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Purpose, Function and Parameters of Meeting Notes

Meeting Notes are the facilitator’s best effort to capture and record participants’ views, opinions general statements and agreements reached at the meeting on September 16th.  Unless indicated by quotation marks, statements in the Meeting Notes are not verbatim comments of individuals or groups.

 The meeting was of limited duration.  Participants had more to say about each topic of discussion than time allowed.  Future meetings will allow a number of issues raised in this session in more depth.     
Meeting Notes  focus on what was said during the meeting.   What was not said at the session, provided later in comments by reviewers of  the Draft Meeting or expressed at other times or venues ( other meetings, correspondence, e-mails or phone calls) but not at this meeting, has not been included in the Notes unless the facilitator believed that they directly clarified a point made at the session. 
Agreements are noted in the Meeting Notes.  All other views recorded below are exclusively those of the individuals, groups or agencies that presented them.  Their inclusion in the Meeting Notes does not  indicate either acceptance or agreement by meeting participants, or approval or disapproval if their content.    
Meeting Opening
Joe Escoto, Superintendent of Padre Island National Seashore, welcomed meeting participants, and expressed his appreciation that everyone could come and share views on Padre Island issues.  He expressed his expectation that the meeting would be a productive dialogue with a positive result.

Chris Moore, the independent facilitator from CDR Associates in Boulder, Colorado was introduced.  He requested all participants to introduce themselves, describe why Padre Island was important to them and why they wanted to have input on Padre Island National Seashore management issues.  Responses were varied.  Some loved the silence and solace of the island, others appreciated the recreational and fishing amenities.  Still others enjoyed the Park as a place to take their families and be together, and yet others recognized its ecological importance as the home of the Kemp’s riddle sea turtle, an endangered species, and other important flora and fauna.  All indicated that the island and Park were very important parts of their lives.

Chris reviewed the purpose of the meeting 
· To establish and improve working relationships between the Park, community and visitors, especially with members of the Citizens for Access and Conservation (CAC)
· To explore how better communications and communication channels could be created between Park staff, the CAC and other members of the public

· To share views on issues raised in the Situation Assessment Report, and, where possible, to identify possible solutions to them

The facilitator noted that the meeting was a public input meeting where options could be generated, but final decisions might not be able to be made.  This would especially be the case if other stakeholders who were not present needed to have input.  However, he encouraged that where decisions or commitments could be made, they should be agreed upon and confirmed at the meeting.

Chris also reviewed a set of meeting guidelines developed with the parties during pre-meeting consultations.  These were approved by the group.  He also clarified that all parties were free to talk with their members, the press or staff and share what had happened at the meeting.   However, he urged them to speak about only their views, not discuss the views or attribute motives to other meeting participants and use the meeting notes as a basis of their comments.  He also noted that a draft of the meeting notes would be circulated for comment before they became the formal record of the meeting.

Discussion of the Ideal Working Relationship and Communications between Parties   

In prior meetings all parties indicated their desire to create positive working relationships and communications with each other.  However, all agreed that it would be important to define what this really meant to each party and what commitments they would make to operationalize them.

Members of the CAC and staff of the NPS were asked:  “What would a Positive Working Relationship look like between NPS staff of Padre Island National Seashore, Members of the Citizens for Access and Conservation and other Stakeholder Groups”.  
Listed below are combined meeting participants’ responses arranged by category, with occasional explanatory quotes.  Note, these are suggestions/requests participants want to have considered by their counterpart, and not agreements unless identified.  

Being Valued

· Park users want to feel and be seen as important by Park staff.  

· Park staff want to be respected, and not subjected to personal attacks or questions about their professionalism.
Stakeholder Engagement

We would like:
· “Citizen and CAC involvement and input on issues that might affect access or rule changes”. (CAC member)
· Scientific data and the logic and rational to be presented for proposed changes, and an explanation for why they are necessary.
· To “have an opportunity to be a sounding board or on a study group where people with conflicting views get together to solve a problem”.

· To avoid measures that could result in future beach closures.  

· To move the turtle project to Matagorda Island because of the possibility of arribadas at the National Seashore in the future. 
· To avoid endangered species programs that restrict access or use of the Park to diverse users. (“What we are scared of is when endangered species program that removes access to the user.  We want scientific data to prove that 15 MPH is better than 25.  We are concerned about future regs...such as ‘no wheels on your trucks’ “).  

Information Exchange

We would like:

· Ways to provide the public with accurate information on Park issues.
· “A free flow of information, so that all of us know the facts”, and none of us are uninformed. (“We sometimes do not know what we should know”)

· The Park “communicate with the public on message boards, public announcements” as well as by e-mail.  (A number of users do not use e-mail).  (Message boards should draw the public’s attention and highlight new developments or issues the Park is addressing or considering.)

· The public to know “when the Park is doing well, such as when it received the turtle award” 

· The public to provide the Park with information that the Park can both use and publicize 

· Greater access to and free sharing of information so that use of the Freedom of Information Act is not required to obtain data.

· Timely responses from government offices, either the NPS or FWS, regarding what information is or is not available. (For example, information on the impact of the recovery plan for Kemp’s ridley sea turtle on visitorship at PI.  This is a major action impacting the human environment.  At minimum it might require an EA to see if a full  EIS is needed. (See discussion later in the document on this issue.)
· Recognition that Park personnel are bound by their regulations and laws.  “We may agree with you, but may not be able to do anything because of our rules”

· Provision to the public of rules and regulations that define what the Park service can and cannot do, so that the public knows the standards behind actions or changes.

· An exchange of information that is not in the newspaper.  If and when more information is needed by the public, we need figure out how accurate data can be provided, to the newspaper or other means of distribution. 
Communication and Mutual Understanding

We believe that and would like:

· “Communication between the Park and public is important".  Early presentation can justify changes, and help get input that will help” [avoid escalation or conflict].

· A transparent explanation for rule changes.  For example the public needed early warning and information on why one of the entrance lanes of the Park was closed. 

· Members of the public understand that some public safety measures have been required of the Park because of post 9-11 rules and regulations.

· Members of the public to understand and accept that there are things that the Park can and cannot change because or laws, rules and regulations regarding management of Parks.

· Good and accurate two-way person-to-person communication about the turtle program.  

· Avoidance of perceptions and “catastrophizing” issues, before issues or concerns are really checked out. 
· Responsiveness by Park personnel to e-mail requests by members of the public.  “We had a meeting and sent an e-mail, and got nothing.  Can you understand why we feel empty”.

· To have responses from the Park, which do not always seem to be overly cautious, controlled or legalistic, as if the Park is trying to protect its legal position.  “We want more of an informal conversation”.  

Professionalism and Civility

We would like:
· No more personal attacks on blogs. (NPS staff person) “Attacks in the blogs get nowhere.  If there is a concern, let us know.  Please call me at the Park.  I want to explain stuff.  We may agree, or agree to disagree but at least we would be talking.  We need to discuss, and it needs to be in a professional manner”.  
The CAC explained that it did not currently have a message board on its website, and did not have direct control over or was responsible for what members of the public put on the fishing message boards of other sites.  (See agreement section for what the CAC will do to address this issue.)

· Agreement - The CAC acknowledged that some of the blogs on fishing boards were offensive.  CAC agrees that it will not engage in personal attacks and will request its
officers and directors not to.  The CAC will try to discourage fishermen from making personal attacks, including on its own website once it establishes a message board for its members.  The CAC will also, when alerted by the National Park, contact owners of other message boards and ask that their website administrator delete messages on the site that contains any personal attacks or profanity.  However, the CAC believe that this has to be done in a manner that respects the writer’s freedom of speech.  

· “Good communications, not the attacks”. 

· Acknowledgement and respect on the part of the Park for our views and interests, and behavioral responses that they are seen as being legitimate and worthy of being considered. (CAC member)
Public Meetings

We would like:
· Public meetings that are conducted in a manner that do not get out of hand, involve intense arguments or highly adversarial behavior.  Public meetings that provide high quality information exchange and input

· Public meetings that are good.  They can be good or bad.  TPWD often has public meetings in small locales.  Could use a similar session.  Once a year.  Could be helpful.

· Meetings where people relate to each other in a civil manner

· A phone call or meeting with different stakeholder groups at least once a year to check in, identify problems and develop potential solutions (such as the Park currently does with windsurfers.)

Comment/suggestion and complaint mechanisms

We would like:
· Only first hand reporting of problems or conflicts, no second hand reporting or spreading of rumors.

· A clear and easy to use method to make suggestions to the Park or make complaints.  (For example, raising issues about campers who litter the beach.)  “If we have an issue, there needs to be a way to address it, and that we as a user group can be a spokesperson to the user group community and head off escalation.  We want to prevent a little bitty thing from becoming a big problem.  We can help solve problems.  
· To have the Park consider when an issue is local, vs. when broader government consultation is needed, such as the controlled burn in the past.  In this case, more consultation with the FWS or with Washington might have been desirable as there is no formal guidance on conducting such activities.
· Operational guidance and a MOU for how to conduct burns such as described in Executive Order 13186.

· To assure that rules and regulations are enforced uniformly and not on a random basis (such as checking park visitor passes and drivers licenses)

· Members of the public call Park personnel when they have a concern or problem.  

· Have the Park be responsive to concerns raised by the public (Park gave some examples of when personnel had responded to a complaint of a CAC member about trash, another visitor about a lock on a locker, and how it responded to concerns of windsurfers.)

· An explanation for why a proposal suggested by a member of the public or stakeholder group is not acceptable to the Park Service (such as the request to pump water into a pond to help wildlife during the drought or open up a seep).  (The Park Service stated that when droughts occur and there is less water, animals such as deer, which are genetically weaker, are likely to die.  However, in the long run, this strengthens the herd.  The Service noted that it had looked at the issue of augmenting pond water, tried it in the past and ran into some problems. More research is needed on this issue.  If public has information, the Park would welcome it.) 

· To have some kind of provision for a continuing dialogue or appeal process if members of the public do not like the initial response or decision of the Park.  Need a process for further information exchange and dialogue.
The Future
We would like:
· A return to what we perceive as good communications, which we felt we had with the National Park Service several years ago.  “That communication has disappeared, and changes apparently due to rules and regulations have affected our access, with no explanation.”  

· Establishment of relationships between the Park staff and users, and effective management plans, “that will allow their grandchildren to see the turtles”.  (“I do not want to close access. Turtle patrol (and protection program) is the best guarantee to access. If you have questions, please call me.  I want to work with you”.

Meeting participants were then asked “What do you not want in a future relationship?  Their combined responses with requests and suggestions, but not agreements, are listed below.
· No personal attacks
· No adoption of rule changes that are likely to affect us without contacting us (the CAC) in advance, and information (rules and regs) on why the change is necessary.
· “Don’t stonewall us – Please respond”. Communicate with a person who requests it. Want agencies to respond to requests.  (Example: Request for a new recovery plan from FWS, and silence.)  “At least let us know of the status of the development of the document.  We recognize that draft documents do not have to be sent to us”.
· We do not want loss of access.  Have to justify a greater rule, if a lesser rule would suffice.
· Don’t come to premature conclusions.  Government is complex with lots of directives and rules.  Sometimes we decide because of these.  Please ask us about the facts.
· Do not want a back road all the way to the jetties.

· Timing of communication is important.  Any changes and notification needs to be timely.  Also, pursue an activist strategy to provide early notice of a potential change.

Meeting participants were then asked “What will you commit to do in the future?” which formed the basis for agreements. 

Padre Island National Seashore Staff

Joe:  “Parks are here and exist for visitors…Visitors are important to the park”. 
· Agreement - Joe committed the Padre Island National Seashore to more public meetings, like the one planned for the following week on increased access to Novillo Line Camp.  The Park will also bring together users to talk about Bird Island Basin.  When the Park has meetings, it will need to involve multiple stakeholders.  The Park has not yet decided on the form or date for these meetings.  The Park wants to get true public opinion.  Will work on format.  
· Agreement - Juan – The Park will post more things on the news section of the PI website.  Jim is putting in a section on resources.  

· Agreement - Jim:  Meetings that I conduct will involve information dissemination, so that the public is aware of them.

· Agreement - The Park will make efforts to respond to citizens’ questions, issues or concerns in a timely manner.  (However, the Park wants the public to understand that what goes on the PI and other websites has to be approved by the regional level before posting.  Listing may have a lag time, generally no more than a week.  The Park will also send information to Caller Times and Breakaway.com.  

CAC

Jack:  We would like to support the park, but need to visit with Park staff and have information in order to do this.

· Agreement - If there is an issue of concern to us, we will come out and talk. 

· Agreement - Nick:  We feel that some of the public listens to information we distribute.  Our lines of communication are open.  (NPS) please phone me at any time.  

· Agreement - The CAC will come to any meetings the NPS holds.  We will provide information to you on our views, and want information from you in return on why you are doing things.  

· Agreement - Nick will report or make complaints to the Park, only about things that I have seen first-hand.

· Agreement - CAC: We will not put pictures of Park staff or volunteers engaged in activities related to management issues about which we disapprove on YouTube until we have raised and discussed them with Park staff.  (This agreement resulted from a Park concern about visitors filming and following rangers and volunteers – see below).  
Other issues of concern

Superintendent’s Compendium

· Agreement - Joe: The Park will post a Draft of the Superintendent’s Compendium for 2010 and future years on the Park’s website thirty days before a final decision on its content is made.  Members of the public will have an opportunity to review the Draft Compendium and send in either written or e-mail comments. Comments will be reviewed and considered by Park.  After the thirty day comment period, the Park will make a final decision on what will be included in the document and post it on the Park’s website as the Final Superintendent’s Compendium.
Trash and its removal 
· Agreement - CAC is concerned abut the trash around the turtle shack and the Park’s image.  Larry responded that the Park had spent tremendous amounts of money, time and personnel effort to remove trash, especially that which resulted to Hurricane Ike.  Donna explained that the turtle patrollers have picked up trash for years and that they toted out all of their trash from the cabin when they boarded up the cabin in mid-July.  Any trash around the turtle shack must be the result of them collecting trash off the beach for Maintenance to pick up and visitors adding their own.  She added that it needed to be removed. The Park will follow up on this issue.

The CAC acknowledged the efforts that the Park had made to clean up the beach, and said that fishermen too helped pick up trash and had participated in the annual beach clean-up.

· Filming of Park staff and turtle volunteers – Park staff wonder what the purpose and use of films of turtle volunteers, and feel that it is potential harassment.  Nick said that he does films about what irritates him about Park management and responsiveness.  He mentioned an incident in which a wounded deer was reported to a turtle patroller, and at another time a wounded pelican, and did not seem to be doing anything about it. Nick believes that turtle patrollers lacked the knowledge to observe subtle changes on the beach and animals that might be important. He said he wanted more rapid response by park and turtle patrollers.


Jim responded that Park staff get calls from turtle patrollers, respond to injured animals and have probably responded to 10 deer calls this year.  Turtle patrollers s are not listed on bird permits and hence are not authorized to pick up injured birds nor are they armed or authorized to take down animals.  Donna noted that there was a wide range of expertise and knowledge and awareness of turtle patrollers.  Donna stated that the turtle patrollers are trained to and routinely report injured animals and barrels, oil, and other items washed ashore to the other Park personnel that handle these matters.  Turtle patrollers also perform first aide and help stuck vehicles.  The park agreed that during patroller training they will emphasize even more the reporting of other wildlife observations.  The Park hoped that this discussion would result in positive conversations about concerns before turtle patrollers were followed or filmed.  


 This discussion resulted in the agreement on filming and talking described in the section above.

Bird Island Basin (BIB) and Parking Issues
In past correspondence, the CAC has raised a number of issues about parking, ticketing, towing and the lack of available space for vehicle and boat parking.  Jim noted that he had spent a lot of time talking with Billy Sandifer who is a wealth of information about this Bird Island Basin issues.  The Park has had a meeting with SEA regarding BIB.  This organization has said that it will help fund an EIS to address parking issues at BIB.  Jim has met with them to discuss issues, boat capacity, ramp capacity, additional parking, etc. The NPS will help them to do the EIS.

· Agreement - The Park plans to hold a future meeting on Bird Island Basin issues this fall, where people can address boating, parking and windsurfing issues.  The CAC wants to be involved in this meeting.  Jack noted that there may be other funds available to assist in surfacing a parking lot.

Larry explained why an old parking lot at Malaquite was removed to restore wetland areas.  He said that because of a project that past management started, the Park was forced to do it even though current management thought the parking area was necessary. “We agreed with you (the CAC), but we were mandated to bring it back to wetlands.” 
Access to the Park and Protection of Kemp's ridley Sea Turtles.  
The group had an extensive discussion on this topic.  Donna, Dawn, Tom and Mike reiterated the importance of the turtle program as part of the bi-national initiative to recover the species.  

The CAC noted that they were very concerned about the reduction in speed limit and potential future limitations on beach access or closure during turtle nesting season.  

They were worried about whether the loss of a turtle or nest by a vehicle might result in increased restrictions on driving on the beach.

The CAC suggested doing an EA and possibly ultimately an EIS to determine any potential vehicle impacts on nesting turtles, whether limitations on driving on the beach had an adverse impact on users and whether a specific take would be allowed to cover potential vehicle-turtle accidents.  They also suggested that the EIS should take in turtle trends world-wide and not just on Padre Island, so that the extent of any impact on turtles of vehicle driving could be examined in a broader perspective.  They noted that Padre Island is a relatively small player with a small stock of turtles compared to those world-wide.   They also said that they believed that many turtles that came to the island were random, and did not return.  
Johnny pointed out that the species is native to the park and Gulf waters (that they have been around a lot longer than we have).  Johnny asked Dawn how the Act treats experimental populations.  Dawn said that the FWS is allowed to declare a population experimental, and move a population into an area where they did not exist and try to recover the species.  Johnny said that the recovery plan does not cause him a lot of concern, but he wondered about take issues.  He also wondered what would happen if an arribada occurred, and what FWS would do?  He also wondered what would happen after the species was recovered. 

Dawn noted that it would be possible to lose all of the turtles on Padre Island and that the species would still not be in jeopardy.  Johnny noted that there needed to be a document that said what would happen if there was an arribada on Padre Island beaches and what would be done.  He would like to see some kind of decision document before such an event occurs.  
Dawn noted that the FWS does not prepare NEPA documents on recovery plans.  Johnny said that a NEPA document is required for every planned action which when funded, authorized or carried out by a federal agency could have significant impacts on the human environment.  He believes that funding, authorizing and carrying out the turtle program in the Park which has or will have an impact on human use creates a conflict between management mandates.  He believes that this action should trigger an EA or EIS on the efforts to recover the turtle population in the Park and impacts on human users of the resource.  Dawn said that this was neither required nor necessary.
Dawn from the FWS noted that there is a draft recovery plan which she anticipates will be available in Spring of 2010.  There will be time for public comment.  She noted that the FWS cannot be prescriptive in endangered species issues.  There are legal ways to take turtles thorough Section 10 or 7.  FWS in collaboration with NMFS are in charge of tracking baselines.   FWS has looked at some options on beach maintenance.  She is very open to talking about populations.  

Donna, Tom and Mike also explained that arribadas do not happen every day.  In Mexico, arribadas are defined as 300 turtles during a single event.  They get only a few of these in any given year. When these large arribadas have occurred such as one in Mexico last year that involved 4,000 turtles, they occupied a 2-3 mile stretch of beach.  Durations of arribadas vary.  Tom said that they might last 6 hours, but Mike noted they could be longer and occur day and night over a number of consecutive days.

On Padre Island there are only groups of about 5 turtles that come to the Park beach to lay their eggs.   Given limited time periods and geographical areas of arribadas, beach access might curtailed for a brief period of time, but and even then, after turtles have returned to the water, rapid access could be restored (for a vehicle corridor while eggs were collected in other locales) .  

Jack asked what would happen if a turtle was hit and killed?  Dawn responded that the FWS would refer the incident to law enforcement.  The FWS cannot and will not shut down a beach if a turtle is injured.  However, an event of this type may result in talks among the concerned agencies about what could be done to prevent it happening again in the future.  FWS might also consult with the NPS on a take limit.  
A non-Park group could also apply for a take permit. This is   possible under Section 10 a(1)b.  The Section 10 a(1)b permit would give more certainty in the future, for 20 -50 years.  However, a group or entity would have to apply for it and there would be requirements for training.   She indicated that she would be pleased talk with any beach user group about this option.
Road behind the Dunes

An issue related to access is a potential proposed road behind the dunes.  The CAC is concerned that if there is a road with multiple access points to the beach, it might be used as an excuse to close portions of the beach to vehicle traffic, especially during turtle nesting period.  They said that fishermen need access to broad areas of beach to identify the best locations to fish, and that closure would eliminate these opportunities.  They acknowledged that the Park’s enabling legislation and the Open Beaches Act did provide some measure of protection to closure.
Jim noted that having a future road with multiple access point to the beach could be a way to assure vehicle access to large portions of the beach, even during an arribada.  It could provide a way to get around things that could impact travel on the beach.  
Joe stated that any road the Park might consider, would never deny access.  It is to provide access to all to get to various parts of the beach, such as Big Shell and Little Shell, for people to do not have a four-wheel drive.  “We want to let people drive on the beach, and any road that is built, it will not deny access”.  However, no road, regardless of the type is planned for the immediate future.

Funding will not be available for any road behind the dunes until sometime in the future.  Nick said that this information needed to be given to CAC members.

The Park would like to re-align the orientation of the opening of the road to Yarborough Pass so that it stays passable, and fix up and improve the Yarborough Pass area, but this is the farthest area it is currently thinking about.  Larry said that funds for Yarborough Pass improvements will not be available until FY 2011.  
Greater Beach Access for Vehicles

The group discussed the need for greater beach access for vehicles.  
· Agreement - The CAC asked if the back island road could be cleared before the Sharkathon Tournament, the weekend of September 25, 26th and 27th.  They stated that there might be a congregation of vehicles in Big Shell that would make travel for visitors and rangers difficult and this would allow people to go around this congestion.  Joe said the Park will try to open it and asked Larry to do so on Thursday the 24th .  

Vehicle Speed Limit on the Beach
The group briefly discussed the speed limit issue and its impact on vehicle users and fishermen.  Slower speeds adds significant time to travel down the island, and limits the number of areas that can be fished.

Donna showed pictures that illustrated the difficulty of seeing turtles on the beach.  Jim said that the Park recognized that the limit has an impact on fishermen, but it still allows access.  The decision was made to balance resources to increase the safety and lower potential impact of vehicle traffic on turtles and humans (visitors, Park staff and turtle volunteers), while at the same time providing continued access to the park.  He noted that the decision had also inconvenienced the Park.  

Dawn said that the FWS sees 15 mph as being more protective than 25 and supports it.  If a turtle is hit, FWS refers the matter to law enforcement, and they would have to decide if there would be a prosecution.  If a turtle was hit, FWS and Park Service would have to confer.  Joe voiced a concern that there could also be a third party law suit about the Park’s management of the resource if a turtle was harmed by a vehicle.  Because of this  factor, Joe said that the 15 mph limit was more defensible,  It would demonstrate the Park’s compliance with Texas state law, and tangible action taken by the Park to protect  turtles. 

Johnny voiced concern that the speed limit reduction could have reduced the number of nests found by the public at the National Seashore because of fewer drivers on the beach.  Donna stated that up to 50% of the nests found in Texas are located by the public, but this number is for the entire state and is elevated by public finds in the highly developed areas of the state (i.e. in front of the seawalls in Galveston and North Padre, South Padre).  The number found by the public at the National Seashore is much less, has never exceeded 8 in a year and the percent being found by the public is decreasing state-wide due to more patrols.  Donna stated that 7 Kemp’s ridley nests were found at the National Seashore by beach users of all sorts (campers, day users, anglers, etc.) during 2009, compared to 5 found in 2008.  Charlie asked if the ones found in 2009 were all concentrated to the north.  Donna stated that a higher percent of the nests found were below the 5 mile marker during 2009 than during 2008.

After the exchange of views, meeting participants acknowledged that there was not an agreement on this issue.  
· Agreement -  Meeting participants agreed to set up a small committee, to be convened by Jim, to look at and analyze all available data related vehicle speed, human safety, protection of turtles, abilities of drivers and passengers to see turtles at various speeds, vehicle stopping distance etc. The group will report its findings to Joe by December 31st.  
The Park will consider the input, make a decision and include it in the Draft  Superintendent’s Compendium for 2010, which will be released in early January.  There will be a 30 day period for public comment.  At the conclusion of the comment period, the Park will consider the public input and make a final decision on the content of the Final Superintendent’s Compendium.  The final document will be posted on the Park’s  website.
Other Issues Raised by the CAC

The CAC agreed that the burn issue, wildlife concerns (Park handling of wounded animals, the Superintendent’s Compendium and the road behind the dunes had been adequately discussed at this time.
Time at this meeting did not allow the group to address all of the issues raised.  Additional, meetings will be scheduled in the near future to discuss:

· Park Rangers-citizen interactions and other concerns
· Event fees
· Water in ponds or improving seeps

· Speed limit issues

· Other issues of concern

The Park will convene one or more meetings on these issues in the near future.

Press Release

Chris was asked to write a press release and distribute it to meeting participants to put, as appropriate, on their websites.

Meeting Conclusion

At the conclusion of the meeting, Nick Meyer, Jack Eidman and Joe Escoto agreed that the meeting was productive, and a good step toward improving communications and seeking common ground on issues of mutual concern.  Chris thanked the FWS and TPWD staff, Rick Frost and Representative Herrero for coming and complimented meeting participants on their hard work and good faith efforts to exchange information and to try to find mutually acceptable solutions to issues of concern.
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