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Final Meeting Summary

Attending
Michelle Bailey, Richard Connell, Thelma Hays, Jim Komatinsky, Oscar Massey, Jean Moores, Linda Moores, John Redifer, Steve Smith, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman

Action Items

	Michelle Bailey
	Look for BLM’s internal analysis of the citizen-proposed ACEC and provide to Heather Bergman

	Jason Wedemeyer
	Convene task group (Thelma Hays and Richard Connell) to work on reassessment and revision of the ACEC proposal to address BLM concerns and stakeholder interests


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).
East Creek

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 prepared at the last meeting.  
· The group discussed management options for the geological ORV.  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.

Agreements

The group agreed that conversations on East Creek will be focused on the contiguous sections of the northern portion of the creek.  

Questions and Answers

Does the geologic ORV for East Creek relate in any way to the river?
Yes, the geologic ORV was identified because there are streams flowing in both directions from the creek.  Based on the ORV criteria, this makes it an ORV of regional significance.  

Is the group under the impression more water is needed for this stretch?

No new water is needed.  This stretch is already over appropriated.  

West/North Fork West/Ute Creek
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 prepared at the last meeting.  
· The group discussed management options for the ORV and 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

Why is water in Ute Creek not continual? Is it diverted?
No, it is not diverted.  It goes into the ground.

Through what means is there access to Ute Creek?

The access is via horseback or foot.


If the state had an instream flow on Ute Creek, would it require a constant flow?
No, the notion of an instream flow is that the water stays in the creek during the time the state claims it.  
