Lower Colorado River Wild and Scenic Collaborative Process
Final Meeting Summary
November, 4, 2009
Attending
Steve Acquafresca, Michelle Bailey, Larry Clever, Richard Connell, Kent Davis, Mike Eytel, Terry Franklin, Thelma Hays, Callie Hendrickson, Jim Komatinsky, Becky Long, Bryan Martin, Andrew Massey, Oscar Massey, Rebecca Mitchell, Steve Pope, John Redifer, Max Schmidt, Kaye Simonson, Roy Smith, John Stout, Chris Treese, Dori Van Loan, Jay Van Loan, Jason Wedemeyer, Niki Koszalka, and Heather Bergman
Action Items

	Roy Smith
	Provide group with the exact date a priority was given on the instream flow of the North Folk West Creek.

	Larry Clever and Richard Connell
	Contact Dick Proctor regarding whether the group should or should not discuss the Colorado River Segment 1.

	Heather Bergman
	Send an email to the group to coordinate the scheduling of the working groups.

	Heather Bergman
	Produce/provide a budget including the working group information to the River District and distribute to the group as soon as it is available.


Update on Small Group Discussion with BLM
· Larry Clever and Steve Acquafresca spoke with Catherine Robertson from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  The goal of the meeting was to ask for BLM’s help in identifying the river stretches most likely for a suitability designation.  Catherine Robertson did not have information to share.  BLM has concerns about perceptions of pre-decisions being made on designations.

· Catherine Robertson offered the group the following advise:
· Focus on alternatives to Wild and Scenic designations for each of the stretches; and

· Develop overlays of different levels of protection for different stream ways.

· Catherine Robertson discussed the time frame of this project and reiterated it was not a timeline set by the Grand Junction BLM.  The decision comes from the Washington, DC office.
· Larry Clever and Steve Acquafresca took some time in the meeting to recognize the helpfulness of the Grand Junction BLM field staff.
· The stakeholders agreed that it is important in all discussions going forward that a diverse group of stakeholders participates in order to ensure balance in these discussions and build trust among participants.

Existing Management of Eligible Stream Segments

Prior to the meeting, BLM staff prepared a table summarizing existing management provisions of the eligible stream segments in the GJFO.  This document is a preliminary effort to summarize existing management and is likely to change as group conversations progress.  (Note: This document will be posted at: http://www.keystone.org/spp/environment/water/lowercoloradowsr.)  The group discussed this document and how BLM management decisions are made.
· A Wild and Scenic designation is not the only way to protect river segments; there are other ways.   Some of the river segments have specific federal legislation incorporating the surrounding landscapes and some segments will have other federal laws affecting the use and management of the stream segments and adjacent lands.
· BLM has an interdisciplinary team that represents different resources.  The interdisciplinary team helps to produce the RMP.  The current RMP is taking a look at how stream segments are managed.  As part of the draft RMP, the interdisciplinary group will develop a commodity-based alternative (more gas/oil/extraction; more use), conservation-oriented  alternative (less activity), a combination alternative (some increased use and some decreased use), and a no-action action alternative in which existing management provisions remain in place.  
· Some of the available river segment protections offer protections that are more permanent than others.  Federal laws offer a permanent level of protection though can be amended from time to time.  Also, state instream flows are held in trust by the State of Colorado and generally do not change.  Administrative protections in BLM RMPs are valid for the life of the document.

· BLM can make large and dramatic changes to what is in the draft RMP for the final RMP in response to new information and/or suggestions from the stakeholder group and the public.  There is a lot of room and time between the draft and final decision for conversations and actions.
· A participant suggested that the group look at BLM’s past approach to suitability as a guide. BLM usually bases it designations on high instances of ORVs, high percentage of federal land ownership, and lack of other protections.  It was suggested the group look at the list of stream segments, utilize the criteria mentioned above, and work toward prioritizing the stretches or removing some of the stretches.

Questions and Answers
When was priority given on the North Fork West Creek instream flow?
It was prioritized between 2002 and 2004.  Roy Smith will get the exact date and share it with the group.

How is the current RMP revision process going to track/sync with this group’s efforts?
BLM staff will participate in all of this group’s meetings and will also be directly involved in drafting the RMP.  They will keep this group apprised of any developments that could affect its work.

What is the next step for the BLM after a determination of suitability?

This has not been discussed by the Grand Junction Field Office.  It has not been determined if a Wild and Scenic designation will be made.
Identification of Segments to Address as a Group

In order to help identify which stream segments to address as a group, participants worked with BLM to calculate the percentage of total federal land ownership for each of the eligible segments.  Based on these percentages, the ORVs present, and the existing management provisions, participants identified those segments they would address together.  The table below summarizes this discussion.
	Stream Segment
	Federal Miles
	Total Miles
	Percentage Federal
	Group Decision

	Colorado River Segment 1
	7.32
	17.76
	40%
	Defer group discussion, unless Dick Proctor feels strongly otherwise; Larry Clever and Richard Connell will consult with Mr. Proctor

	Colorado River Segment 2
	1.13
	40.24
	3%
	Submit group comments to BLM on specific issues; Larry Clever to draft preliminary language

	Colorado River Segment 3
	19.14
	20.91
	90%
	Discuss as a group: Colorado River Segment 3 Working Group

	Dolores River
	18.62
	32.01
	60%
	Discuss as a group: Dolores River Working Group

	North Fork Mesa Creek
	2.05
	2.05
	100%
	Defer group discussion until February 2010

	Blue Creek
	10.08
	11.36
	89%
	Do not discuss as a group; individuals comment as needed

	Gunnison River Segment 2
	3.85
	16.63
	23%
	Discuss as a group: Gunnison River Segment 2 Working Group

	Little Dolores River
	10.46
	20.43
	52%
	Submit group comments to BLM on specific issues; Jay and Dori Van Loan to draft preliminary language

	Roan Creek
	6.47
	17.04
	38%
	Discuss as a group: Roan and Carr Creeks Working Group

	Carr Creek
	5.06
	15.1
	34%
	

	Rough Canyon Creek
	4.21
	4.21
	100%
	Do not discuss as a group; individuals comment as needed

	East Creek
	8.96
	20.26
	44%
	Discuss as a group: East, West, North Fork West, and Ute Creeks Working Group

	West Creek
	4.93
	23.56
	21%
	

	North Fork West Creek
	3.31
	8.46
	39%
	

	Ute Creek
	4.19
	4.22
	99%
	

	Stream Segments in the National Conservation Area

	Gunnison River Segment 1
	13.45
	15.73
	85%
	Hold off on discussing segments in the NCA until a later date, as these segments will be addressed under a separate RMP for the NCA and are therefore not subject to the May deadline for feedback to BLM.

	Big Dominguez Creek Segment 1
	15.86
	15.86
	100%
	

	Big Dominguez Creek Segment 2
	2.78
	2.78
	100%
	

	Little Dominguez Creek Segment 1
	13.14
	13.14
	100%
	

	Little Dominguez Creek Segment 2
	2.45
	2.45
	100%
	


Questions and Answers

Are these numbers (from BLM documents) true and accurate measures of acreage?
These numbers refer to miles along the river segment.  The acreages could be slightly different.  There is a quarter mile of riparian area on each side that could alter the percentages slightly.
Is there a percentage of federal lands that would make BLM automatically prioritize for a designation?

There is not specific percentage cut off.  It is challenging to manage the area if the percentage of land is too small.  A higher percentage of private land also can bring about the possibility of the landowner to be unwilling to support the suitability determination.  In this case, it is very hard for BLM to manage the area.

Is it possible to know the amount of individual segments that make up the total mileage for a specific stream segment?
BLM is willing to have their GIS people come to a meeting and project maps or it could print out maps showing this information.

Is a conservation easement considered an “other protection”?

Yes, BLM considers it to be an appropriate consideration when making suitability designation decisions.

Is it possible to get the sub-surface mineral right information?

BLM can provide what is leased currently for minerals, oil, and gas.  Mesa County has prepared an energy atlas with resources and constraints.  This information is available.

Planning the Collaborative Process
· The group discussed the best approach for the collaborative process, including discussing the merits of having an informal collaborative group or a more formalized committee structure.

· The facilitator reminded the group that regardless of how formal the structure is, there will be no voting, as the group will use consensus-based decision making in any case.

· The group agreed to keep the process informal.  It will work with a full decision-making stakeholder group and five working groups, and will continue having all voices heard.  
· Stakeholder groups and individuals are committed to beginning small group conversations about individual streams.  These discussions will include assessments of wild and scenic designation and discussion of non-WSR management options.  Stakeholders may decide after further small group discussion that no collaborative alternative will be pursued.

· Heather Bergman will send out an email to coordinate scheduling of the working groups and the stakeholder group.  There will not be a meeting on December 2, 2009.
Funding the Collaborative Process
· The group previously agreed to fund the collaboration process by contributing to a group pool for payment.  At this time, the Colorado River Water Conservation District has put in $2000.  
· Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) has agreed to contribute as well, as CWCB wants this process to be successful.
· Heather Bergman will take the working group information from this meeting and produce/provide a budget to the River District.  The budget along with contributions will be provided at every meeting.  All contributions will go to the River District who will then pay The Keystone Center.
· Heather will distribute the budget and the postal mailing information for the River District to all participants, who then contribute to the pool in whatever amount is comfortable for them.
