Grand Staircase Escalante National Monument		Monument Manger: Rene C. Berkhoudt
Advisory Committee (MAC)		Associate Manager: Sarah L. Schlanger 
April 17-18, 2012 (Draft) Meeting Minutes		Recorder:  Larry Crutchfield
______________________________________________________________________________

Meeting called to order on 17 April 2012 at 1:07 p.m. by Monument Manager Rene Berkhoudt, the Designated Federal Official for the GSENM Advisory Committee (MAC).

[bookmark: _GoBack]MAC Members in Attendance: Bob Blackett (Geology), Gordon “Boz” Bosworth (Botany), Jim Bowns (Systems Ecology), Steve Burr (Social Science), Dirk Clayson (Kane County Commissioner), Michael Friedman (Outfitter/Guides), Phil Hanceford (Environmental), Kevin Heaton (State), Norm McKee (Wildlife), Leland Pollack (Garfield County Commissioner), Jerry Spangler (Archaeology), Keith Watts (Education) and Steve Westhoff (Grazing Permittee)

MAC Members Excused from Meeting:  Don Lofgren (Paleontology)

MAC Members Not Attending:  Camille Martineau (Tribal Interests)

Monument Staff In Attendance: Jabe Beal, Outdoor Recreation Planner; Matt Betenson, Assistant Monument Manager (AMM), Planning & Support Services; Larry Crutchfield, Public Affairs; Joe David, Environmental Coordinator; Karol Jones, Lead Law Enforcement Officer; Richard Madril, AMM, Resources; Kevin Miller, Science Program Administrator; and Carolyn Shelton, AMM, Science & Visitor Services

Non-Monument BLM Personnel in Attendance:  Juan Palma, Utah State BLM Director; Angela West, National Landscape Conservation System Program Lead for Tourism and Community Development; Aaron Curtis, Utah State BLM Recreation Lead

Other Agency Personnel in Attendance:  Rosemary Succec, NPS Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

Members of the Public in Attendance:  Noel Poe, President, Grand Staircase Escalante Partners; Jana Richman, GSEP; Brian Bremner, Garfield County Engineer; Gayle Hill 


Agenda
17 April 2012

Welcome/Administrative Notes:  Berkhoudt/Crutchfield

Old Business: Burr (MAC Chairman)
· Review/Discuss/Approve 15 November 2011 MAC Meeting Minutes
· Discussion: No changes/additions to minutes
· Motion to Approve – Clayson/ Seconded – Pollock
· Motion Approved – Unanimously
· Review/Discuss/Approve MAC Bylaws
· Discussion:  Crutchfield developed draft by-laws using existing documents from the State RAC and other examples; sent the draft by-laws to Burr and Spangler for their review/edits prior to distributing to the entire MAC for comment/approval.  The Chair went through the by-laws page-by-page with the committee.
· Quorum – what should it be, a simple majority (8 of 15), 2/3s (10 of 15), or 3/4s (12 of 15)?  The Chair recommended 2/3s majority, believing that it represents a critical mass that would encourage MAC members to attend the meetings in order to have a quorum so business could be done; whereas, a 3/4s can be hard to achieve due to the busy schedules of the MAC.  A simple majority is not desirable because it limits diversity of opinion and thought.
· Decision:  A 2/3s majority (10 of 15) is required to have a quorum to conduct MAC business.  Normal business requires a simple majority to pass a motion.
· Decision:  By-laws should contain a provision to allow MAC members to call-in via telephone to achieve a quorum or to vote on a motion.
· Administrative Subcommittee – discussion on whether or not to establish a standing Administrative Subcommittee to assist the Chair/Vice Chair with creation of agendas and other administrative tasks as prescribed by the Chair/Vice Chair.
· Crutchfield explained that a standing subcommittee would require its meetings to be advertised in the Federal Register 30 days prior to the meeting; ad hoc subcommittees do not have to meet this requirement.
· Further discussion recognized that a standing subcommittee would have more transparency to the public because of the FACA requirement to publish its meetings in the FR; but would be less able to respond to issues in a timely manner, adversely impacting the MAC’s effectiveness.  An ad hoc subcommittee would be more able to respond quickly; but, may also be perceived by the public as less transparent.  Both subcommittees must bring their work, whether it be findings or recommendations to the MAC for action in a public meeting advertised in the FR.
· Designating a subcommittee as an ad hoc committee to avoid having to publish its activities in the FR is not acceptable.  The decision on whether the subcommittee is standing or ad hoc should be based on the purpose for which the committee was established.  If it is established to work on a single short-term issue, i.e., review of the Monument Science Plan, an ad hoc subcommittee would be appropriate.  If it is established to work on a major long-term project, i.e., the grazing EIS, a standing subcommittee would be more appropriate.
· The recommendation was made to modify Section III C. of the bylaws to state that ad hoc subcommittees to not have decision-making authority; rather, ad hoc subcommittees provide recommendations to the full MAC for action.
· The recommendation was made not to include financial restrictions on members of subcommittees.  That requirement could prevent someone with a high degree of expertise in the matter being addressed from serving on a subcommittee.  It was further noted that subcommittee members should have to disclose their financial interests in the matter.  It was also expressed by another MAC member that a person with a direct financial interest might try to favorably sway the subcommittee’s recommendation. 
· Decision:  Solicitor opinion is needed to determine appropriateness/need to restrict someone from serving on a subcommittee if they have a “direct financial interest” in the matter.  
· There is a definite need to use teleconferencing better to accomplish MAC business more efficiently and cost effective.
· Ad Hoc subcommittees are to compile and analyze data without too much filtering; and all the information should come to the MAC for decision making.  This would eliminate some of the concern that backroom dealings may be taking place.
· Section III C. details what a subcommittee does and how it is presented to the MAC.  The fact its work is disclosed to the MAC and acted upon in a public meeting keeps the proceedings transparent.  The minutes are also posted, allowing the public to see what we are doing.
· There needs to be a mechanism to pull in the reins if an ad hoc committee gets out of line.  That can be achieved in the bylaws by clearly defining ad hoc committee responsibilities.
· There is a need for checks and balances…and that is the responsibility of the MAC.  
·  A good term for the ad hoc subcommittee is “disappearing task force.”  It is established to look at a very time-sensitive issue that the Monument needs some feedback on and presents its recommendations to the MAC for action, and then the subcommittee is gone.
· Action – Need for Clarification:  What constitutes a standing committee – is it the name of the committee, i.e., a science committee that makes it a standing committee?  What if we have a science committee, but the membership changes with each issue it looks at, then it would be operating more like an ad hoc subcommittee.
· Comment: Palma – transparency is one of our touchstones.  We need to be as transparent as we can be on everything that we do.  There is no room for someone to misconstrue or misinterpret what the MAC does.  A second need is to be effective and efficient…how does balance with the need for transparency.  That’s something the MAC must always keep in mind and consider.  Ad hoc committees may be effective and efficient; but could also hamper transparency.
· Should the DFO decide whether a committee should be an ad hoc or standing subcommittee?  The DFO might be better suited to identify the need for greater transparency than those of us tasked with getting the work done.
· Comment:  Chair – doesn’t look like by laws are ready to go to a vote.  They need some work.  Can we take a vote via email?
· Crutchfield:  No.  But we can take a vote via teleconference.  It is still necessary to publish a FR notice of the teleconference to allow public participation.
· Comment:  Friedman – I think we can pass the bylaws as they are today.  If we get more information that suggests we need to modify them, then we modify them.  I think in principle, we should try to pass these. 
· Motion to Approve – Friedman / Seconded – Clayson – The bylaws as written, with the understanding that the MAC has the ability to modify as discussed.
· Discussion:  Do we need further language in the bylaws to allow subcommittees to vote for chairs, to vote to move recommendations to the full MAC?  A sunset date on the committee.
· Establishing a page on the Monument website to post the workings of the subcommittees, i.e., data collection, minutes, etc., will greatly enhance the transparency of ad hoc committees.
· Motion Approved – Unanimously
· Review/Discuss Robert’s Rules of Order
· See single-page handout
· Discussion: The handout states that according to RRoO, a small committee such as the MAC does not require that motions be seconded.  Our bylaws state that motions do need to be seconded, so that section of the handout will be changed to reflect the bylaws.
· Do we need to have a referee to resolve disputes?  That duty falls to the Chair.

Science Plan:  Miller
· See presentation – 2012 Apr MAC Science Plan
· At the November 2011 MAC Meeting, Miller briefed the committee on the development of a Monument Science Plan (MSP), which was a melding of an earlier draft science plan created by then Monument Science Program Administrator Marietta Eaton and the MAC’s report on Adaptive Management on GSENM.  The draft MSP was under review by GSENM specialists and management and was to be sent to MAC members at the end of January for MAC review/comment.  The internal review noted that the structure of the plan, which had been provided by NLCS, was more appropriate for newly created monuments and NCAs that do not have the long history of scientific work being accomplished as does GSENM.  The end result was a bulky draft document exceeding 100 pages.  The decision was made to send it back to the specialists for re-editing with an eye to making the plan more clear and concise.
· The draft plan, as edited by the specialist was provided to the MAC.
· There are still several holes in the document that need to be filled in; some sections have very detailed narrative while others are bulleted lists.  Managers decided that, even though the draft is still very rough, it would be helpful to give it to the MAC for review.
· The meat of the plan is the science objects and values.  It is done by subject area.  For each subject area we talk of current state of knowledge, gaps and opportunities, and management questions to be answered.
· Questions for the MAC:
· Broad review: Are we headed in the right direction?
· What key management questions have we missed?
· Detailed review (for each subject area):  Are we asking the right questions?  What key issues have we missed?
· Mechanism for review:  MAC subcommittee?
· MAC review comments by?
· Complete rewrite by?
· Comment (Shelton) – Whether a subcommittee is used to review the plan or the entire MAC, it is important for each MAC member to contact their respective constituency and get their input on the document.
· Question:  Is it okay to send the draft document out to other people for their feedback?
· A:  Yes
· Comment (Schlanger) – We want this plan to be a useable 5-year plan, one that would be reviewed frequently and updated accordingly.  We see this as a living document.  We are interested in your feedback on our approach to this science plan; are there other directions we should take?  Keep that in mind in your review.
· Comment (Shelton) – We would like to have your comments back at the MAC’s next meeting.
· Discussion:  Comments from the MAC on the science plan would have to come during a scheduled meeting.  That does not prevent the MAC from forming a science plan review subcommittee that would work with GSENM staff to answer questions or to clarify GSENM science goals contained in the draft, as well as compile comments from other MAC members and then report back to the entire MAC with recommendations.
· MAC suggestions on how to move forward:
· Comment (Clayson) – Add a section for outreach, education & dissemination to the section of the plan.  We really need to get our discoveries out to the rest of the world.  You need to have strategic partners to succeed…counties…colleges…
· Comment (Friedman) – The science plan should make clear up front to stress science and education…researchers should understand that doing science on the Monument is a privilege and sharing information with the public is a requirement.
· Action:  Formed ad hoc Science subcommittee to coordinate MAC review of Draft science plan – Blackett, Bowns, Clayson (Chair), Heaton, McKee and Watts

Manger’s Report:  Berkhoudt
· See presentation –  2012 Apr MAC_Mgr Brief – Budget & Personnel
· Discussion:  Shortage of funding severely hampering our ability to keep visitor centers open.  As a result, some visitor centers will be open seven days a week while others will only be open for five days.
· Comment (Friedman):  Regarding VC staffing issue…when there is no money, there’s no money.  We understand that; but, the Big Water Visitor Center not being open IS a hardship on the community and the traveling public.  Paleontology, which BW VC highlights, is a leading interest on the Monument.  How about spreading the closure around; rather than five days at some and seven days at others, make it six days everywhere.
· Comment (Pollock):  Regarding the Boulder Anasazi VC issue…if we can get room rent-free for GSENM, can we reestablish a presence there?
· Comment (Palma):  As a body, perhaps the MAC should consider writing a letter on this topic (visitor center funding) to Rene; and he will forward to me and the Washington Office.
· Motion:  Pollock / Seconded – Freidman – A letter be drafted from the MAC to Rene requesting ongoing funding for visitor center staff for 
· Motion Approved – Unanimously
· Action:  Watts/Freidman volunteered to compose draft letter for the MAC’s Review/Approval following tomorrow’s (April 18) field trip.

Planning Division Report:  Betenson
· See presentation
· Recently filled GIS Specialist position – key to moving forward with the Grazing EIS and realty issues
· Vacant Administrative Assistant position – decision reached not to fill the vacancy due primarily to colocation of GSENM and KFO and the additional staff that KFO brought to the table.
· Moved into the new Kanab Administrative Complex in January.  Complex sits on 5.4 acre site and includes a 16,350 square foot administrative building and a 6,600 square foot warehouse.  Facility will use 30% less energy and 20% less culinary water than a minimum code compliant building.  Thirty-three Utah subcontractors were used in the construction.
· Escalante Interagency Visitor Center got a facelift on the original building getting a new HVAC, windows, IT/data cabling replacement, new fascia, soffets and roofing; as well as new concrete parking travel lanes and concrete entry steps.
· Planning in the works – Livestock management plan, Hole-In-The-Rock Road Corridor; Longer term goals include back country management plan and update the transportation plan.
· Lands – working on expiring rights-of-way (ROW) on Garkane Energy Cottonwood transmission line and Deer Creek inholding/irrigation water right; amending existing ROW for Garkane Buckskin to Kanab transmission line; identifying potential trespasses along the Monument boundary; and Calf Creek Subdivision  parcel acquisitions with Land and Water Conservation Fund.
· Visual Resource Inventory – Utah BLM revising Visual Resources Inventories statewide; began in 2010; conducted on GSENM April 9 – 13.  Includes three analysis components: scenic quality rating analysis, sensitivity rating analysis and distance zones determinations.  Phipps-Death Hollow Rating Unit received highest scenic quality rating score in the state to date.
· Working with Colorado Mesa University on a Visitor Experience Baseline Study.  By documenting and understanding the visitor experience will allow GSENM to track changes through time and manage appropriately.  Study will include both focus groups and intercept interviews.  Received NLCS science grate in FY12 to initiate study; work to begin before end of FY12.
· Calf Creek & Deer Creek Business Plan – The Federal Lands Recreation (REA) requires that all fee sites have Business Plans that describe the objectives of the fee site and how the site will be managed using fees collected.  Calf Creek Recreation Area (off HWY 12) includes a 13-site campground, trail access for Lower Calf Creek Falls Trail, and a day use area with picnic tables and water play in Calf Creek.  Deer Creek Campground (off Burr Trail) provides seven camp sites.  Fees provide directly for the management and maintenance of these sites.  Current Fees: Calf Creek Day Use - $2/vehicle; Calf Creek Camping - $7/site; Deer Creek Camping - $4/site.  Comparable camping fees in the area range from $8 at lesser developed, remote USFS sites to more than $20 at private businesses with more amenities.  Fee increases at all Utah BLM recreation sites require review by the BLM Resource Advisory Council (RAC).  Next RAC meeting – August 2012.
· Question (Clayson) – What happens to the monies collected?
· A: (Betensen) – The money stays in house and is available for use at these sites.
· Hole-in-the-Rock Special Recreation Permit Programmatic Environmental Assessment (EA) – Final EA/Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) /Signed Decision: April 5, 2012.  The Selected Alternative allows noncommercial groups up to 145 people focused on heritage, cultural and educational resources for day-use or camping at predetermined locations.  A maximum of 29 vehicles; 3 days, 2 nights for camping.
· Comment (Beal) – Stakeholders were heavily involved and kept inform of the progress.  Met with members of the LDS church and other heritage groups.  Everyone believes this EA was a good product.
· Comment (Pollock) – Does this mean that if we are approached, by groups to do reenactments, that it can now be done?
· A: (Beal) – The vehicle is now in place.
· General Special Recreation Permit Programmatic EA – GSENM authorized 85 SRPs annually and approximately 12 new permits are received each year.  This EA provides a programmatic document to authorize general SRP applications received (43 CFR 2932.5). Analysis includes day hikes, backpacking, horseback riding, ATV tours, auto and bus tours, photography workshops, educational institutions, and mountain biking.  It will not review wilderness therapy programs that utilize Monument lands for most of their field time, or climbing, or canyoneering.  Currently the EA is receiving internal review.  Expect Draft EA by June.
· Comment (Berkhoudt) – We are looking at a livestock management plan update.  Grazing was not looked at in the Monument Management Plan.  In 2000 GSENM started the Grazing EIS because there was a need to tie the decisions of Master Framework Plans of the 1980’s to the MMP.  That need still exists today.  That is why we are doing a livestock management plan.  We started with the National Riparian Service Team assessment.  The report is out; and it will be followed up by stakeholder meetings in Kanab, Cannonville and Escalante.  Because of the difficulties with the old EIS, we wanted to make this a more transparent process.  I look at this as a way to bring grazing forward from the MMPs and eventually into the permit renewal process.  This will be a very deliberative process.
· Comment (Palma) – We have received a lot of comments from a lot of people about this process.  And we want to acknowledge all of those comments and all of those concerns…because they are real.  And we want to make sure we, the BLM, are listening to those comments.  Number one…we are listening.  Number 2, we want to be able to move slow to move fast.  We have slowed down this process to allow a lot more input from a lot of different people…that we spend a lot of quality time with a lot of individuals, especially those of the grazing community.  We have on the Monument somewhere around 93 or so allotments…I am not aware of any direction that I have…I am not aware of any directions that I have given…that we are going to cut grazing out of the Monument.  In fact, the Proclamation clearly states that grazing is a use that has been acknowledged…so I want to make sure that all of you know that there is no direction from anywhere…anyone…about undoing grazing.  We need to be very clear about that.  I do want to cover another point that I think is really important…is that I’ve heard from people outside, not any one in this room but outside, that somehow we, the BLM, have contracted with Western Watershed Project staff from Boise, Idaho.  I am not aware…I do not know…I have not seen…I have not signed…I have not given money…there is no involvement of the Western Watersheds people.  So if you have heard the rumor, no such thing has happened.  What has happened is that the National Riparian Service Team, which is composed of retired BLM and Forest Service employees, visited with 60 some people…some of you…including ranchers and others…environmental groups including Western Watersheds Project…but that was the extent of their involvement.  Western Watersheds Project is not officially a contractor…not officially receiving any money…is not officially involved in this project other than as a citizen group who will have input as we go forward.  Let me conclude another critical point I think is important…we have not yet started this EIS.  And we don’t intend to start the EIS for a little while…so you may be asking yourself, what is it that the BLM is doing then?  We want to involve many of you…the commissioners with cooperating agency agreements…even before we begin the EIS.  We want to slow this process down…to the end of FY 2012…before we put any document out that is inviting any type of official participation.  My biggest point that we want to make in this process is transparency.  We want to ensure that we a talking with everyone…letting you know what our intentions are…and let me clarify what our intentions are with this grazing EIS…Our intentions are…that we have no intention to undo grazing here on the Monument…we do however have to make sure that we are legal.  Believe it or not… our intention is to make sure we are legal because there are some gaps in data that is fairly old now from the old MFP (Management Framework Plan) and the current document that we have today.  Our intention is to be legally sufficient so that grazing can continue on this Monument.

· Livestock Management Plan
· The new GSENM Livestock Management Plan will evaluate monument-wide grazing decisions for allotments and areas as available (including available with seasonal or other restrictions) or not available.  
· Provide general guidance on livestock management in GSENM.
· Existing grazing decisions date back 25 years or more and do not address many current concerns on the landscape, including the establishment of GSENM and the Proclamation. 
· Will require a plan amendment to the GSENM Monument Management Plan. 
· Include a broad range of alternatives.
· National Riparian Service Team, Situation Assessment Completed.  
· Primary Goals
· Educate about the reinitiated planning effort and involve stakeholders with the new EIS. 
· Help with issue identification and exploration.
· Assess potential for collaboration.
· A week long assessment of over 65 participants, mostly in-person.
· Better identification of interested parties.
· Community Meetings Scheduled:
· Tropic/Cannonville: Tues May 15th   
· Escalante: Wed. May 16th
· Kanab: Thurs. May 17th 
· Next Steps:
· Invite, and reestablish Cooperating Agency Agreements (MOU): By end of May 2012
· Project Scope has changed
· Reassess special expertise 
· Preplan and Analysis of Management Situation
· Develop Communication Plan
· Notice of Intent (NOI) to be published in the Federal Register by end of fiscal year.
· Other Planning Items of Interest
· HWY-89 Wildlife Crossings Project 
· Four underpasses, associated fencing and escape ramps along HWY 89 between Kanab and Page.
· Partners include: State of Utah, State of Arizona, Wildlife Organizations, Kane County, GSENM, BLM-KFO.  Total funds committed to date: $1M
· GSENM submitted a $1.5M Grant request from FHWA – Public Lands Highways Discretionary Funds – awards due May 2012.
· Nephi Pasture Trailhead EA Update: This environmental assessment is anticipated to be released in summer of 2012.
· Comment (McKee) – We need to ask ourselves how can we improve the lands…how do we use the resources in such a way as to allow grazing…to make the Monument more productive so we can have sustainable grazing.  That is the challenge and why we need to do (restoration) projects on the Monument.
· Questions (Westhoff) – Is the Monument going to sign another MOU with the Park Service (Glen Canyon NRA)?
· A: (Betenson) – Yes we are.  This MOU would only be for the planning process…not for allotment management.
	
Science & Visitor Services Division Report:  Shelton/Titus/Zweifel/Hughes
· See presentation
· Hydrology/Soils/Geology
· Completed NEPA on the Shakespear Mine closure and reclamation.
· Developed and issued Decision Letter for closure and reclamation of the Alabaster Mine.
· Developed tables and completed data analysis (ongoing) for vegetation ID team as part of the upcoming Grazing EIS.
· Preparing for summer season of water quality monitoring with hosted worker.
· Interpretation & Environmental Education
· Travelling Exhibits
· Public lectures & presentations
· National Boy Scout Jamboree (8,000 kids)
· Local schools
· Bryce National Park
· Glen Canyon National Park
· BLM Quality Recreation Survey
· Survey conducted for BLM nationwide by University of Idaho
· Escalante Interagency Center was a selected site
· Survey measured each site’s performance and value
· Key Results: 
· Percentage of site visitors satisfied overall with appropriate facilities, services, and recreational opportunities: 98%
· WSA Monitoring – Backcountry staff 
· Monitor WSA’s (Wilderness Study Areas) monthly 
· Collect traffic data on major routes 
· Patrol Monument lands
· Educate visitors in the field
· Backcountry Data
· Data from backcountry website:
· Contacted 1799 people
· Serviced trailheads 185 times
· Monitored 419 primitive campsites
· Maintained 8 fences
· Cleaned up 90 firepits/removed 87 firepits
· Cleaned up 86 Sq.ft. of grafffiti
· Removed 69 incidents of human waste
· Delineated 15 routes
· Re-habilitated 1,631 feet of social trails
· Raked out 16,340 feet of ORV tracks
· Removed 923 pounds of trash
· Visitor Centers
· Four GSENM visitor centers 
·     1 staffed contact station
·     1 unstaffed contact stations
· FY 11 (Oct-Oct): 115,273 people visited the four Monument Visitor Centers
· Visitor center staff issued permits for backcountry use, including backpacking, stock use, kayaking, and car camping
· We issued 2853 permits to 34,331 people
· Paleontology (Titus)
· New Lab in Kanab used to prepare specimens.  Heavily supported by trained volunteers
· Numerous discoveries every year
· Coordination with universities & agencies: 
· State of Utah
· University of Utah
· Natural History Museum of Utah
· University of Florida
· University of Idaho
· Denver Museum of Nature & Science
· Alf Museum
· 2009 Symposium held in St. George, Utah.
· Advances in Late Cretaceous Paleontology & Geology
· 160 registered guests
· 2-days of presentations – 50+ papers & posters
· Led to a book being published through Indiana State University.
· Publications
· In recent years GSENM had significant paleo discoveries leading to high profile publications, including :
· At the Top of the Grand Staircase - The Cretaceous of So. Utah – 824 pg. book, Indiana Univ. Press
· Two new horned dinos – cover of Time magazine
· Gryposaurus monumentensis made Parade magazine as one of Top 10 scientific discoveries
· Overview of Kaiparowits paleo made Scientific American magazine
· Cultural Resources (Zweifel)
· Pollen Analysis Study
· Study will shed light on past climatic warming trends
· Collaborative effort with No. AZ Univ. (NAU) &  Colorado Plateau Arch. Assn. (CPAA)
· Watson Cabin
· Stabilization of historic pioneer cabin along Hackberry Creek. 
· Drainage is undermining cabin; threatens to wash cabin away
· Work being done by historic architect + volunteers
· Escalante River Watershed Partnership (ERWP) (Hughes)
· One of the last free-flowing rivers in the West.
· 90 miles from Escalante to confluence with Colorado R (Lk.Powell).
· Vital role for residents & visitors – recreation, agriculture, industry
· The watershed supports >200 sp of migratory birds
· Includes endangered SW willow flycatcher, threatened yellow-billed cuckoo, federally listed Mexican spotted owl.
· Includes several rare fish - Colo R. cutthroat trout, Bluehead sucker, Roundtail chub, Flannelmouth sucker
· Re-introduced otter
· ERWP created in 2009
· Aims to restore & maintain natural ecological conditions of Esc. R. & watershed
· Involve local communities and stakeholders
· Science-based Action Plan
· Public & private funding
· Work being accomplished using conservation crews, private contractors and volunteers

State Director’s Brief:  Palma
· Before beginning, introduced Aaron Curtis, State Office Recreation Lead and Angela West, National Program Lead for Tourism and Community Services
· Special Topic – Tourism.
· How might we, the BLM (and other agencies), participate with the local communities to increase our tourism on our lands and in our local communities.   We need to figure out a way that the Monument can continue to add value to local communities?
· Began to talk about this…Palma, Berkhoudt and Rountree, Director of NLCS…and how we turn talk into action.  During the discussions, NLCS said it could provide funding for a special project to look at tourism development. 
· Here is our proposal for your consideration and input:
· The Topic – Tourism – Recreation, Visitor Services & Jobs
· An Executive Order to create a National Tourism and Competitiveness Strategy for the United States – premised on the fact that tourism is poised to be one of the top economic sectors in the U.S. that will grow during the next decade.
· Travel & Tourism industry is one of the top six economic drivers of our economy
· President and Secretary of the Interior believe we have a responsibility to help that grow on public lands.
· The Project – a pilot project looking at the value added to rural communities by tourism.
· Believe this project to be relevant not just to communities surrounding the Monument…or other NLCS units, but to all of BLM.
· Want the pilot project to be a model capable of being exported to other areas
· The Process – Appreciative Inquiry Process – has been used for more than 20 years in various ways including community development and tourism.
· Using a third party to interview all the different people involved or touched by the topic.  Open a dialog.
· Looks at the best of what we have…what is positive about our community and resources rather than dwelling on what is wrong.  Then we move into what can be and how do we get there…and how can we sustain it?
· We want to begin doing the study and ultimately to initiate one or more of the recommendations – to put it into action.
· We would like to see the first steps…getting together and talking about the project within the next six months or sooner. 
· Think about the project and let us know what you think of the idea.

· Comment (Clayson) – Do you see these groups geographically or based on a common interest?
· A: (West) – We want to start with the big picture so we need a wide range of participants and then drill down.
· A: (Palma) – After the initial meeting we might want to reduce the scope…to look at say Highway 12 from Tropic to Boulder to limit the area…but I think it is premature to try to figure out where this might work.  Getting together as a larger group…will determine what makes sense.
· Comment (West) – We want to use this study as an implementation action of the President’s national tourism strategy.  We want to use it as a central piece to implementing the brand new NLCS strategy.
· Comment (Palma) – It isn’t about the environment versus the economy…the environment is the economy.  This effort will not be about the BLM…we will be participants for sure…but it is about the community…the universities…the businesses…getting together to look to our future and how we can add value as the Monument.
· Comment (Burr) – Appreciative inquiry uses experts at facilitation to help the participants collaborate and develop ideas.  The subject matter experts are the members of the communities, businesses…the people who live and work here.

· Comment:  (Gayle Hill) – I work for the Utah Office of Tourism and I am very pleased to see resources being put forward to recognize the importance of tourism to these rural communities.  I am thrilled.  This is very exciting.

Public comment period:  Burr opened the meeting to public comment
· Noel Poe, President, GSEP – distributed copies of GSEP’s quarterly newsletter to MAC members and other attendees.
· Monument Mayors Alliance (Waylon Brinkerhoff, Tropic; Dave Roberts, Henrieville; Jerry Taylor, Escalante; and David Tebbs, Bryce Canyon City – Jeff Stock, Cannonville, was unable to attend)
· Discussion:  Tebbs served a spokesman for the group and stressed the group’s desire to work proactively with the MAC and GSENM to develop better communication between the cities and the Monument to include more involvement in the cities’ public meetings.  The mayors also asked for more local consideration in the hiring process; good jobs promote families and families help the schools.  From the tourism aspect, the mayors know there is a fine balance between tourism, access and conservation.  They believe there is a critical need for services (restrooms, camping areas, picnic tables) and access (roads open to the public – street legal and ATV) in order to promote tourism.  Many tourists do not understand what the “Monument” is – we (the BLM) need to let them know what we have to offer  
· Distributed “Goals of Monument Mayor’s Alliance (MMA) handout.
· Mayor Jerry Taylor – Museum in Escalante – Dinosaurs…we want those artifacts to be brought back to these communities where they were found.  Stressed that fossils and artifacts found on GSENM are shipped to Salt Lake City and other museums.  Asked why they can’t be returned to Escalante; let the colleges study them right here in Escalante.    Bring home the artifacts…create/build a science center in Escalante.


Comment (Clayson) – I really appreciate these efforts by the BLM and count me in…I do want to participate.

Comment (Pollock) – 1.9 million acres tract of land…as we go down this path, let’s not get too emotional and kick out grazing…grazing is becoming a tourism attraction…it’s part of our heritage…keep in mind, this is a 1.9 million acres tract of land…I think we can accommodate…there is something for everyone.  We can develop the HITR corridor for traffic…there are other areas that you can hike and never see a car.  Let’s just be open minded.

Question (Westhoff) – What are the chances of getting a toilet down HITR somewhere?
A: (Berkhoudt) – We will have to look at that a little bit later.  Initially we were thinking about doing an EA that would have included restroom facilities but we were afraid the restroom issue would hold the process up so we made a conscious decision not to include toilets…but we will be looking at that in the future.
Response (Westhoff) – The cost of hauling toilets down HITR is very cost prohibitive.
Response (Betenson) – The MMP does have provisions for constructing a toilet in the future and that will be addressed.  It will required some site-specific NEPA.

Comment (Berkhoudt) – What we really need is a more comprehensive HITR corridor strategy and that will take a little bit longer to do that.

New Business:	 Chair
· Next meeting – Oct 16 & 17

Meeting Adjourned:  Chair/DFO

MAC Members/Agency Staff/Public invited to attend a no-host dinner at Cowboy Blues Restaurant in Escalante followed by a tour of the Escalante Heritage Center with Jerry Roundy


18 April 2012

MAC Members in Attendance: Bob Blackett (Geology), Gordon “Boz” Bosworth (Botany), Jim Bowns (Systems Ecology), Steve Burr (Social Science), Michael Friedman (Outfitter/Guides), Phil Hanceford (Environmental), Kevin Heaton (State), Norm McKee (Wildlife), Keith Watts (Education) and Steve Westhoff

MAC Members Excused:  Dirk Clayson (Kane County Commissioner), Don Lofgren (Paleontology), Leland Pollack (Garfield County Commissioner), Jerry Spangler (Archaeology)

MAC Members Not Attending:  Camille Martineau (Tribal Interests)

Monument Staff In Attendance: Alyssia Angus, Land Use Planner; Jabe Beal, Outdoor Recreation Planner; Matt Betenson, Assistant Monument Manager (AMM), Planning & Support Services; Larry Crutchfield, Public Affairs; Joe David, Environmental Coordinator; Karol Jones, Lead Law Enforcement Officer; Richard Madril, AMM, Resources; Kevin Miller, Science Program Administrator; and Carolyn Shelton, AMM, Science & Visitor Services

Non-Monument BLM Personnel in Attendance:  Juan Palma, Utah State BLM Director; Aaron Curtis, Utah State BLM Recreation Lead

Other Agency Personnel in Attendance:  Rosemary Sucec, NPS Glen Canyon National Recreation Area

Members of the Public in Attendance:  Noel Poe, President, Grand Staircase Escalante Partners; Jana Richman,  ; Brian Bremner, Garfield County Engineer 


07:30	Field Trip Down Hole-in-the-Rock Road
· Departed from the Escalante Interagency Visitor Center approximately 0745 in numerous federal, county and privately-owned vehicles bound for Hole-in-the-Rock with stops at Devil’s Garden and Dance Hall Rock. 

3:00 	Meeting Called to Order:  Chair/DFO

Resources Division Report:  Madril
· See presentation
· What I consider to be one of the most important things resources has been involved in the past six months or so is working with Grand Staircase Escalante Partners and the local schools surrounding the Monument doing native seed projects, willow plantings, learning to use GPS units, wildlife monitoring, building fence…a lot of different things to get the children out on the ground.
· A biggest part of our workload this winter has been responding to Freedom of Information Act requests.  All of them have been through Western Watersheds Project.  Only three dealt with the state BLM as a whole, the other eight were specific to the Monument.  We have worked very hard to be responsive to their requests.
· Ecology Program – Dr. Anderson has been doing rain simulation tests.  Just getting started.  Tested on soil crusts and disturbed areas of treatments.  Interesting facts – it took right at 20 minutes for the water to begin infiltrating the bio-crust; bare ground took 30 minutes and in the disturbed areas, the water began infiltrating immediately.
· Air Quality – we now have some quantitative air quality data using lichens and we have found them to be very accurate…lichens have been used in Europe since 1839 to test air quality…they do not shed leaves, so everything they take in remains in the lichen.   All our samples came back meeting and exceeding the air quality standards for our area.  It was interesting to find that the area that had the highest sulfur and arsenic levels was the relic area on No Man’s Mesa which begs the question, why is an area that is not utilized at all so much higher than the rest of the Monument.
· Buckskin Monitoring – June 2006 Buckskin Burn – it was pretty ugly
· Immediately established monitoring plots
· ID Team formed and developed stabilization/restoration plan
· Seed was flown on and a one-way chain ran across it
· Each year site looked better than year before.  Expected three years to meet the plan objectives…they were met the first year.
· This year 2012, fifth full year of monitoring…hope to produce scientific papers off this study.
· Another site that was seeded but not treated (no chain/harrow to break up the ground after seed was flown on) did not respond…no seed established.
· Steep ground made difficult to treat…was used as a control area…filled with tumble weeds and other bad stuff.
· Forestry – GSENM has two green fuel wood cutting areas – people can buy a permit and cut their own firewood.  Very spotty effectiveness.  Was not meeting our resource needs.  Established a stewardship program, which is a goods-for-service program.  Had 17 contracts, 11 of which are completed.  Cuttings done in a way that mimics natural occurrences of fire which creates firebreaks.
· Question (McKee) – Any more plans for additional stewardship contracts?
· A: (Madril) – I believe three more are out the now.
· Range Management – Most workload this winter was responding to FOIAs.
· Watson Cabin – Range assisted dragging logs to the site for restoration of the cabin.  Each log weighed about a thousand pounds…took four horses and 10 men to make it happen.
· Botany – Raymond Brinkerhoff is the botanist as well as invasive weeds and restoration lead for the Monument.  The big workload for botany is preparing for the upcoming weed season.  Big workload for special status and threatened and endangered species.
· Wildlife – Reestablished a wildlife guzzler on Wire Pass; captured 25 antelope and collared for a two-year study on the patterns; received some big horn sheep from Nevada.

Hole-in-the-Rock Corridor Management Strategy
· Discussion:  After the field trip today, we all realize there are a lot of issues involving the HITR corridor.  Do we need to form an ad hoc subcommittee to make develop a recommendation of how the MAC could best be utilized?
· Action:  Form ad hoc HITR Strategy subcommittee:  Bremner, Burr, Hanceford, McKee, Pollock, Watts, Westhoff; Jabe Beal (GSENM) will provide support as a technical specialist, as will Rosemary Sucec from Glen Canyon NRA.  Chair will be determined by the committee.
· Comment (Betenson):  Planning shop has put together a couple of tables discussing strategy and will provide to the MAC/Subcommittee
· Comment (Sucec):  It would be nice to have a HITR foundation member on the subcommittee.
· Agreed

Old business from yesterday:  Letter/Recommendation to DFO regarding visitor center manning.  Keith Watts and Mike Friedman developed draft letter overnight.  Watts read out loud to the committee.

Discussion on letter:  Rather than a letter, it should be presented as a recommendation to the DFO.  Two minor changes were made to correct formatting.

Motion:  Bosworth / Seconded – Hanceford:  To approve the draft recommendation for signature by the chair and presentation to the DFO. 
Approved:  Unanimously 

New Business:  Burr is serving on state resource advisory council.  Burr represents dispersed recreation.  RAC has more women on it.  Would like to see more women on the MAC. 

Agenda items for the future?   None proposed.

1603	Motion to adjourn:  Heaton / Seconded – Watts
· Carried Unanimously
1604	Meeting Adjourned
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