finishing up its work in May 2010 when an environmental assessment will be undertaken by the San Juan Public Lands Office drawing on work group recommendations among other sources of input.  There are materials related to the DRD process at http://ocs.fortlewis.edu/drd/ .
What does it mean when you say rafting days?

 The minimum cubic feet per second (cfs) for commercial rafting is considered to be 800cfs.  1200 cfs is considered fantastic.  When there is a large spill from the reservoir, we try to provide a lot of 1000-1200 cfs rafting days.  Under these circumstances, commercial and recreational rafters are willing to give up 800 cfs rafting days to have more 1000-1200 cfs days.

Do any of the discussions about flow get taken on by the working groups?
They do; especially in the DRD Technical Committee, since flows have bearing on the ecology of the river.  When the Lower Dolores Working Group is considering the outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs), with regard to native fish populations there is also a connection to flows.  

Will releases at the McPhee Reservoir have an impact on the portion of the Dolores being worked on by the Lower Colorado stakeholder group?
There could be minimal impact, but this impact is limited once the San Miguel comes into the Dolores.  DRD is looking at the whole 200 mile stretch of river to the confluence with the Colorado, but our major focus has been on the first 5 reaches prior to the confluence with the San Miguel.

What agency or agencies were involved in the corridor management plan for the Dolores?

It was a plan developed by BLM with stakeholder input which was completed in 1990.  

What is the minimum instream flow below the dam?

It is 78 cfs.  This water right is not met at all times due to the operation of senior water rights associated with the Dolores Project.

Fish and Wildlife in and along the Dolores River (Heidi Plank)
· Bighorn sheep come down from a population upstream and use this reach of the Dolores River.
· There are falcon nests along the cliffs where West Creek comes into the Dolores.

· This is also bald eagle winter roosting in the area.

· There has been a historic observation of the yellow bill cuckoo, but there have not been any recent signs of them using the area.

· There usually is not enough water in this stretch for boating.

Questions and Answers

Are there any concerns about access of the bighorns to the river?

The bighorn sheep use both sides of the river and there have not been lots of issues with their access.

Have anglers or rafters ever been considered a problem for the wildlife in this area?

No, they have not been considered a problem at this field office.  The field office has observed that bald eagles seem warier of people on foot than in a boat.

What are the fish in this stretch?

The fish are the Bluehead Sucker and the Flannelmouth Sucker.
Hydrology and Energy Development and Potential

· The group heard information about the energy development and potential of the Dolores River.
· There are some oil and gas leases along the Gateway Canyon Resort area.  The uranium interest is not within the riparian corridor.
· There are recreational gold panners in the area that have been very active and there are resource concerns about their methods.
· A potash company in Utah planned solution mining of potash, which would have involved a major water pipeline.  The lease request/permit was declined.  The potash company has interests in Sinbad Valley.  Oil and gas is low potential in this area.
· This area offers a very comprehensive visual analysis of the whole corridor.  This area has qualified to receive a higher level of protection due to the visual aspects and is considered an area of critical environmental concern (ACEC) along the riparian corridor.

· A concern, conflicting with the Visual Resource Management (VRM) and the scenic byway, is the need for energy corridors (power lines) going down to the river.
· The energy atlas shows lots of uranium opportunities in the corridor.  Uranium activity comes and goes depending upon the pricing.

· The group heard information about the hydrology of the Dolores River.

· The Dolores portion of the watershed is heavily influenced by McPhee Reservoir.  The percentage of diversion is 50%.  Most of the water continues to the San Miguel.  The large snowmelt can cause 1000-2000 cfs and can travel to the Dolores.

· BLM and Division of Wildlife (DOW) have made an instream flow recommendation for the San Miguel River from Calamity Draw to the confluence with the Dolores River.  The Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) will be presented this recommendation and make a decision in a week’s time on when to move forward on the recommendation.
Questions and Answers

Where does Route 141 start?

It starts in Grand Junction and goes all the way through Ridgway.

Does BLM have other protections for scenic byways?

If the stretch is designated, management would be consistent with the goals of a scenic byway.
Are there uranium mining claims in the area?
Yes, but in the mesa tops not next to the river.

Will a water right be given if CWCB accepts the instream flow recommendation from BLM and DOW?
Yes, but it will be junior to all other rights.

Does this stretch of river carry any special designations?

BLM has identified Norwood Canyon as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).  The Dolores and San Miguel have been determined eligible for wild and scenic designation.
What area would receive the instream flow if the recommendation is accepted by CWCB?

BLM’s recommendation was for the reach of the San Miguel River from  Calamity Draw to the confluence with the Dolores River.
Is there a gauge at the Gateway Canyon Resort area?
No, but there was a gauge at Gateway Canyon Resort for a long time.
Management Needs for the Dolores River

· Following the presentations, the group discussed a variety of issues, including:
· Considering potential designations that may have a positive impact on the watershed
· Looking at choices moving forward including recommendation of suitability, other management options, or a combination of the two
· Discussing repairs and improvements on private lands and federal lands

· Considering that designation includes a quarter mile on each side of the river in management planning and what this means in terms of ORVs or stakeholder uses and values

· Discussing transportation on Route 141

· Including or not including energy development as a stakeholder use/valu
· The group agreed to the following changes and inclusions to the stakeholder uses and values:

· Leave air tours on the list

· Change route 141 to include the terms heavy industrial and agriculture

· Leave uranium (energy development) on the list

· Add private property
· Add gravel potential

· The group agreed to the following plan for their next meeting:

· Presentations by BLM on recreation areas, VRM, and the ACEC analysis

· Maps (Citizens Wilderness Proposals (CWP), Wilderness Study Area (WSA), water rights information, private irrigated land, treatment plant, and potential resort information)
Next Steps

The next meeting is scheduled for February 22 to be held at the Mesa County Office at 544 Rood Street, training room on the third floor.
