Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
Dolores River Working Group
Final Meeting Summary
December 17, 2009
Attendance
Steve Acquafresca, Michelle Bailey, Dan Kowalski, Rebecca Mitchell, Kaye Simonson, Roy Smith, Chris Treese, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman

By Phone:  Richard Connell, Steve Smith

Action Items

	Jason Wedemeyer and/or Steve Smith
	Will share information about the Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) at the next stakeholder meeting

	BLM
	Will have a planner available to answer questions at the next meeting

	BLM
	Will bring an expert and GIS map information regarding energy to the next meeting.

	Chris Treese and Roy Smith
	Will work together to see what hydrology information is available and share with group at the next meeting


The facilitator discussed the objectives for the meeting including:

· Understand ORVs in each segment

· Identify existing and potential uses that stakeholders want to maintain

· Assess existing management and/or protective provisions

· Outline an approach to decisions for each segment (criteria-based or other)

Summary of ORVs
· The following are the outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) that BLM has identified for the Dolores River:

· Scenic (canyon colors, riparian areas, scenic byway)
· Geological (exposed layers, fossils)
· Recreational
· Paleontological
Questions and Answers

Is the map correct where it shows a segment of the Dolores River several miles into Montrose County?

The map could be a bit off but it is close to the County boundary.

Is the Uncompadre Field Office eligibility report available?

Yes, it is online.

Is there an archeological ORV for the Dolores?
No, there is not.
Why is the segment not listed for fish?

The Division of Wildlife (DOW) listed it as having some significance but enough to warrant an ORV.  A fisheries biologist out of Glenwood Springs determined the Bluehead Sucker fish information did not rise to regional significance.  Michelle Bailey will check further into the status of the fish.
Identification of Existing and Potential Uses
The group brainstormed the following stakeholder uses and values that they want to maintain in and along the Dolores River:

· Access to grazing leases

· Air tour business

· Rights of way (power lines above ground)

· Fish

· Logging and related travel
· Energy development (uranium)

· Energy and agriculture corridor

· Access to private land

· Wilderness values (two citizen wilderness proposals and two wilderness study areas )

· Bird watching (raptors)
· Bridge to non-motorized single track

· Scenic byway

· Route 141 as industrial road (movement of ore)

· Increased traffic/ore movement (spill possibility of fugitive dust)

· Historic qualities

· Recreational (bike, fish, hunt, raft, canoe, camp)

· Wildlife (river otters, elk, deer, desert big horns)

· Water rights, water use

· Possible wine grape vineyards (fences)

· Agriculture/livestock

· Noxious weed control

· Recreational gold planning

· Gateway resort

· Subdivision in corridor

· Wastewater treatment plant
Review/Revision of Existing Management Provisions

· The group reviewed the following existing management provisions:
· Sewemup Mesa wilderness study area (WSA)
· Palisades WSA

· Paleontolotigical Resource Preservation Act (PRPA)

· BLM sensitive species list

· Two-tiered zoning for Gateway resort (being served by sewer or not)

· Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (non-point source, storm water requirements)

BLM reminded the group that when it looks at the Dolores from a land use context, it will not only look at the Dolores River corridor but also areas that are interconnected with the landscape.  It is necessary to look at the connection between aquatic habitats and the integrity of the river ways.
Questions and Answers

Is any part of the Dolores on of the 303(d) list?
No.
What are the impacts from Salt Creek?

Salt Creek does not contribute salt to the Dolores.

Who or what is in charge of building recreational trails on private land?

Private property can do as they wish though there may be some stormwater requirements.

Evaluation Tool for Assessing Options
The facilitator asked the group to discuss ideas for an evaluation tool to be used to assess management options that the group will later develop as ways of maintaining the ORVs and stakeholder uses and values in the area.  The group agreed that the list of stakeholder values and concerns should be categorized and then it could serve as a set of criteria for evaluating management options.  The categorized list of categories and specific concerns is below.
	Category
	Concerns

	Recreation
	Hunt, fish, raft, canoe, bike, bird watch, backpack, horse, trail development, gold planning, off road vehicles, bridge, scenic

	Wildlife
	Otters, elk, deer, raptors, desert long horns

	Fish
	

	Transportation
	Right of ways, access, scenic byways, tourism, energy/logging/agriculture/livestock

	Paleontological/Geological
	Protect/access to finds

	Historical/Pre Historical
	

	Water Rights/Use
	Compact, agriculture, municipal, diversions, storage, facilities

	Agriculture/Livestock
	Grazing, open range access, water rights, crops, grapes, hay, alternative crops

	Private/Resort/Residential/ Commercial
	Air tours, infrastructure, wastewater treatment, subdivisions, resorts, associated commercial.

	Vegetative
	Water, wildlife, scenic, habitat, weeds

	Extractive
	Energy, potash, uranium, transportation, logging


