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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
 


DATE: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 
PLACE: Fred R. Field Western Heritage Center 
 
1. 10:00am ● Call Regular Meeting to Order; Determination of Quorum; 


 Verify Public Notice of Meeting 
 
2. 10:05  ● Agenda Approval 
 
3. 10:10  ● Approval of November 20, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
 
4. 10:20  ● Committee Member Comments/Reports 
 
5. 10:45  ● County Coalition Report and Discussion 
 
6. 11:00  ● Gunnison Basin Visitor Information Map 
 
7. 11:30  ● Habitat Prioritization Tool Maintenance/Update 


Process/Policy 
 
8. 12:00pm ● Lunch 
 
9. 12:30  ● Summit 
 
10. 1:00  ● Brood Rearing Resiliency Project 
 
11. 1:25  ● Future Meetings 
 
12. 1:30pm ● Adjourn 
 
NOTE: This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items 
at any time. All times are approximate. Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded and 
ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM. Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken. Two or 
more Gunnison County Commissioners may attend this meeting. For further information, contact the County 
Administration at 641-0248. If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior 
to the meeting. 








GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE 
 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


November 20, 2013 
 


The November 20, 2013 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was held in 
the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the Courthouse at 200 E. Virginia, Gunnison CO  81230.   
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Voting: 
Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS) 
J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks & Wildlife (CPW) 
Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
Linda Joseph, Saguache County Board of County Commissioners (Saguache BOCC) (conference call) 
Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA) 
Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA) 
Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)  
Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)  
Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) Alternate 
Patty Gelatt, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Peter Caloger, Public At-Large  
Erich Ferchau, At Large, Development Community 
Polly Oberosler, At-large Recreation Community Alternate 
 
Non-voting: 
Nathan Seward, Colorado Division of Parks & Wildlife (CPW) Alternate  
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate (conference call) 
Jonathan Houck, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) Alternate 
Charlie Sharp, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Alternate 
 
 
IN THE AUDIENCE: 


• Erin Minks, San Luis Valley Regional Director, Senator Mark Udall 
• Brenda Felmlee, Field Representative, Congressman Scott Tipton 
• Sarah Fierce, USFWS;  Denver Regional Office 
• Susan Linner, USFWS; Denver Regional Office 
• Nicole Alt, USFWS; Denver Regional Office 
• Drue DeBerry, USFWS, National Sage-grouse Energy Coordinator 
• Vicki Spencer, Gunnison County Electric Association (GCEA) 
• John Scott 
• Steve Westbay, City of Gunnison Planner 


 
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant III 
 
Others present as listed in text.  
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CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the November 20, 2013 meeting of the 
Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:00 am.      
 
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM:  Stahlnecker confirmed that a quorum was present. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED:  Stahlnecker verified that proper legal public notice had 
occurred.   
 
AGENDA APPROVAL:  No modifications to the agenda were requested. The agenda was 
approved as circulated. 
 
APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 18, 2013 MEETING MINUTES:  Moved by Navy and seconded 
by Bove to accept the September 18, 2013 meeting minutes. Motion carried unanimously.   
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS: 
 


CPW: Wenum informed the committee that Robert Broscheid from Arizona was hired as 
the new CPW Director, beginning in December 2013. He also reported that there will be 
changes to Governors tags in 2014. Wenum informed the committee that the Capital 
Development Committee had a meeting and approved amendments to an existing 
easement that clarify some issues with the easement.This easement benefits sage-grouse.  


 
USFWS: Gelatt informed the committee that the Gunnison’s prairie dog was withdrawn 
from the candidate list with a not warranted finding. The Committee is aware of the 
proposed rule for the yellow-billed cuckoo, Gelatt informed the Commitee that a proposed 
critical habitat rule for that species is anticipated soon. She reported that there will be an 
Economic Analysis, if there is proposed critical habitat. There was discussion that the 
cuckoo has habitat in New Mexico, Arizona and Colorado. There was discussion about how 
well the various organizations have been working with each other regarding the efforts in 
the Gunnison Basin on the prairie dog and sage-grouse.  
 
USFS; TRAVEL MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION: Vasquez reported to the 
Committee about the travel management implementation. There was discussion that there 
have been hunters using helicopters to spot trophy animals. He mentioned that they are 
having issues with compliance on Flattop for sage-grouse and big game animals on routes 
that they de-commissioned. These routes are still accessible to hikers, but there are still 
citizens using these trails for ATV use when not allowed. He mentioned to the Committee 
that they are needing to outreach to the community and requested that the Committee 
assist with outreach for compliance on Flattop because it is very important habitat for 
sage-grouse. The Committee commented that they could put on the sign that there will 
be a fine for removal of the sign and violation of road closure will result in a ticket. The 
committee suggested providing information that a citation for violating the closure may 
result in a 10 point assessment against their hunting license privilege. The Committee 
discussed that it would be helpful if the Gunnison Basin travel map was revised to also 
inform the public with an updated and more accurate map of open/closed routes. The 
Committee discussed writing a letter to the USFS. Moved by Peterson and seconded by 
Chamberland to have Cochran write a letter to the USFS urging them to update the 
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Gunnison Basin map. Motion carried. St. George, Wenum and Vasquez will provide 
information to Cochran to assist in drafting the letter. 
 
CPW:  Seward informed the committee that the USFWS signed a notice of Certificate of 
Inclusion (CI) that enrolls 1,800+ acres. He reported that the total number of final CI’s is 
20, which has a total number of 27,774 acres. He reported that the USFWS is currently 
reviewing a second CI with 1,600+ acres. He reported that there is an additional six 
properties that were started this summer, if completed they will be an additional 24,000 
acres, which will be 102% of the CCAA goal, in acres for the Gunnison Basin. Ms. Alt 
confirmed that they do not have to be completed during the comment period. She stated 
that the CI’s will need to be completed no later than January to be considered in the final 
listing decision. 
 
GUNNISON COUNTY; AMENDED LAND USE RESOLUTION (LUR):  Cochran 
informed the committee that the Gunnison Sage-grouse portion of the Gunnison County 
LUR was amended. He provided a clean copy of the regulations to the Committee. He 
noted that the redlined copy is in the September meeting packet materials. He reported 
that Gunnison County is using the amended regulations and continuing to use the Habitat 
Prioritization Tool (HPT). He informed that the Tier I and Tier II HPT map is provided on 
the Gunnison County Interactive Map on the Gunnison County website. Ferchau suggested 
that the Assessor’s Office could send out this map with tax notices or assessments, which 
will inform homeowners of what may be coming up with the listing. 
 
SAGUACHE COUNTY:  Joseph informed the committee that Saguache County now 
includes all avian species in their Land Development Code and construction permit section. 
She reported that they received before the government shut-down the MOU from BLM. 
The county will be a cooperating agency for the Excel powerline upgrade that is now in 
process. She reported that there will be a field trip to Poncha Pass soon. Seward informed 
about the grouse transplant effort this last fall. He confirmed that Poncha Pass received 
18 birds. 


  
USFWS STAFF REPORT/DISCUSSION – GUSG PROPOSED RULES:  Gelatt thanked 
everyone who attended the public hearing last night. She informed that there is another public 
hearing tonight in Montrose, and then another in Monticello on Thursday. She reported that the 
USFWS has reviewed comments and they are in the process of incorporating new information 
into the final rule. She reported that the end of the comment period is December 2nd. The 
committee responded that there are three areas that are still not clear: 


1. PECE Policy Analysis;  
2. Distinct Population Segment; and 
3. Significant portion of the range. 


 
Alt confirmed that there is a Significant Portion of the Range draft policy, and it is being used 
several months beforehand. She informed that there are some areas that are undergoing 
revisions, but she is unsure how the final policy will turn out. She informed that the final policy 
will be released in the next few weeks and then they will know how to apply the policy. There 
was a discussion about the methodology. Alt confirmed that NEPA does not apply to listing 
decisions.  
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Vicki Spencer, Gunnison County Electric Association, commented that the power lines are 
designated as a major threat in the Proposed Rule. She reported that they hired an economist to 
develop a report and make comments to the USFWS that GCEA hopes the USFWS will listen to 
because it will significantly affect the Co-Op and the community.  
 
The USFWS confirmed that everything will be released to the Federal Register on March 31, 2014. 
Depending on the size, it may take a few weeks after to upload to the Federal Register.   
 
The USFWS confirmed that it will be difficult to add additional information and if anything is 
finalized after the comment period, to go ahead and submit it up until March 2014, and the 
USFWS will attempt to take it into consideration. Alt stated that the December 2nd comment period 
deadline does not stop the communication with the USFWS. There was discussion that the 
presentations given at the public hearing last night were all against the listing. If there are so 
many organizations that are for the listing, it was interesting that no one had a representative at 
the public hearing. There was discussion that the emergency listing is the same long process as 
the regular process and is performed when the species is facing an imminent threat.  
 
Alt informed that they can only come to one of three conclusions with the sage-grouse Proposed 
Listing: 


1. Not warranted; 
2. Threatened 
3. Endangered 


 
The Committee inquired to the USFWS, how can they reach a negotiated settlement for the bird 
by holding the landowners responsible and accountable and follow through with the management 
of the bird and in return the USFWS not list the bird. The Committee asked if there is a way to 
reach a negotiated settlement, and expressed that this is why the County Coalition was created, 
to show local efforts. The Committee pointed out to the USFWS that the Conservation Agreement 
has been signed by the States of Colorado and Utah and there is a complementary tool in the 
CCAA for the individual state agencies to cooperate in the agreement. The Conservation 
Agreement is offered as an agreement that there will be conservation of the bird. Gelatt 
commented that the USFWS recognizes the value of that agreement but it would be challenging. 
The USFWS commented that the difference between the County MOU and the Lesser Prairie 
Chicken plan is that the prairie chicken plan has specific mitigation ratios. The USFWS informed 
the committee that the Lesser Prairie Chicken Rangewide Conservation Plan shows a very detailed 
plan of how the agencies will work together and a plan of action and that this is a process that 
the states have been working on for three years. Linner commented that the more specific it is 
regarding measures and actions the better and this is the piece missing from the County MOU. 
The committee expressed frustration to finally hear, at this point in the process, what the USFWS 
was needing to see for the proposed listing. The committee opined that this could have been 
readily available in the Conservation Agreement if the USFWS would have provided this 
information earlier. The Committee expressed more frustration to the USFWS, because the 
agencies have been asking blatantly for specifics from the beginning, and the USFWS would not 
provide them. Alt stated that they will try to keep the lines of communication open.  
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Wenum opined that his concern is the USFWS is missing out on an opportunity to acknowledge 
the incentive to work together locally, if the USFWS does not acknowledge this, it will be removed. 
They will leave other communities wondering why they should sink the amount of money and 
effort into it, when it will not be rewarded. He opined that this will affect the outcome of the 
Greater sage-grouse.  
 
The Committee expressed that the listing of the sage-grouse will greatly impact other agencies 
and landowners working collaboratively together to accomplish conservation of the birds. If they 
list the bird, a lot of landowners will retract, and many organizations will not work together. The 
Committee strongly expressed how unique the Gunnison Basin is and how they have worked 
together That the USFWS is playing a game that when you do succeed, you still loose. The 
Committee expressed that the USFWS did not provide the goals the agencies should have tried 
to achieve, until it was too late.  
 
COUNTY COALITION REPORT & DISCUSSION:  Cochran reported that the coalition meets 
monthly, they are all engaged and moving ahead. He informed that Montrose County used “10-
41” powers to adopt Gunnison Sage-grouse land use regulations that are modeled after Gunnison 
County’s. He informed that the next meeting is December 12th in Montrose at the Fairgrounds.  
 
FESTIVAL ALTERNATIVES: Navy opined that she does not want to waste time and effort to 
create a display if it just sits in a box. The committee agreed that this agenda item can wait for 
a future meeting.  
 
SUMMIT:  There was discussion that the summit could be held. There was discussion that Lee 
Robertson may not be able to commit her time from the San Miguel Local Working Group, unless 
there was dedication from a team to help organize the Summit. The committee discussed that 
the Summit is a lot of work and very valuable. St. George informed that BLM cannot be involved 
in the Summit due to staff vacancies and a limited budget. There was discussion that this could 
be brought to the County Coalition and ask if they are interested in sponsoring the Summit. Houck 
will make sure this is on the Coalition’s agenda for December. 
 
CRAWFORD HABITAT PRIORITIZATION TOOL.  Cochran informed the Committee that the 
Coalition agreed to take a conservative approach to Habitat Prioritization Tool development for 
other GuSG populations.They identified Crawford as a population to attempt to use this tool on. 
Cochran and Pelletier have worked with NRCS to prioritize the soils in occupied habitat for 
Crawford. The Committee reviewed the map that was provided in the packet materials. He 
reported that there is still considerable work to do and they have not begun to use the Tool. 
Cochran invited anyone who would like to be involved in this project to participate. 
 
LEK PHOTOGRAPHY APPLICATIONS:  Cochran reminded the committee that the application 
process is open and applications are due 2/1/2014. The committee will make decisions at the 
February meeting based on the protocols that are in place.  
 
USFS PROJECTS 


REMOTE SENSING:  Vasquez handed out a summary of the project. The Committee 
reviewed the summary.  
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HABITAT TREATMENT MONITORING:  The Committee reviewed Vasquez’s 
presentation. The Committee discussed this project, finding it very interesting. 


 
NEW MEETING LOCATION/NOTICE POSTING LOCATION Cochran informed the committee 
that next meeting the Committee will include designating the new meeting location and agenda 
posting locations. 
 
FUTURE MEETINGS:   
 
Date Time Notes 
December 18, 2013 10-2 Regular Meeting 
January 15, 2013 10-2 Regular Meeting; Fred R. Field 


 
 
ADJOURN:  MOVED by St. George and seconded by Wenum to adjourn the meeting.  Motion 
carried unanimously.  The November 20, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse 
Strategic Committee adjourned at 2:32 pm.         
 
 
CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
 


__________________________________ 
      Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson 
 
 


__________________________________ 
      Greg Peterson, Secretary 
Minutes Prepared By: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Bobbie Lucero 
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		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
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		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the November 20, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:00 am.
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		Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

		Greg Peterson, Secretary






 
Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization  


Analysis Details 
 
The below listed information was incorporated into a spatial model to evaluate habitat within the 
Gunnsion Basin for Gunnison sage-grouse.  The spatial model in itself can only be used on a broad 
scale for planning and rough habitat assessment.  Projects and development will still need to be 
evaluated with an onsite assessment on a project-by-project basis.  This model has been 
developed through collaborative efforts of Gunnison County, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), US Forest Service (USFS), Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), 
National Park Service (NPS), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and interested 
stakeholders.  This Tool/Model incorporates the most recent information as provided by agency 
input from those working on the ground through numerous meetings and hours of discussion 
about data layers that provide the best representation of current on the ground conditions in the 
Gunnison Basin. 
 
High priority habitat consists of all habitat layers and all uncontrollable threat layers.  Controllable 
and other impacts can be changed or adjusted to decrease the impact on grouse habitat.   
 
Update Process:  Generally the HPT will be updated annually with each new version dated and 
the individual changes documented.  The layers that will be updated include the addresses and 
parcels, but may also include other layers as appropriate, such as lek information or 
corrections/accuracy improvements to existing layers.  To improve performance, layers not scored 
will be deleted from the future versions of the HPT, but kept in the documentation so that they 
can be more easily considered for use in future versions. 
 
Note:  For the next update of the tool, we should add the Taylor Soil Survey area and list what areas are to 
be removed as non-habitat.  Here's a start:  City of Gunnison (use current city limits with Gunnison Rising?), 
Blue Mesa Reservoir (other lakes?), landfill, and airport runway not within 


 
HABITAT 
 
Lek 0.6 mile buffer and average high male count for active leks:  The official lek status 
and high male count are defined and reported from lekking data collected and published by CPW in their 
annual Gunnison Basin Lek Count Summary and Population Estimate.  The Official Status of a lek is given 
as a cumulative status and designated as Active, Historic, Inactive, or Unknown.  To be Officially Active, a 
lek only needs to be designated as Active in the current year.  A lek is not considered Officially Inactive 
unless it has been seasonally Inactive for five consecutive years.  Thus, a lek might not have any birds for 
a given season, but its official status may be Unknown because the lek had not been Inactive all of the 
past five years.  Historical lek status is not given until a lek has been Inactive for 10 consecutive years. 
(Jackson and Seward, 2011) 
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- Geospatial Data: This layer is the CPW lek polygon layer and includes a 0.6 mile buffer from the 


outside edge of the lek polygon with spatial boundaries from the 2011 update as well as the Official 
Status from 2011.   Buffering the lek polygons by 0.6 miles matches up with the disturbance guidelines 
in the Rangewide Conservation Plan.  This 0.6 mile buffer serves as a measure of protection to insure 
that the entire lek polygon is captured within the buffer polygon and that potential direct or indirect 
impacts directly adjacent to a lek that could influence lekking behavior are evaluated. 
 


- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: Leks are considered the most important habitat for the 
grouse.  Habitat alteration on or near a lek has the potential to have the greatest impact to the 
population.  There is a need to conserve all leks, regardless of the number of birds displaying on the 
lek.  (Aldridge, 2011b; Phillips, 2011) 


o Officially Active (15) Active leks are those of greatest value to the grouse population.  Birds 
are displaying regularly on an annual basis.   


o Officially Unknown (10) These leks could have and Official Status of unknown for many 
reasons, including missing count data.  Leks can fall into this category in a one year time frame.      


o Officially Inactive (8) These leks should not be completely discounted. There is potential for the 
grouse to comeback and begin using these areas on a regular basis if numbers increase or 
surrounding habitat improves. It takes 5 years for a lek to move into this category.      


o Officially Historic (1) The majority of these leks are close to high build-out densities and will 
probably never be able to recover to active status regularly. 


 
- Data for support: 


o 2011 Gunnsion Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Count Summary and Population Estimate 
Final Report (Jackson and Seward 2011). 


o 2011. Seward, Nate.  Lek Status Definitions. 
o 2011b. Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate 


the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 


o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate the 
priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 
 


- Area for improvement: 
o The Local Annual Report definitions do not align with the RCP or current Statewide definitions 


for Official Status as defined by Colorado Parks and Wildlife. Local CPW staff has maintained 
consistency in local definitions and is working to align them with the RCP and Statewide 
definitions.   


 
- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis.   


 
 
Brood rearing habitat:  Brood rearing habitat is defined in the RCP.  It includes mesic areas (swales, 
meadows, sagebrush near irrigation ditches and irrigated meadows) with lush vegetation.  This layer is 
intended to capture priority habitat as defined in the RCP. 
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- Geospatial Data: Four spatial layers were combined to create this layer—NRCS mapped alluvial soils 
(Ad) minus irrigated meadows, CPW streams, and wet meadow/sagebrush interface areas.   A 50m 
buffer was placed around the streams and the wet meadow/sagebrush interface layer (RCP 2005).  
Areas were not double-counted where overlap occurred and areas where mesic sites were greater 
than 50m from the sagebrush.    
 


-  Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: 
o Present (13) 
 


- Data for support: 
o RCP 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping for alluvial and riparian sites. (Not 
possible in current timeframe, but progress has begun on this endeavor.) 


o Removal of any brood rearing habitat from forested areas.   
o There is a need to add other features including springs and seeps that are not captured in the 


current data layers.   
 


- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.   
 


 
Nesting/summer/late fall habitat:  These habitats are defined in the RCP.  It includes sagebrush 
dominated areas.  This layer is trying to capture priority habitat as defined in the RCP. 
 
- Geospatial Data: This data layer was compiled from NRCS soils data and includes all sagebrush 


dominated range sites (mountain loam, subalpine loam, mountain outwash, and deep clay loam).  
Soils included from the Gunnison Soil Survey (CO662) are: CeC, CoE, CuE, DeB, DoE, GeB, GeE, JeE, 
KvE, LeE, MoE, MrE, PwE, RcE, SuE, YgE, YlE, YpE, EvD and the NE (331 to 149 degrees) aspects of CrE, 
DrE, DsE, KcE, LhF, PhF, PmF, and MrE.   Soils included from the Grand Mesa-West Elk Soil Survey 
(CO660) are: 107, 138, 139, 142, 165, 172, 191 and the NE aspects of 153. Soils included from the 
Cochetopa Area Soil Survey (CO663) are: 103, 104, 108, 111, 119, 121, 122, 131, 132, 133, 134, 141, 
142 and the NE aspects of 110. Soils included from the Taylor River Soil Survey (CO661) are: BaE, BaF, 
CaE, EmF, EyF, GoE, JuE, LiF, LuE, LuF, MhF, SoF, SuF, and TlE.   
  


-  Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: As we looked at the map we decided to differentiate 
nesting habitats.  We thought it would provide important additional information to give nesting 
habitat closer to the brood rearing habitat a higher score.  Sage grouse hens have to be able to move 
their broods from the nests to brood rearing habitat by walking.   All nesting habitat is of value, but 
nesting habitat closer to brood rearing habitat has potential to be of higher benefit.  Disjunction of 
brood rearing habitat from nesting habitat results in habitat fragmentation and possibly the loss of 
usability.  It is recognized that In order to capture most of the nesting locations, one would have to 
have to account for all nesting habitat within 4 miles of a lek (Connelly et al 2000, Aldridge 2011b)- 
which is all  nesting habitat in the basin.    


o Present  <1500 ft  from brood rearing habitat (15) 
o Present  >1500 ft  from brood rearing habitat (10)  
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- Data for support: 
o RCP 
o NRCS Soil Survey 
o 2011b. Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate 


the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 


o Connelly et. al 2000 
 


- Area for improvement: 
o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping. (Not possible in current timeframe, but 


progress has begun on this endeavor.) 
 
- Updated:  This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.   
 
 
Winter habitat:  This habitat is defined in the RCP.  It includes sagebrush dominated areas with both 
thermal cover and exposed sagebrush for winter use.  This layer is intended to capture priority habitat as 
defined in the RCP. 
 
- Geospatial Data: Winter habitat was modeled using the dry mountain loam soils from NRCS Soil 


Survey mapping layers.  Dry mountain loam sites are mapped on SE to NW (150-330 degrees) facing 
slopes. A 10m DEM was used in the slope analysis and boundaries were then smoothed to reduce the 
pixelation.  Soils included from the Gunnison Soil Survey (CO662) are: CrE, DrE, DsE, KcE, LhF, PhF, 
PmF, and MrE.   Soils included from the Grand Mesa-West Elk Soil Survey (CO660) are: 153. Soils 
included from the Cochetopa Area Soil Survey (CO663) are: 110, and 130. 
    


- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification:  Winter habitat was considered to be of lesser 
importance than the other habitat types for the grouse.  In general, winter mortality of the Gunnison 
sage-grouse is low (Phillips, 2011) 


o Present (10) 
 


- Data for support: 
o RCP 
o NRCS Soil Survey/ Web Soil Survey 
o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate the 


priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping. (Not possible in current timeframe, but 
progress has begun on this endeavor.) 


 
- Updated:  This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.   
 
 
Habitat status:  The habitat status has been defined from the RCP and incorporates many researchers’ 
and managers’ expert knowledge of the current and historic distribution of the grouse.  The occupied 
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habitat layer will serve as this tool’s boundary for grouse habitat evaluation.  Potential and 
vacant/unknown habitats are not included in scoring because of lack of habitat and geospatial data.  
Vacant/Unknown habitat is apparent high quality habitat without birds.  Potential habitat would require 
a significant amount of time, energy and resources to create to a habitat of sufficient quality that could 
be colonized by grouse, due to the large amount of forested acres. There are areas within the CPW 
mapped occupied habitat layer that are unusable to grouse and have been removed.  These areas include 
within the landfill boundary, the UMTRA site, open water areas, and some gravel pits.   
 
- Geospatial Data: The original occupied habitat with polygons delineated by the CPW/USFWS is 


defined in the RCP.  The current occupied habitat boundary is an updated version from May 2011 by 
CPW staff based on field observations.  The 2011 spatial layer was incorporated into the tool.    
 


- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: 
o Occupied (0) Occupied habitat was not actually scored. It was used as the outer boundary for 


the prioritization tool. 
 


- Data for support: 
o RCP (page 32-40) 
o Schroeder et al. 2004 
o CPW - Species Activity Mapping Data 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o Potential and vacant/unknown habitats are not included in scoring because of lack of habitat 
and geospatial data.   
 


- Updated: When revisions to the occupied habitat boundary occur, alterations and updates to this tool 
will be needed. 


 
 


Land near active leks:  Land near active leks is considered a higher priority for preservation.  Leks 
are often in close proximity to quality nesting habitat. (Connelly et al. 2000; Aldridge et al. 2011)  The Local 
Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Plan notes that these areas are priority areas used by nesting hens 
(1997). 
 
- Geospatial Data: A two mile buffer was placed around the outer edge of the lek polygon layer.  Both 


the area within the 2 mile buffer and the lek itself were included in this layer.  The two mile buffer is 
from the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Plan (1997).    
 


- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification:   
o Areas within active leks and  <2 miles from the edge of the active leks (5) 
 


- Data for support: 
o Connelly, J.W., M.A. Schroeder, A.R. Sands and C.E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines to manage sage 


grouse populations and their habitat.  Wildlife Society Bulletin 28:967-985. 
o Aldridge et al. 2011 
o Gunnsion Sage Grouse Conservation Plan; Gunnsion Basin- Colorado. 1997. Local species 


management plan.  
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- Area for improvement: 


 
- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.   
 
 
Irrigated lands:  Irrigated areas greater than 50m from the sagebrush interface and outside CPW lek 
polygons are not considered as suitable grouse habitat.   
   
- Geospatial Data: This layer was created by the Division of Water Resources using Landsat TM imagery.  


It is a spatial layer of irrigated meadows.  
 


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:  
o Present (-8) 


 
- Data for support: 


o RCP 
o Federal Register 
o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate the 


priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 
 


- Area for improvement:   
 


- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.   
 


Non-Habitat: 
- Areas of no habitat such as open water and gravel pits are overlaid on top of the scoring polygons to 


show that these areas are not habitat.  More areas, such as building footprints, could be added to this 
layer in the future when available. 
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Uncontrollable Threats 
 


High density subdivisions:   A highly divided subdivision has a greater impact on grouse habitat 
than an individual home.  
 
- Geospatial Data: Gunnison and Saguache County’s parcel layers, as well as their 9-1-1 house point 


layers, have been combined to determine development potential/impact.  Development was defined 
as home, barn, or any improvement valued at more than $30,000 on a parcel.  At each house point, 
there was a 300 foot radius buffer added to the known structure.  House points that where within 
1000ft of another two house points location were then buffered by 1000ft due to the increased impact 
on the grouse. (Cochran, 2011)  The 300ft buffered housing points buffer was clipped and removed 
from the 1000 ft buffer so that points did not receive a negative score for both the buffers.   
 


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 
o Areas within 300ft of a house point (-5) Areas adjacent to houses are not suited for grouse 


habitation.   
o Areas where a housing point is within 1000ft of another 2 house points (-20) Areas where 


more house points are located closer together (subdivisions) will have an even greater 
negative impact on the grouse habitat.  


o <70 acre parcels with development (-7) Smaller developed parcels have a greater impact on 
both degradation and fragmentation of surrounding habitats than larger developed parcels, 
in most circumstances.  They are given a negative score as a result of these negative impacts.   


 
- Data for support: 


o Cochran, Jim. 2011. Personal communication. 
o Phillips, Mike. 2011. Personal communication. 


 
- Area for improvement: 


 
- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and subdivision. 


 
 
 
Roads/Trails:  All roads and improved trails were evaluated for their impact to the habitat from 
fragmentation and predator corridors.  Use and recreation impacts from disturbance are considered 
under the recreation layer, not in this layer.  This is a habitat impact evaluation of the roads themselves. 
Improved roads are considered all roads bigger than all season, 2-wheel drive roads.   Improved roads are 
defined as passenger car roads, highways, and improved county roads.  Double track roads are considered 
unimproved roads and include: admin routes, jeep trails, primitive roads, high clearance roads, private 
roads, and ATV routes. Single track routes are considered trails (mechanized and motorized are included).  
Closed routes are routes that are permanently closed (not seasonally) that have not been reclaimed.   
 
- Geospatial Data: Road data from the county, CPW, BLM and USFS were used to create this layer.   


 
- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 


  <150ft from the centerline of an improved road (-4) These roads are defined as passenger car roads, 
highways, and county roads. 
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o <50ft from centerline of a double track(-3)  These roads are defined as roads with vegetation 
growing  between the tracks and include admin routes,  jeep trails, primitive roads,  private roads 
(driveways), unmaintained roads, and ATV routes.  


  <25ft from that center line of a single track (-2) These are defined as smaller disturbances that 
include trails, including both mechanized and motorized uses.  


o <25ft from that center line of a closed route (-1) These are defined as routes that are permanently 
closed (not seasonally) that have not been reclaimed. 


o <1000ft from a recreational use point (0) This includes known access points, shooting areas, and 
more. 


o <100ft from trails in Curecanti National Recreation Area (0) 
o Curecanti National Recreation Area recreation polygons (0)   


 
- Data for support: 


o Aldridge et al. 2010- Aldridge does not agree with the 150ft buffer.  He feels that improved 
roads can impact nesting habitat up to 8km away. Double track roads can have an impact to 
over 6 km away.  He feels that there is not a non-linear response as you move away from the 
road and that a regression model needs to be used to depict this.   These figures were 
developed by the Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee, Technical 
Subcommittee.  


o Gunnison Basin USFS and BLM Federal Travel Management Plan 
 


- Area for improvement: 
 


- Updated:  This layer will be updated on a yearly basis, if possible.   
 
 
 
Power lines:  Power lines pose a potential risk for habitat degradation due to predation and 
fragmentation. There is a significant distinction between WAPA lines and the GCEA lines.  WAPA lines do 
have large structures, high lines, and improved roads associated with them. GCEA lines are smaller 
primary and secondary lines that usually do not have roads associated with them.   
 
- Geospatial Data: There is a data layer available with large, above ground, WAPA transmission lines 


mapped.   
 


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 
o <450 feet from a WAPA above ground power line (-3) 


 
- Data for support: 


o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate the 
priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Mike feels that an impact from power lines is for 
direct mortality (2 birds within the scope of his study).   


o 2011b.  Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011.   Meeting to validate 
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin Strategic 
Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. 
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- Area for improvement: 
o Small power lines are not available and may need to be incorporated.  GCEA will not make 


this information publicly available through this mapping tool for safety/protection reasons.   
o Exponential decay out to about 2.5 km is more probably the direct influence of the power 


lines.  This would reflect the impact of predation on the grouse from perching predators. 
(Aldridge 2011b.) 
 


- Updated:  This layer will be updated when needed.   
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Controllable Threats – (No Weights Applied) 
Attempts to combine controllable threats with the habitat map (which includes uncontrollable threats) 
were not successful. In order to allow future work on this issue, controllable threats were included in 
the scoring query but were assigned a zero (0) weight. Currently, it appears that the best way to 
approach the scoring issues associated with controllable threats is to overlay a “controllable threat 
layer” of interest over the habitat map for visual analysis. 
Development potential:  Areas that are currently developed pose risks to habitat degradation and 
fragmentation for the sage grouse.   The hope would be to update this layer on a yearly basis.  
 
- Geospatial Data: Gunnison and Saguache Countys’s parcel layers were used to assess parcel size and 


development status.  Seventy acres was chosen as a break point for this analysis because of the state 
law that allows for minimal restriction for subdivision of parcels as long as the final parcels are greater 
than 35 acres.  Development was defined as home, barn, anything >$30,000 worth of improvements 
on a parcel.   


 
- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 


o >70 acre parcels (0) Parcels greater than 70 acres, even undeveloped, can represent a large 
risk for subdivision and development. Colorado State law allows the subdivision of private 
property into parcels equal to or greater than 35 acres with minimal restriction or regulation 
by local government. This poses a significant risk to habitat degradation and fragmentation 
and therefore receives a high score for needed habitat protection. 


o <70 acre parcels without development (0) Undeveloped parcels of this size have to go through 
a county review process to be further subdivided, in which a species conservation planner is 
consulted for risk to sage grouse and mitigation opportunities to decrease the developmental 
impact.  The risk for habitat degradation is decreased with this consultation and although 
there is a potential for fragmentation there is a lower, but still positive, score given for needed 
habitat protection. This also means that this property has a conservation potential. 


 
- Data for support: 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o There is a need for more support data for acreages and impact area sizes used in the model.  
Is there good development impact data available that could inform this process? 


o There is a need for future analysis to be able to relate development densities to the RCP.  It 
would be beneficial to complete this exercise using the acres from Appendix F in the RCP. 


 
- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and subdivision. 
 
 
Invasive Species:  Invasive species alter and degrade sage grouse habitat.  Different plant species 
have different potentials to impact the habitat.  
 
- Geospatial Data: Data from the BLM, USFS, NPS and Gunnison County are utilized in this layer. 


 
- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 


o Cheatgrass (0) 
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o Other weed species (0) 
 


- Data for support: 
o Cheatgrass research 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o There are no comprehensive records for private land. 
o The data collected is sometimes incomplete and species at each point/line/polygon is not 


documented. 
 


- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in infestations.  This layer should 
be a cumulative layer where previous year’s data is incorporated with each year’s new data.  


 
 
Recreation:  All recreational uses of the landscape have potential to impact the sage grouse through 
habitat fragmentation, habitat degradation, and direct threat to individuals’ survival.   
 
- Geospatial Data: Large recreational area polygons have been drawn across the basin and have been 


rated with a seasonality and level of use.  The BLM and recreational stakeholders have worked 
together to create this very broad layer which reflects the diffuse use that may occur in these areas.  
Impacts are not directly tied to specific routes, trails and points of interest.   
     


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 
o Spring Use 


 Low (0) 
 Medium/Low (0) 
 Medium (0) 
 Medium/High (0) 
 High (0) 


o Summer Use 
 Low (0) 
 Medium/Low (0) 
 Medium (0) 
 Medium/High (0) 
 High (0) 


o Fall Use 
 Low (0) 
 Medium/Low (0) 
 Medium (0) 
 Medium/High (0) 
 High (0) 


o Winter Use 
 Low (0) 
 Medium/Low (0) 
 Medium (0) 
 Medium/High (0) 
 High (0)  
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- Data for support: 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o This layer should be further refined.   
o Spatial data layers will need to be collected for all recreational trails, fishing areas, parking 


areas, camp grounds, and boat launch areas from the BLM, USFS, CDOW, NPS, Gunnison 
County, and Saguache County. These are available, but not currently incorporated into the 
Tool.   
 


- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and subdivision. 
 
 
Landfill:  The Gunnsion County landfill serves as a feeding/harboring location for sage grouse predators.   
The landfill’s influence on the surrounding area is considered controllable because active measures can 
be taken to reduce the sage grouse predator populations.   
 
- Geospatial Data: This is a simple spatial layer that delineates a polygon around the landfill area as 


seen through ortho imagery.   
 


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 
o Areas within ½ mile of the landfill (0) 
o Area >½ mile and <1 mile of the landfill (0) 


 
- Data for support: 


 
- Area for improvement: 


o Data to supporting the evaluation classes and impact from predators will need to be 
documented.   


 
- Updated: This layer will be updated as needed or when better information becomes available.  
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Other Impacts – (No Weights Applied) 
 
Landownership - Protections:  Areas that are currently developed pose risks to habitat 
degradation and fragmentation for the sage grouse.    Areas with easements specifically for sage grouse 
habitat protection or with non-development agreements are considered beneficial to the grouse.   
 
- Geospatial Data: Gunnison County has a database and a spatial layer with all qualified conservation 


easements.  The CPW has also provided a layer of participating CCAA parcels (signed Certificate of 
Inclusion) which has been included in this layer.  Public land boundaries are also available and can be 
incorporated. 
 


- Evaluation class break (weight) justification: 
o Conservation Easements (0) - These are voluntary agreements that protects the land in 


perpetuity.  All of these easements have grouse mentioned in the documentation, whether 
management actually occurs to benefit the grouse is a different issue.   


o CCAA (0) - These are voluntary agreements that all have an endpoint of 2026 which can be 
renewed.  These agreements can be terminated with 30-60 days notice.  


o Public lands (0) - These are mostly undevelopable. 
 


- Area for improvement:  
o This layer has not been totally fleshed out at this point.  Instead of being incorporated into 


the tool, it could be used as a layer for evaluation when looking at proximity to priority habitat.  
 


- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis.  
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Wet Meadow Restoration: 
Changes Over One Year


2012 vs 2013
Wolf Creek, Gunnison Basin







Monthly Precipitation (inches), 2012-2013


• Data are from Huntsman 
weather station


• In general, 2012 was 
considered a drier year than 
2013


• Our control transects were 
established to detect 
changes associated with 
precipitation vs. restoration 
results







Wetland Species Positively Responded 
to Structures


• The canopy cover of 
wetland species 
significantly increased 
(P≤0.05) between 2012 
and 2013 within the 
restored areas.


• The canopy cover 
slightly increased in the 
control (not restored).


East Fork Wetland Species
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Control: no structures built


Note: the new two track visible in the 2013 photo is part of the overall 
restoration plan.  The original two-track bisected a wet meadow and the new 
two-track is now on the edge of the wet meadow.  Transect photo: C01_0m







Control


We can see an increase in cover and height of western 
wheat grass in the 2013 repeat photo, due to increased 
precipitation. 







One Rock Dam on Ephemeral Stream, 
GWT29_0m


By 2013, sediments partially or completely covered many of the 
rocks.  (Use the hammer to help locate the 2012 rocks and 
compare to the 2013 photo.)







Rock Run Down
GWT38_0m


The white polygon was dominated by Carex utriculata in 2012  (left 
photo) and by Veronica in 2013 (right photo); Veronica only occurs in 
running water hence more water in 2013; wetland obligates went from 
35% in 2012 to 50% in 2013.







Rock Run Down
GWT38_end


The white polygon denotes the Veronica wormskadii area in 2012 
(left) vs 2013 (right).  At this site, wetland obligates went from 35% 
in 2012 to 50% in 2013.







Media Luna 43
October 2012 August 2013


The media luna was positioned to spread the water across the meadow.  By 
2013 the water had significantly spread across the meadow into areas that had 
once been saturated prior to the  stream downcutting.  







October 2012 August 2013


Media Luna, 43


This media luna spread the water across the meadow within one year of it’s 
placement.  Species composition will probably change within a year or two.







Media Luna, 45


October 2012 August 2013


We documented remarkable changes in the cover and height of the 
vegetation after one year of building the media luna.  Species composition 
will most likely change within the next year or two. 







Downstream of two media lunas,
GWT46PP_a


Carex utriculata, an obligate wetland 
species, expanded into new areas after 
the media luna was established.  







Downstream of two media lunas,
GWT46PP_b


Carex utriculata, an obligate wetland species, 
expanded in area after the media luna was 
established.  







Downstream of two media lunas, 
GWT46PP_c


In 2012 (left photo) the white polygon was dominated 
by more xeric species and by 2013, one year after 
media lunas were established, the area was dominated 
by Carex uticulata, an obligate wetland plant
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