
GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

June 20, 2007
The June 20, 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


Erich Ferchau, At-Large/Development Community
Kenny McDaniel, BLM


J Wenum, DOW
Sandy Guerrieri, Alternate, GCSA

Paula Swenson, Gunnison County BOCC
Sue Navy, HCCA



Ken Stahlnecker, Chair, NPS
John Scott, NRCS



Al Pfister, USFWS






Jim Dawson, USFS




Staff Members Present:

Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Sage-grouse Conservation Coordinator

Keri Hodgin, Administrative Assistant III

CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 10:07 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:  Wenum requested the addition of introductions if Nathan Seward comes in from the Division of Wildlife.  The agenda was approved as amended.
MINUTES APPROVAL:  Chairman Stahlnecker requested that date be corrected in three places in the May 9th, 2007 minutes.  Kenny McDaniel requested that range be changed to resource on Page 5.  Al Pfister requested a correction on Page 3 and the addition of the word land in the first paragraph on Page 4.  John Scott requested the addition of “to work on the Strategic Plan” be added to the bottom of Page 8 and Sue Navy requested a correction to a name spelling on Page 8. 
Moved by John Scott, seconded by Al Pfister to approve the May 9th, 2007 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee minutes as amended. 
ANTLER SHED COLLECTION SEASON PROPOSAL TO THE COLORADO WILDLIFE COMMISSION:  Jim Cochran said the draft Citizen-proposed Issue Paper in the packets is the result of discussions he had with Chris Parmeter and noted the five alternatives listed:
1. Establishment of an Antler Shed Collection Season for Colorado Game Management Units (GMUs) 54, 55, 551, 66 and 67 on public lands from June 16th to March 14th.

2. Establishment of a license or permit system for antler shed collection.

3. Amend Chapter O, Article X, Regulation #018 regarding the Sale of Wildlife to prohibit the sale of deer and elk antler sheds statewide.
4. Amend Chapter O, Article XI, Regulation #020, which gives the Director of the Division of Wildlife authority to close areas of the State on a seasonal basis for issues including threatened and endangered species to include “State Species of Special Concern”.

5. “No Action” - status quo.

Navy asked if the Committee should agree on a preferred alternative and Cochran thought it would be better to provide a number of alternatives with a preferred recommendation.  Navy asked if the Committee was leaning towards the permit system.  Chairman Stahlnecker said the Committee had directed Cochran to re-work the season option and the permit system option.  Hausler said that because of the difficulties which may arise with  #3 and #4, perhaps #2 should be chosen as the Committee’s preferred alternative or possibly #1 and #2 combined.  He suggested that keeping it as local as possible and targeting it for the GMUs mentioned in #1 would get the group the best results.  Scott agreed.
Cochran said he also agreed, and added that the prohibition (#3) would have to be required state wide to be effective, which would likely draw objection from others.  Navy asked if the group could list alternatives considered but discounted.  Chairman Stahlnecker asked for explanation of #4 because if the Director has the authority to close an area to protect a species that would seem to take care of the group’s concern, which isn’t people picking up sheds, rather where people are picking the sheds up.
Cochran said it’s unclear whether the regulation wording of ‘close areas of the state…’ means state owned properties specifically or not.  J Wenum said that the Division of Wildlife (DOW) already has several areas closed for sage-grouse, but thought trying to close the federal lands would probably face significant legal scrutiny.  He also pointed out that the regulation says …. protect against additional and significant environmental damage after an area has sustained a natural or manmade disaster, or to facilitate Division sponsored wildlife research projects, and thought that the word after is the key word.  He interpreted that as being more appropriate for an area closure after a forest fire, and probably not intended to be applied in this type of setting.
McDaniel agreed and said temporary doesn’t mean seasonal, or annually either.  Jim Dawson said that part of the shed season discussion also had to do with harassment of deer in winter range.  Cochran said that can be mentioned under alternative #1 but focus should be kept on the sage-grouse issue.  Erich Ferchau asked if putting dates for other reasons might give the Wildlife Commission reason to discount the whole proposal.  Cochran recommended pointing it out without making it part of the proposal and letting the Wildlife Commission decide.  McDaniel asked if this would be limited to public lands and if the DOW could permit on private land.  Cochran reiterated that one of the reasons the last proposal by the DOW was withdrawn was because of lack of support by the Cattlemen’s Association and without the support of the local Stockgrowers Association he felt it should be limited to public lands.

Hausler asked if the Wildlife Commission would look favorably on the permits since revenue would be involved.  Wenum said the 1st alternative would likely be accepted by the Wildlife Commission only if it were limited to public lands because it got too complicated last year when private lands were included.  He said he didn’t know what the Wildlife Commission would think about the 2nd alternative.  He said the Wildlife Commission does have the ability to control or regulate the possession and sale of wildlife parts and thought the wording is where things could get tricky.  McDaniel thought it might go over better if it were just for commercial activity. Hausler said the focus should be on the local game units and not the rest of the state.  He said if private lands are excluded then there would be no penalty involved for ranchers who throw sheds out of their way in their fields.  He suggested combining alternatives #1 and #2 for the preferred alternative.  Navy suggested keeping #1 and #2 separate as well as combining them for an additional alternative.  Hausler felt that too many alternatives would just confuse things.  
Cochran said the season is pretty straight forward and the permits would have the potential of making the season more effective but could also make it more complicated.  He said that doesn’t necessarily mean it shouldn’t be pursued.  He also noted that there would be some overhead involved for the DOW to implement a permit system.  Hausler said the infrastructure for permitting is already in place.

Wenum continued his thoughts on the alternatives.  He said his opinion is that the 3rd alternative would cause large scale opposition from the market including opposition from the local antler market.  He said the 4th alternative would be unlikely, since former Director McCloskey has retired and the Acting Director would not likely try to implement that in the capacity of Acting Director.  He suggesting either dropping it due to some of the language which he believes is inapplicable or change the word ‘seasonal’ to ‘temporary’ so the alternative language matches the regulation language. 

Sandy Guerrieri said the commercial activity is the real problem and said she doesn’t want to try and regulate people that aren’t the problem.  She suggested a permit system directed to commercial collection.  She said the commercial users should pay the permit fee because they are the ones making the money.  She said the local DOW Office should have the ability to say when the commercial collection can take place and that may change year to year.  
Al Pfister asked if Bureau of Land Management (BLM) or Forest Service (FS) could close areas to commercial antler collection for a particular season for resource management.  Dawson said it depends on the reason behind the closure.  He said closing it to protect the sage-grouse could be done, but it they couldn’t close an area for shed-hunting without some concurrent action from the DOW.  McDaniel said that type of closure would be more appropriate for big-game habitat.  Pfister said the concept of Outfitters having to apply to the BLM for guiding permits could be applied here but it wouldn’t generate enough money to support their budget.
Wenum said he would probably recommend listing #1 as the preferred alternative.  He said some sort of permit system on a small scale might be added, if it didn’t create a burden for other DOW offices.  He said if the permit system presented is too onerous it will vanish very quickly.  McDaniel agreed and said the 1st alternative focuses more on the sage-grouse.  He said he likes the idea of a permit system, but feels it gets into the DOW’s business.  Guerrieri asked if the season would be for everyone or just commercial hunters and McDaniel answered it should be on public lands for everybody.  Guerrieri said she didn’t like the idea of somebody breaking the law if they didn’t pass an antler by while they were just out riding or hiking.  
Chairman Stahlnecker said there was consensus on the season tied to the local GMUs.  Cochran said he extended the date from May 15th in the previous version to June 16th to get the shed season past the nesting season when the grouse is most vulnerable.  He left the start date of March 15th because it addresses the majority of the sage-grouse issues.  There was some discussion about how to word the dates.  Chairman Stahlnecker confirmed that the Committee wanted to list #1 as their preferred alternative, using the dates as listed, applying the season only to public lands and asked the Committee to decide whether it should be applied to commercial collection or all collection.  Hausler suggested the group go with the commercial collection and tie it to a permit.  Dawson said he had an issue with using the commercial collection because it’s too difficult to define.  Chairman Stahlnecker said he agreed that it would be too difficult to assess whether someone might be collecting for personal or commercial use.
Navy agreed with Guerrieri that if someone is out hiking and picks up a shed they shouldn’t get a ticket, but also agreed that it would be easier to encompass everyone rather than to try and define the commercial use.  Wenum said enforcement of the commercial collection would be extremely difficult.  He said that if the group wants to limit the amount of activity in sage-grouse habitat then banning possession across the board would minimize the desire to pick them up in the first place.  He said it would make enforcement much easier because it would be a matter of “either you picked one up or you didn’t”, and intent isn’t thrown into the mix.  John Scott said he’d like to use #1 as the preferred alternative and show the other alternatives considered.  
Moved by Al Pfister, seconded by Paula Swenson to use the 1st listed alternative and list #2, #3, and #5 as other alternatives considered.  No vote was taken.

Navy requested that number 11 on the first page be taken out and the group agreed.  Wenum said the burden should fall on the antler shed hunter to know where they are if the land isn’t fenced or posted.  The group also agreed to take out the last two sentences in number 15 on Page 1.  Navy requested that ‘will’ be changed to ‘would’ in the 5th alternative.  Cochran said the group will revise this later for edits.
Erich Ferchau said that for the record, he is not in favor of including the 3rd alternative regarding the sale of wildlife because there is a market for antlers and that would impact someone in our community who is very involved in the trade.  There was discussion about how to word the remaining alternatives which were considered but are not being recommended.  Cochran said perhaps the 2nd alternative could be listed separately as considered with merit.  Scott expressed concern that someone may read the alternatives considered and voice objection about the 3rd alternative at the Wildlife Commission meeting.  He said it needs to be spelled out carefully that the group considered it but does not recommend it.  Navy said the 4th alternative should be left in to show that the group covered all the bases but had some alternatives that they chose not to push forward.  Cochran agreed to re-draft the document, get input and edits via email and have the final draft ready for formal action at the next meeting.
GUNNISON RISING UPDATE:  Cochran provided a handout which was a summary of the Changes on the Gunnison Rising Land Use Plan given to him at the Wildlife Component of the June 11th meeting held prior to the City Planning Commission Work Session.  He said these changes will apparently be shown on the revised proposal.  He said there was a recommendation that the applicants retain a wildlife expert to evaluate the impacts to sage-grouse, address our lack of knowledge of the types of habitat and the value of the habitat.  Cochran said there was discussion at the meeting that if the applicants didn’t want to retain a wildlife expert and bring back an analysis, the assumption could be made that the habitat is of apparently the highest value and base the mitigation recommendation on that.  He added that the proponents have since met with Dr. Pat Magee from Western State College.  
Cochran also recommended at that meeting that the proponents have a meeting with the Strategic Committee and have all the agencies and entities at one table, with the revised proposal to discuss mitigation.  The Committee agreed to such a meeting.  McDaniel asked that the Committee have a chance to review the revised proposal together prior to that meeting.  Dawson said he’s fine with a discussion as a Forest Service representative to the Committee, but would refrain from any formal motions or actions.  There was discussion about inviting others to that meeting.
Ferchau said he is supportive of getting together and talking with the proponents but reminded the group that they all advocate maximum density around the city and if this applicant were to withdraw their proposal the community would lose a great opportunity to shape the growth of our community both commercially and residentially.  He said the Committee had discussions before about certain areas being better to lose than others.  He said the applicants left the last City council meeting very frustrated and cautioned that putting on too much pressure to maximize benefits may instead have diminishing impacts.  Cochran said the City would like to be part of that meeting as well.  Cochran said that part of the applicants’ frustration is due to lack of specific direction.  He thought the meeting would be a good forum for making specific recommendations and direction and the applicants can then decide if they wish to follow those recommendations.  The Committee decided to invite the Local Working Group, Paul Jones from the DOW and possibly others to that meeting.

BLM/USFS TRAVEL MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS UPDATE:  Kenny McDaniel said they just finished four public meetings where they presented their preliminary proposal to the public.  He said that proposal was a result of about 800 different comments on 1400 different BLM and Forest Service routes.  The meetings were well attended, especially in Gunnison.  He said they are trying to make the seasonal closures for sage-grouse more permanent and are also looking at road density in critical habitat areas.  The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will start in the fall and they are hoping to have something out by next spring.  McDaniel noted that a PDF version of the map is available on the web.
HABITAT ASSESMENT SUBCOMMITTEE UPDATE:  Al Pfister said he had nothing to report since he has missed the last two sub-committee meetings.  Scott said that Lars Santana has accepted a promotion and will be moving to Montrose but will likely remain as Scott’s alternative to this Committee.  Cochran said the next sub-committee meeting was July 12th from 8:30 to 12:00 and should be the last meeting.  Chairman Stahlnecker asked Scott to try and re-arrange that meeting to the afternoon of July 11th for Pfister.  He said they are close to having something to bring back to the Committee.  Chairman Stahlnecker added that there are a few things that came up that may need addressed by a different sub-committee or through the Local Working Group.
There was some discussion about Bob Sharpe, who owns land on both sides of the old Agency Property on Cochetopa and has offered to buy something of sage-grouse value to trade for the BLM ground that is there so he can have the whole thing.  McDaniel said land exchanges are tough, but not impossible.
Pfister offered to do a ten minute version of the presentation he and Bill Noonan gave in Reno and Cochran said he’ll put it on an future meeting agenda.

FUTURE MEETINGS SCHEDULING:  The July 11th meeting will be from 8:30 to 1:00.  The August meeting was moved back to August 15th from 8:30 until noon.
ADJOURN:  The June 20th, 2007 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Meeting was adjourned at 11:56 a.m. in order to have a joint work session with the Local Working Group until 2:00 p.m.
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