Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
East, West, North Fork, Ute Working Group
Final Meeting Summary
January 21, 2009
Attendance
Belle Chesnick, Richard Connell, Thelma Hays, Callie Hendrickson, Oscar Massey, Jean Moores, Leon Moores, Linda Moores, John Redifer, Catherine Robertson, Roy Smith, Steve Smith, Jacque Stafford, Chris Treese, Jason Wedemeyer, John Williams, Sabine Thurston, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman
Action Items
	Jason Wedemeyer and Steve Smith
	Will check in with colleagues about North Fork West Creek to see if they can sign on to a letter indicating that suitability is not required.

	Jason Wedemeyer
	Will research scenic byways and share with the group any information that might provide insights on what protections or restrictions attach to scenic byway designation

	BLM Staff
	Will prepare for discussion and projection at the next meeting: CWP map, SRMA proposals, and ACEC analysis

	Heather Bergman
	Will distribute link from Canyon Country Wilderness


Hydrology and Energy Development and Potential 
· The group heard information on the hydrology of East, West, North Fork, and Ute Creeks.

· Staff of CWCB studied the hydrology on these stretches and found they are extremely snowmelt driven.  There are substantial water rights, some of which are direct flow and some are storage rights.  (This is not true of Ute Creek)
· Ute Creek does not have any instream water rights.  The creek only flows for a few weeks per year.

· East Creek does not have instream flow protections, but has great potential for flooding.

Discussion

· North Fork West Creek

· The group discussed the amount of federal land ownership and existing protections in/along North Fork West Creek, including the Palisade Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) that exists in the current resource management plan (RMP).
· The group tentatively agreed to write a letter to BLM outlining factors that suggest that suitability is not necessary on this segment, such as low federal land ownership and the presence of an existing ACEC.
· Jason Wedemeyer and Steve Smith will check in with their constituents to see if this tentative agreement is acceptable.

· West Creek

· West Creek is within the Palisade Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and in the Unaweep Seep ACEC.  There are instream flows with a 1977 priority date, some of the most senior among the state’s instream flow rights.  BLM has identified multiple outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs), and stakeholders have identified several uses and values.
· 21% of the land is federal.  The area is habitat for a butterfly on the BLM Sensitive Species List.  

· BLM suggested it may not be necessary to suggest suitability for West Creek due to existing protections and management provisions. (I suspect BLM will not want this comment attributed to them.) A participant suggested that if the existing ACEC is not carried over to the new RMP, additional protections may be needed to protect existing values in the area. 
· The group tentatively agreed to write a letter to BLM indicating that suitability is not required for West Creek due to low federal land ownership, the ACEC, and the WSA.  Jason Wedemeyer and Steve Smith will check in with their constituents to see if this tentative agreement is acceptable.

· East Creek

· The group reviewed the federal land ownership (44%), ORVs, and the stakeholder uses/values.
· Much of the existing water is from irrigation return flows.  The fish that do live in the pools that remain are there due to the irrigation return flows.

· The boundary of the NCA for the upper end of East Creek is the highway and there are portions of East Creek intermittently within the NCA.
· The group agreed that additional information is needed about East Creek and what protections are offered by existing provisions, including ACECs and scenic byways. 

· Jason Wedemeyer will do some research on scenic byways and report to the group anything he learns that provides insights into the discussions at the February meeting.

· Ute Creek

· Ute Creek is within the Palisades WSA and 99% of the land along the creek is federal land.  It is also part of a Citizens’ Proposed Wilderness area.
· The group discussed the possibility of pursuing an instream flow for this stretch of creek; the stand of cottonwoods that is the basis of the ORVs could be a biological reason to support that. 

· It was agreed that further discussion of Ute Creek is necessary, including exploring what management options would like to look at other protections for this stretch including different tools to look at the landscape.

At the next meeting, BLM will provide information on the ACEC analysis, SRMAs, visual resource management (VRM), and approach to managing wilderness character.  Additionally, the group will revisit the tentative agreement on North Fork West and West Creeks to determine next steps in light of reports back from the environmental community.
Questions and Answers

Is there reason to think the creeks need more water than they have?

BLM is confident the North Fork West Creek appropriation is at a good flow rate.  East Creek has no water right and the creek can go dry.  It would be hard to justify an instream water right for East Creek.

Is East Creek adjacent to Bangs Canyon?

Yes, it is adjacent to Bangs Canyon and the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Area. 
Are there any additional special protections for West Creek?

There could be further protections given if there is an expansion to the ACEC.  BLM has acquired an additional 100 acres that may be included in the Palisades WSA.  This expansion may result in additional protections given with the ACEC or lands of wilderness character in the Palisades.  
On East Creek, what are the issues with instream flow?

Instream flows would not possible for the East Creek under state law.  Typically CWCB protects perennial streams with fisheries.  An instream flow needs to protect more than a recreational value.

What is the Dominguez-Escalante boundary on East Creek?

The boundary may be the highway.  It is unclear where the exact boundary lies, but East Creek does not appear to be in the NCA.
What is the geologic ORV for the East Creek?

It is the corridor was carved by the Gunnison River, the Colorado River, or both.
Would a suitability finding on Ute Creek preclude the building of a new road?

The classification for this stretch is scenic which does not by itself preclude a new road.  
On Ute Creek, are there other options for the protections of the cottonwood trees?
This would be a question for the group to have a conversation about at future meetings if it feels this is a discussion to have.

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.

