GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

September 12, 2007
The September 12, 2007 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was held in the Commissioner’s Meeting Room in the Courthouse at 200 E. Virginia, Gunnison CO  81230.  

Regular Members Present:


Gary Hausler, At-Large- until 1:00

Erich Ferchau, At-Large/Development Community
Amy Seglund, alternate for DOW

Sandy Guerrieri, alternate for GCSA- until 12:30
Sue Navy, HCCA



Ken Stahlnecker, Chair, NPS
John Scott, NRCS



Al Pfister, USFWS
Mike Jackson, alternate for USFS

Linda Joseph, Saguache County BOCC
Staff Members Present:

Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Sage-grouse Conservation Coordinator

Keri Hodgin, Administrative Assistant III

Others present as listed in.
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 10:00 a.m.  

QUORUM & PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED:  Proof of publication was presented by Keri Hodgin.  Quorum and public notice were confirmed by Chairman Stahlnecker.

AGENDA APPROVAL: Al Pfister’s request to give a prairie dog update was added after item #4.  Jim Cochran requested the addition of a conservation easement tax incentive discussion which was added after item #11.  He also requested a discussion of the Cooperative Sagebrush Initiative annual meeting.  Linda Joseph asked for time to make one quick comment, which was added after the Sagebrush Initiative discussion.  Chairman Stahlnecker said the agenda stands as modified.
MINUTES APPROVAL:  Sue Navy requested one grammatical correction at the top of page 5.  Pfister requested one correction on page 4, two on page 5, three corrections on page 6 and one on page 7.  San Louis Valley was changed to San Luis Valley in two places.  Gary Hausler answered a question regarding page 3.  Sandy Borthwick requested a word change to page 6.  John Scott noted a typo on page 1.  Pfister asked for a quick discussion about the committee’s perspective of the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) discussion as presented in the minutes.
Moved by John Scott, seconded by Al Pfister to approve the July 11, 2007 as amended.  Motion passed unanimously.

Pfister thought the HCP discussion as presented in the July 11, 2007 minutes gave the impression that there was only the option of writing a generic strategic plan or a plan strictly called an HCP, and didn’t seem to present the option of writing a conservation plan which could be morphed into an HCP.  He thought there was too much association with a listed species, which people wanted to avoid by not writing a detailed conservation plan.  Chairperson Stahlnecker said that wasn’t his impression.  He stated support for writing a conservation plan which can be morphed into an HCP if needed.  Scott said he hadn’t attended that meeting but thought the minutes expressed the Committee’s desire to head toward an HCP.  He said the Committee seemed to need more discussion and got the impression that a broad Strategic Plan was still needed for the County’s purposes.  Navy said she got the feeling that the Committee’s Strategic Plan wasn’t going to be ready to morph into an HCP and efforts might need to be redirected to avoid duplication.  Mike Jackson expressed reservations about tying an HCP to a listed species, especially the Lynx.  Pfister suggested writing a conservation plan and forgetting about the HCP title for now.  He thought the group might be interested in tying to the listed species because of the August grant opportunity for hiring a consultant to write the conservation plan.  Chairman Stahlnecker asked that this item be added to a future agenda.
WOOD PELLET PLANT UPDATE:  Hausler said that all attempts at finding a location in Gunnison County for the wood pellet plant have failed.  He said BLM determined that the plant would not be an appropriate use for the land at the landfill, so the idea for the plant is dead at this point.  Sandy Borthwick, with BLM, said their Realty Specialist determined that manufacturing wasn’t an appropriate or legal use for that land under the patent and the act which the land was conveyed under.
PRAIRIE DOG UPDATE:  Pfister said the USFWS announced a status review of the Gunnison Prairie Dog.  A court settlement requires them to have the determination into the Federal Register by February 1, 2008.  The public comment period will be open until October 29, 2007 and the type of information they are requesting includes biological information, population trends, the effects of plague, etc.  He reminded the group that economic impacts are not considered in the listing determination.  The species’ status is evaluated in addition to the five listing factors.  If any one of the five factors is applicable the species is then listed.  Pfister said that USFWS will also be looking at a significant portion of the species’ range.  
GUNNISON RISING ANNEXATION PRESENTATION & DISCUSSION WITH PROPONENTS:  Gunnison Rising’s land planning consultants, NES Inc. was asked to prepare an assessment of the project’s property relative to sage-grouse and their potential habitat.  Tim Seibert, ASLA with NES, presented that report.  Seibert said the property is approximately 1600 acres east of town and is separated into two parcels by Hwy. 50.  The area lying north of the highway is referred to as Gunnison Rising North and sits between the east edge of town and the cemetery.  The focus of the assessment was on the northern portion of the property.  Seibert noted the location of the power lines and the Contour Trail which run through Gunnison Rising North.  The south parcel consists of several irrigated hay fields and has Tomichi Creek running through it.  Seibert described the location of the southern parcel and then showed the inventory maps.  These maps included slope analysis, geologic hazard evaluation, wetlands locations, the 100 year flood plain, tree vegetation, and the current land use proposal.
The master plan document was conceptual and identified the general, potential development intent.  Seibert discussed each of the different development proposals on that map.  Navy asked why the open space on the southern portion was closed in, with development on the outer edges, rather than keeping the development closer to town.  Seibert explained that the open space east of the airport was for impacts from airport operations and for preserving the flight path.  Residences cannot be located under that flight path because the airport has overlay provisions which restrict the land use under the flight path to agricultural use only.  
Seibert next showed three maps (figures 8, 9, and 10 in the packets) of the habitat assessment draft and said they are looking for feedback to make sure it was done in compliance with the criteria the Committee was looking for.  He said the vision for the Cemetery Ditch corridor is recreational, since it already has human impact.  The report considered the footprint of potential impact to the 841 acres in Gunnison Rising North.  Approximately 79 1/2 acres of the Big Sagebrush habitat could be impacted by that footprint. None of the sagebrush-bitterbrush would be impacted, 5 ½ acres of the drainage corridors would be impacted, and all 28.2 acres of the riparian hayfield area would be impacted.  Seibert said the proponents acknowledge that even the proximity of development near the sage-grouse habitat has an impact.  He said this map considers the quantity of the habitat, but the report discusses in more detail the quality and type of the habitat.  Hausler said the reason for no vegetation in one location is due to one of the largest prairie dog populations in the area, which kills all the plants.  Scott said the disturbance of that area originated when the City of Gunnison tilled up all the sagebrush, worked in sludge and tried to re-vegetate it.  Scott said that getting rid of the sagebrush made it ideal for the prairie dogs.
Seibert said the report shows the assessment of the habitat as being moderate to low because of existing human impacts, lack of cover and the power-lines.  Pfister asked how the proponents will address the indirect effects of increased populations, pets and what might be appropriate mitigation for those.  Seibert answered that the author of the report is now beginning that analysis to estimate what the sphere of influence may be.  He added that part of the discussion needed to answer who would manage the trails and the property to the north of the subject property.  Seibert said they hope to get direction from the Strategic Committee on how to proceed with some mitigation.
Leslie Spicer, with the Forest Service, asked about a measurement from the lek and Seibert said that Jim Cochran gave them that information.  Scott noted that the original proposal had the entire north parcel slated for development.  Seibert confirmed that the previously proposed development north of the Contour Trail had been removed from the proposal.  He said the Contour Trail area is proposed as park and open space to delineate more of a natural, native, managed system.  Cochran said there may be different concepts regarding how that open space should be managed, so the Committee needs to think about recommendations for that area in regards to the Gunnison Sage-grouse.  Seibert noted that the proponents are getting pressure from trail user groups for more access to these properties, so they are trying to understand how all the demands and requests overlap in order to create a workable system.  Navy asked if the open space would be grazed once the rest is developed and Seibert said it would be highly unlikely.
Sandy Guerrieri asked how the proposed uses and mitigation are legally held as the land is transferred and as the development begins.  She thought that the way the open space was legally held in perpetuity might be more important than how it’s managed.  Seibert said those type of questions can be answered in the annexation agreement, which is a legally binding document between the Annexor and the City.  There are a variety of mechanisms that could be utilized for the 420+ acres of open space, one of which is creating a conservation easement, with the title being transferred to a public land trust or a number of different agencies to ensure the open space use.   He noted that all existing easements for the power-line, cell phone tower, etc. will remain unchanged.  Seibert said that if a proposed use isn’t consistent with the land use identified on the land use map and ultimately zoned through the City of Gunnison, the new owners would have to go through a full amended process to rezone the property.  There was a brief discussion about the potential Bureau of Reclamation purchase of 360 acres along Tomichi Creek and possible annexation of that purchase.  Pfister asked if the proponents intend to have any mitigation strategy for the prairie dogs within the parcel and Seibert said it’s been discussed, but not assessed.
Sandy Borthwick asked if the management plan for the open space would be done prior to the annexation agreement and Seibert said they still don’t know what the mitigation is, so they want direction from this Committee.  He asked if the Committee has a guide or if they have reviewed other mitigation plans.  He said there are clear rules for the wetlands mitigation, but several unknowns for the sage-grouse issues, such as what they are mitigating, how much they are mitigating, what the management plan part of the mitigation entails, if vegetation enhancement is part of that mitigation, if habitat improvement is needed, and if there is a desire to do something which increases the sage-grouse population directly adjacent to the city?  Seibert said dialogue is needed to try to answer the ‘what if’ and ‘what now’ questions.  
Pat Magee, with Western State College, asked if there was any precedence from the landfill.  Navy said there is a fund which mitigates for the landfill expansion, but it is just one possible type of mitigation.  She said it does not include improving the habitat on the site.  Scott said they didn’t want habitat improvement on the landfill site because they didn’t want to bring birds into that situation.  Jackson asked if the Committee really wants to bring the birds into an area where there will be a lot of activity.  Cochran said the proponent agreed to provide the information regarding the quality of the habitat, but it’s up to the City as to whether any mitigation will be required.  He said the County is on record as supporting development from the center of the city outward but asks what can be done to mitigate for the habitat that will be lost.  Hausler said the Committee needed to first decide if the habitat should be improved or replaced.  If the answer to that is yes, then where should that improvement take place?  He suggested that maybe any improvements should be done on the BLM land north of this property to get it further away from the activity.  Pfister said that mitigation should be focused more off site than on site, but that shouldn’t preclude minimization measures within the site itself.  He said that discussion leads to the bigger issue of a conservation plan which shows where to focus the urban development, recreation, the habitat help, etc. 
Seibert said the proponents would like a determination from the Committee that the assessment was prepared to their specifications and direction as to what steps they need to be taking towards mitigation.  Chairman Stahlnecker asked if the members thought the report provided the information they needed to make their recommendations and if they agree with the methodology which was used by the contractor who prepared the report.  He also noted that this report was an interesting application of the recommendations in the Rangewide Conservation Plan (RCP) to an actual, on the ground case.  Pfister said the quality issue encompasses not just the existing quality but the potential quality as well, and the potential should be included in the evaluation.  Seibert said that the activity already present will continue if there’s no development and it’s hard to determine the habitat potential without looking at potential use.  
Guerrieri said she’d like to see more information about the adjacent land to the north and asked if the consultants could work with BLM to assess the area beyond the subject property in order to determine appropriate mitigation.  She wasn’t sure the report provided enough information for the group to make a recommendation, but didn’t feel that should be the sole responsibility of the proponents.  Magee said that BLM has a very good methodology for determining potential, but the time frame for compiling this report did not allow for it.  Scott noted that there really isn’t a pre-determined buffer in regards to this development being right next to town and previous discussions about not bringing the grouse closer to development.  Pfister said he thought the bigger picture needed to be taken into account before mitigation could be determined.  He also said he wouldn’t want a set formula for mitigation, but would like for mitigation to take the site specific conditions and historical value into consideration.  Cliff Coghill asked why not enhance the habitat, since it’s already habitat.  He said that people are going to have to learn to live with wildlife in town.  Scott suggested that utilizing this project for research study and long term information, in collaboration with the college, could be part of the mitigation and Coghill agreed.  Cochran said that the county has reviewed approximately 100 properties in various ways, in cooperation with DOW and none of those have been done with the detail that is given in this report.  He said the proponent’s report provides information based on the assessments done according to the standards of the RCP, and provides a way of assessing the habitat quality relative to those standards.  Cochran reminded the Committee that they knew nothing about that habitat 3 months ago and thought the report contained good quality, sufficient information for moving to the next step.  Jackson agreed, but added that he thought the assessment of the quality of the habitat might be high because it was based on the minimum habitat requirements.  Cochran agreed with Jackson.  Chairman Stahlnecker reiterated that Jackson thought the categorization of the quality should use a higher standard, but even using the set standards ranks the habitat at moderate to low quality.
Nathan Seward shared his opinion that the meadows east of town will be converted to development and that he didn’t like the idea of further fragmenting the habitat in the southern portion of the project.   He suggested that it might be better to focus on keeping more of that habitat south of the highway and keeping some of the hay meadows while preserving the ranching heritage.  Borthwick thought the report was well done and said it was impressive that 90 transects were done.  She asked the Committee to keep in mind that the habitat quality data was collected in July when the grasses and forbs were drying up, so the breeding habitat values could be lower than what the data might show from April to June.  Pfister thought the report was an excellent document and is a good prototype for others to follow in the future.  Chairperson Stahlnecker noted the agreement that the report was not fatally flawed and then asked if the Committee could agree on the general quality of the habitat, which would then help determine the amount of mitigation.  Scott asked if data comparing the areas of development to areas outside the development would provide relevant information to actual impact.  Borthwick said that BLM has some land health assessments in the adjacent areas to the east and the north.  Pfister thought that information would be relative to the site potential discussion and would be helpful in valuing the habitat.  
Scott reiterated that the community has discussed the importance of keeping development close to town and not away from town in critical habitat.  Jackson said the majority of the sagebrush is Black Sagebrush, which limits the enhancement opportunities.  Cochran agreed that the Black Sagebrush was an indication of site potential.  Jackson pointed out that there was a nice corridor of Big Sagebrush which could provide a movement corridor into the brood rearing habitat which might need maintained.  Navy said she’d hate to see the habitat categorized as mediocre when it’s been there a long time and could potentially get better.  Jackson said Black Sagebrush is not good sage-grouse habitat.  Spicer said the lek north of Hwy. 50 is the highest attended lek in the area defined as north of Hwy. 50, west of Sewell Gulch, and east of Hwy. 135.  She thought it was great that the proponents compromised and changed the plans for the north end of the property.  Borthwick expressed concerns about improving that habitat because there is going to be so much dispersed recreation from that open space that the birds are going to be displaced, similar to what they’ve seen at Tomichi Heights.  Chairperson Stahlnecker asked what gets the biggest bang for the buck in regards to mitigation, whether it’s focusing efforts on off-site habitat or on-site habitat.  Pfister asked if the City had the capability of requiring the developer to do mitigation off the site.  Seibert said this can be dealt with off-site, but the proponents would want to avoid being in a catch 22 where they are required to do mitigation but have no location designated to do it on.  He said that scenario would require reciprocal agreements between the City, the proponents and whoever would own the land where the mitigation is to take place.  Another option would be to collect funds and determine at a later date where the mitigation will take place, if a location can’t be designated during the process.  Pfister said he would rather see off-site mitigation outlined and planned during the process.
Ferchau asked to what degree the Committee can consider the open space already proposed sufficient mitigation within itself.  He noted that the proponent has proposed 422 acres of open space which could be developed and said that is a significant amount of mitigation.  Navy asked when the Committee would get to review what is being proposed for that open space and Seibert said that’s part of the process they are in right now in trying to balance all the requests from different groups.  The proponents feel that the historic use of the Contour Trail does warrant continued use.  Seibert said he believes that external impacts already exist on their property because of the college, Tomichi Heights, and the cemetery.  He said they are asking for ideas and are trying to figure out a collective, rational way to plan for the open space and the mitigation.  Borthwick expressed concern that new additional roads or trails might be constructed which would lead from the subject property to the BLM land, and said they don’t want additional trails leading to the lek. 
Guerrieri said she thought that in the future these reports should be a Gunnison Sage-grouse assessment as well as a habitat assessment and should include lek, road and trail information and how it ties to the proposed use.  She added that mitigation can’t be recommended without that information.  Guerrieri also agreed that the open space offered by the proponent is enough mitigation.  She said it is critical to look at how people move from the development to the lek and how the roads and trails are used. She said that information should be included in future documents and shown on the mapping in the assessments, but didn’t necessarily think it needed to be included in this one.  Cochran said that shouldn’t be the responsibility of the developer because most of it is on public land.  He said part of the recommendation of this group should be how this property should be developed to avoid the impacts on public lands, and added that he gets very uncomfortable when private land owners are pushed to manage public lands around them.  He pointed out that the proponent doesn’t even know where the lek is, because that information wasn’t released.  Seibert confirmed that the lek information hadn’t been provided to them and added that they can only work with the data they have available.  Seibert said they would like direction from the Committee on whether further analysis is needed, but would like the necessary information to do that analysis or receive a recommendation from the Committee stating what the impacts will be and what the mitigation should be.  Guerrieri said that as development moves outward among the leks, maybe the lek information should become public.  
BREAK:  The meeting was recessed from 12:26 to 12:45 for a lunch break.
GUNNISON RISING ANNEXATION CONTINUED:  Jackson said he thought a lot about Ferchau’s comment during the break and agreed that setting aside that amount of acreage for open space should be enough to ask of the proponents.  He said maybe the recommendations should just be focused on that open space and include something like not developing trails which go to the north towards the lek along with possible restrictions.  Jackson said something needed to be done with the Gunnison Spur trail, but maybe trails could be developed west towards town.  He added that the trail issue in the open space is probably as critical as the amount of development.  Chairman Stahlnecker asked what the development potential of the 422 acres was.  Seibert said 100 to 150 units were originally proposed for that acreage.  He said they heard some concern from different groups about roads crossing the Contour Trail so they pulled that development.  Seibert said they would like to formally re-submit the proposal to the City in October.  Cochran said one of the proposals being discussed for that area is a truck by-pass connecting to the north with Hwy. 135.  He also noted that the original proposal proposed approximately 20 acres for open space.  Seibert said the proposed number of dwelling units has dramatically decreased, from approximately 1600 to 1100 units.  Cochran said the BOR purchase shouldn’t be credited to the proponent as open space, but the 422 acres is open space which they receive no compensation for.
Seibert asked if Jim Cochran was the appropriate Strategic Committee contact for them to use and Chairman Stahlnecker said that Cochran is the appropriate contact for the Strategic Committee as well as the County.  Chairman Stahlnecker said this Committee would solicit comments from the members as well as from the Local Working Group and then discuss it further at the October meeting.  Cochran said that he would use the precedent of working with other land owners and work with the Committee to put together a draft recommendation for the October meeting, with the goal of having a final draft completed by the end of that meeting.  He asked the agencies to carefully consider how they want to be involved.  Cochran recommended that the Strategic Committee make their recommendations directly to the City, rather than to the Commissioners, and commended the proponents for their work on the report.  Scott said he would recommend the Committee prioritize and look at 1) the donation of land within the property, 2) the donation plus the management plan for that portion, and 3) the donation, the management plan and habitat improvement, whether it be on-site or off-site.  He said the Conservation Priority Regions book lists Chance Gulch and that property to the south as one of the highest priority areas for habitat improvements so it may be better to focus on the habitat in the south.  Chairperson Stahlnecker asked the Committee to remember that this will provide a template for the future, so a request needs to be based on something quantifiable so it can be translated to the next proposal.  Ferchau strongly disagreed with that statement.  He thought this decision should be footnoted in a manner which says it isn’t setting precedence because the full cause and effect of the decisions being made is still unknown.  Chairperson Stahlnecker said that allows for one land owner to ask why they are being treated differently than another and Ferchau said that would obviously be a point of discussion, but felt strongly that this should not set precedence.
Ferchau asked Steve Westbay, Planner for the City of Gunnison, if this open space would become Parks and Rec. responsibility once it was annexed.  Westbay said that hasn’t been discussed yet, but the City could have some oversight in the management of it.  He added that the City is not a natural resource management specialist, and would always rely on BLM, DOW, etc. for assistance with that.  Navy said this may set precedence for future annexations but not necessarily other proposals.  Seibert asked again if the Committee needed any more scientific data from the proponents in order to prepare their recommendations.  
Pfister said he didn’t think additional research was needed, but perhaps more analysis on a landscape scale was needed to see how this information fits in the big picture.  Seibert questioned how far beyond their boundaries they should analyze.  Scott said that BLM and DOW should do that analysis, not the proponents or consultants.  Amy Seglund agreed.  Pfister disagreed and said the public agencies should not be expected to do analysis for all the activities that occur on public lands, because they’d never get anything done.  Russell Japuntich discussed some preliminary trail maps which might help the group see what the cumulative effects could be.  Jackson agreed with Pfister that some type of cumulative effects analysis is needed, but wasn’t sure who should be responsible for that.  Pfister thought the land managers and the proponent should work together on that, but felt it would be inappropriate for the state or federal agencies to prepare the written portion.  Scott said that the proponents got research information for their private land and now it should be up to the agencies to comment on that report.  He didn’t see the need for additional analysis.  Jackson said the critical component is not necessarily what will happen on the proponent’s property, but what is going to happen to that lek because of the current and future cumulative impacts.  He said the information needs to include the lek because the mitigation will need to consider that lek.  Scott pointed out that only the DOW could make that determination.  Seglund agreed that DOW should look at what is proposed, what is out there, look at their data, and make their recommendations.  Cochran asked if the DOW would proceed with that part of it and Seglund said yes.  Cochran said he’d try to have the rough draft prepared by the end of September.  Borthwick said the Local Working Group may have ideas to incorporate into the rough draft as well.  Chairman Stahlnecker thanked Seibert for his presentation and said the author of the report did a very good job of applying the standards from the RCP.
ANTLER SHED ISSUE PAPER UPDATE: Cochran reported the Wildlife Commission would consider the issue paper at their meeting tomorrow.  He was told that the Division’s Regulation Review Committee was going to recommend denial of the issue paper because they thought the population of the Gunnison Sage-grouse was doing fine.   Cochran said he would attend that meeting to testify to the effect that the collection of shed antlers is having on the sage-grouse and to recommend that the DOW work with the Committee in some form, to address the issue.  Cochran said he was asked why the Committee hadn’t gone to the DOW and issued a joint paper with them.  Cochran’s answer was that this Committee has DOW members and a joint issue paper wasn’t ever offered as an option.  Cochran said the local DOW staff did their job on this project and has tried to convey the antler shed collection issue to the Denver office, but the Denver office doesn’t seem to understand the unique issue this basin is faced with.  Japuntich said agency staff members outside the basin are completely unaware of this problem and doesn’t understand the concern over the issue, so it would be helpful to find a way to get the word out.  Cochran stated that the Gunnison Basin has over 40 leks and one of the largest mule deer populations in Colorado, which creates a conflict.
WILDLIFE ACTION OPPORTUNITIES FUND UPDATE:  Cochran said the members who were assigned this project weren’t able to follow through on getting it submitted.
GUNNISON BASIN RANGE TOUR:  Scott said the Stockgrowers, Forest Service and others had co-sponsored a range school last fall and made a commitment to follow through with the range tour on September 19th.  He said anyone is welcome and discussed the tour information.
GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROJECT UPDATE:  Cochran reported that he was contacted by the Department of Natural Resource’s (DNR) Endangered Species Specialist who requested a submittal from the Committee for the DNR budget submittal for the State Species Conservation Trust Fund.  Dr. Roy Roath, with Colorado State University (CSU), quickly created a draft proposal as a ‘place holder’ and DNR subsequently decided that only DNR sponsored projects could be on their budget submittal.  Cochran said the Committee should start a review process for Dr. Roath’s draft proposal so that it can be ready for submittal for any future opportunities.  Chairperson Stahlnecker asked why the Stockgrowers had taken the approach of using an investigator to develop a proposal, rather than creating a series of questions and objectives and then putting it out by RFP (request for proposals) and offering it to a number of investigators.  Cochran said that Dr. Roath is the Extension Range Specialist with CSU, so they went to him for assistance with the issue of grazing and sage-grouse.  There was a short discussion about possible ways to proceed with a review process.
TAX INCENTIVE ISSUE:  Cochran said he had received a communication from Leigh Robertson, with the San Miguel Working Group regarding the Federal Tax Incentive language in the Farm Bill.  Navy said the Farm Bill that was passed by the House had kept some of the previous tax incentives, but they have apparently been dropped from the version before the Senate.  She suggested that the Strategic Committee send a letter to Senator Salazar asking that those incentives be included in the Bill.  Pfister said the Federal Agency members would have to abstain because they are not allowed to lobby for legislation.  Navy expressed concern that if these incentives were left out then land owners would not participate in the conservation easements.  Cochran said he would ask the Board of County Commissioners to send a letter to Senator Salazar and Navy agreed to draft the letter.  
COOPERATIVE SAGE-BRUSH INITIATIVE:  Cochran thought the Strategic Committee might be interested in this group, which was created by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies through the Sand County Foundation.  Cochran said one thing the Cooperative Sage-brush Initiative is apparently working on is a conservation credit program for the sage-brush habitat which includes both species of sage-grouse.  Pfister said there are differences and similarities between this and the Healthy Landscapes Initiative through BLM.  Cochran said he thought the Committee might be interested, particularly after the Gunnison Rising discussion, because of the conservation credits.  Pfister said this group is heavily involved with energy development and briefly described how it developed. 
SAGUACHE COUNTY MEMBER: Joseph said she would email her comments in order to save time.
HABITAT ASSESMENT SUBCOMMITTEE FINAL REPORT & CLOSEOUT:  Chairman Stahlnecker said this will be deferred because they have not been able to complete their draft report.

FUTURE MEETINGS:  The next meeting was scheduled for October 10, 2007 from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.  The November meeting will be held on November 14th from 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.  Japuntich requested the addition of a presentation by the Local Working Group on the importance of research and current Gunnison Sage-grouse research to the November agenda.
ADJOURN:  Chairman Stahlnecker adjourned the meeting at 2:18 p.m.
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