Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
Stakeholder Group
Final Meeting Summary
December 17, 2009
Attendance
Steve Acquafresca, Michelle Bailey, Belle Chesnick, Larry Clever, Richard Connell, Terry Franklin, Thelma Hays, Oscar Massey, Rebecca Mitchell, Steve Ryken, Kaye Simonson, Roy Smith, Chris Treese, Dori Van Loan, Jay Van Loan, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman
By Phone:  Becky Long, Steve Smith
Review Progress at Working Group Meetings

The five working groups that are discussing different eligible stream segments met prior to this full stakeholder meeting.  The working groups reviewed the outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs) that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has identified, compiled lists of values and uses that stakeholders want to maintain, reviewed the list of existing management provisions, and came to an agreement on a suite of criteria to help them know when they have a good management plan later in the process.  
Roan and Car Creeks

The group tentatively agreed to send a letter to BLM recommending that, if BLM can demonstrate that the fish are adequately protected, BLM not find Roan and Carr Creeks suitable, contingent on consultation and agreement from the energy industry and representatives from the environmental community (the Center for Native Ecosystems, in particular).
  If those being consulted with agree, the facilitator will draft a letter and circulate it to the group for review.  If those being consulted with do not agree or if other issues or questions arise, the facilitator will schedule a conference call to discuss next steps.

Gunnison River Segment 2
The group agreed that it appears that the fish in the river are adequately protected under existing law and efforts.  The group tentatively agreed to send a letter to BLM recommending that, if BLM can demonstrate that the fish are adequately protected, BLM not find the Gunnison River Segment 2 suitable, contingent upon consultation and agreement by members of the environmental community who were unable to attend the meeting.
   If those being consulted with agree, the facilitator will draft a letter and circulate it to the group for review.  If those being consulted with do not agree or if other issues or questions arise, the facilitator will schedule a conference call to discuss next steps. 

Other Working Groups

The other working groups will continue to gather information to inform their discussions.  In January, the stakeholder meeting will include a panel of experts who will address questions that apply to all of the working groups.  The working group meetings will follow the stakeholder meeting.  The panel members for the stakeholder meeting and their topics will include:
· BLM: Management tools in the RPM 

· BLM: Effects of WSR suitability on the specific stakeholder uses and values
· Mesa Land Trust: Conservation easements – where they are and what they do
· Mesa County: Land use plans and other tools

· Environmental community: Summary of federal legislation options 
· Environmental community: Explanation of Citizens Wilderness Proposals (CWPs) and Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)
· The working groups also agreed to have information gathering at subsequent meetings.  These meetings will have speakers or data to address the following topics and then begin to discuss management approaches:

· West/East/North Fork/Ute:  energy and hydrology
· Dolores River Segment 2:  Dolores River Dialogue (Rebecca Mitchell, Steve Smith), fish and wildlife (DOW/BLM), hydrology, and energy

· Colorado River Segment 3:  Recreational Advisory Council (RECRAC), National Conservation Area (NCA), fish needs, maps (to locate areas of private property), energy

When prompted for feedback on the working group meetings, participants indicated that they felt the conversations were good but questioned whether the “right” people were at the table.  As the process continues, it will be more difficult for participants to join late and catch up.  The group agreed the following people need to be engaged and also determined who would contact them:

· Oil and gas: Thelma Hays
· Gateway Resort: Kaye Simonson with Mesa County
· Horsethief Ranch: Steve Acquafresca.
· Mesa Land Trust: Steve Acquafresca.
· Agriculture/Landowners: Dori VanLoan is working to keep the land owners in her area informed; Dick Miller is in contact with Richard Connell constantly; Oscar Massey will also reach out again to the landowners

· Recreation permit holders: BLM (Michelle Bailey) 
· Non-motorized boating: Jason Wedemeyer

· Ducks Unlimited: Steve Acquafresca

· Water providers: Larry Clever

· Trout Unlimited: Jason Wedemeyer

· Audubon Society: Jason Wedemeyer

· Hunting: Jason Wedemeyer 

· DOW (wildlife game management): Richard Connell

· Center for Native Ecosystems: Jason Wedemeyer

Trajectory for Agreement by May

The group agreed to tentatively schedule meetings from February through May 2010 as follows:

· Full stakeholder meeting (afternoons of the fourth Wednesdays of the month, in the afternoon)
· Working group meetings (second and fourth Thursdays of the month)
Budget Update

· Heather Bergman reported on The Keystone Center’s costs for meetings to date:

· September:  $2,512

· October:  
  $2,908

· November:  $3,107

· Chris Treese provided an update on the funds that have been collected from the group to date:
· $7,750 has been received so far--$6,500 from the Colorado River Water Conservation District and $1,250 from landowners/landowner organizations.

· The Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) has pledged additional funds and is currently processing the paperwork to release that money.
· The Keystone Center provided a budget to the group for the entire process of approximately $79,000.  If the Roan/Carr and Gunnison River Segment 2 Working Groups complete their work with letters to BLM or if they agree that they should stop meeting and focus their efforts on other eligible stream segments, then Keystone’s costs would be reduced.  
� Note: Since the meeting, it has come to the facilitator’s attention that not all participants in the meeting had the same understanding of this tentative agreement.  The facilitator is working to schedule a conference call to assist participants in determining how to proceed.   


� Note: Since the meeting, it has come to the facilitator’s attention that not all participants in the meeting had the same understanding of this tentative agreement.  The facilitator is working to schedule a conference call to assist participants in determining how to proceed.   





