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Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Process 
Spring 2014 


 
 
The following process is available for non-commercial and commercial users wishing to access Gunnison 
Sage-grouse leks in the Gunnison Basin for the purpose of photography, audio recording, or other 
activities.  This process is intended to assist with education and research opportunities that contribute 
to Gunnsion Sage-grouse conservation efforts.  No more than two applications will be selected in any 
one year, with the realization that any or all lek access has the potential to be curtailed  based on Sage-
grouse conservation needs or due to outside influences, such as weather, landowner permission, agency 
discretion, lack of bird attendance, etc.  
 
The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee – Technical Subcommittee will review applications 
and provide recommended applications to the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee 
(Committee) for final approval and coordination with appropriate agencies and landowners to facilitate 
these types of opportunities.  The application must be submitted by February 1, 2014, for consideration 
in the 2014 lek season.  Applicants must provide two professional references, identify the proposed 
project, and the relevance of the project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation.   Successful applicants 
are required to submit a one page summary of their activities within 30 days of the project visit and 
must contribute products to the committee, including copies of all photographs, video, or audio 
recordings of the grouse.  These will be made available to the local conservation community and to the 
general public for projects promoting grouse conservation. 
 
An existing database of Gunnison Sage-grouse photographs and other media is available for public use 
(as long as the original artists are credited).  Any proposed project that could be accomplished by using 
existing media will not be considered. 
 
Lek access will be recommended by the Committee after reviewing submitted applications in late 
February.  Human activity on leks during the mating season may potentially cause disturbance to the 
grouse and therefore only projects that will contribute significantly to the conservation of Gunnison 
Sage-grouse by users that are willing to follow lek viewing protocols will be recommended for access.  
Successful applicants will be accompanied in their blind by a viewing guide to help monitor the proposed 
activity and its possible impact to the grouse.  It is illegal to harass wildlife and violators may be cited by 
the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife.  The program involves the cooperation of willing landowners 
and specific requirements of the users may change depending on the agreement made with a 
landowner.  Landowners cooperate with the committee to establish specific rules and to communicate 
with users.  The viewing guides are the onsite decision maker and communicator with the landowner 
during the access opportunity.  No dogs are allowed on the lek or in the user’s vehicle.   
 
User access will be limited to only one or two days, within a two to three day window at the discretion 
of the viewing guide, and specific agreements in place with landowners, to minimize disturbances to the 
birds.  Further, users are required to follow specific rules developed by the committee and the 
landowners.  Users must arrive the afternoon before the project initiation date and meet with the 
viewing guide to determine access routes and other specifications relevant to a site including distance 
the blind will be placed away from the lek center.  Users are required to arrive at the lek at least 2 hours 
before sunrise and they must not leave the lek until all grouse have departed for the day.  Users must 
supply their own blinds.  There will only be one person in the blind with the viewing guide.  Successful 
applicants will be expected to walk at least one-half mile to the blind location from their vehicle. They 







must minimize all noises and disturbances that may flush or alter normal grouse breeding behaviors.  No 
flash photography is permitted.   
 
All leks selected for this program are located on private lands. More specific protocols/restrictions may 
be established based on consultation with landowners.   
The complete application packet includes:  2014 Lek Access Application (feel free to elaborate beyond 
the space provided on the application), list of two references, and an example of previous work.  Submit 
to: 
 
Jim Cochran, Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
Gunnison County 
200 East Virginia 
Gunnison, Colorado 81230 
970-641-7604 
 
Electronic submissions can be submitted to Jim Cochran at jcochran@gunnisoncounty.org 
 
Applications must be submitted by February 1, 2014. 
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Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Application 
Gunnison Basin 


Spring 2014 
 
Application deadline: February 1, 2014 
 
Name: Dave Showalter 
Street Address: 6640 Moss Court 
City:   Arvada                                                   State: CO Zip code: 80007 
Phone: 720-351-0386                  Cellphone: same 
E-mail address: dave@daveshowalter.com 
 
Request Type (please circle):  Photography, Video, Audio recording, Other (specify:                               ) 
 
Applicant type (please circle):         commercial user       non-commercial user 
 
Project Name:  Sage Spirit 
 
Project Goals: Book and multimedia project – In photos and words show the amazing beauty and diversity of the 
sagebrush ecosystem to a broad audience. Re: GuS-g – I intend to highlight the great work of the working group and 
explain why acting locally is so important. I will explain why the GuS-g conservation is so important as umbrella species. 
 
 
Significance of project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation:  
The Gunnison community story is significant in part because of the broad coalition that formed to conserve habitat for 
GuS-g. I believe that story is one of the most important in the west and I intend to include it in the book and media and 
will speak about GuS-g and the working group in my presentations.  
 
 
Justify why you need original photographs, audio recordings or other products?  (Note that we have many of these 
resources available for public use, contact CDOW at 970-641-7060):  
A defined conservation project like Sage Spirit requires that the photographer make the photographs. Video is 
secondary for me and will use the same camera that I’m using for stills. Although I’ve photographed GuS-g leks a number 
of times, I haven’t been very successful (golden eagle, wrong location etc.) and I would like to have a few strong images 
of GuS-g in good sagebrush habitat.  
 
 
Applicant Credentials:  
I am a full-time professional conservation photographer and author. I am widely published and Sage Spirit will be my 
second book. Prairie Thunder, winner of a Colorado Book Award, was published in 2007. I am a Fellow Photographer in 
the International League Of Conservation Photographers. I believe that no photograph is more important than the 
subject and hold myself to a high ethical standard.  
 
 
Previous experience (please include as attachments examples of work):  
I was a working group photographer in 2011, presented at the GuS-g festival in 2012, and tai=ught a photo workshop 
that same year. I’ve been photographer lekking birds for nine years – Greater and lesser prairie chicken, Greater and 
Gunnison Sage-grouse. In the  spring of 2013, I worked with Nate Seward with a camera trap setup on Miller Ranch.  
 
 
Explain your approach for reducing impacts on Gunnison Sage-grouse when you are on or near the lek: 







I scout the location for a blind the day before and setup the blind. I arrive well before the birds (3 a.m.), setup my photo 
gear, and sit quietly in my blind.  I don’t make any noise other than the camera shutter while photographing and I stay 
until all, the birds are off the lek.  
 
 
Note that a protocol was developed for lek activities including the number of days you will be allowed to access the lek.  
Indicate dates you are available: The best dates for me are up to April 10, 2014.  
 
 
Indicate your willingness to share the products you secure with the Gunnison community:  
I’m happy to share images as I did in 2011.  
 
Explain any special needs that you might require: 
I’m self-sufficient. I would like to photograph on a lek in sagebrush habitat if possible. I do realize that a number of leks 
are on private lands and that’s part of the story. It would be very helpful to get setup in a good location to have a good 
chance of making images on day 1.  








 
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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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE 
 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


December 18, 2013 
 


The December 18, 2013 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was held in 
the in the Fred R. Field Western Heritage Center at 275 S. Spruce St. 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) 
Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA) 
Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA) 
Jonathan Houck, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) Alternate 
Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)  
Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) Alternate 
Patty Gelatt, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) – by phone 
Peter Caloger, Public At-Large  
Eric Ferchau, At Large, Development Community 
David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community 
 
Non-voting: 
Nathan Seward, Colorado Division of Parks & Wildlife (CPW) Alternate 
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate 
Russell Japuntich, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Alternate 
Polly Oberosler, At-large Recreation Community Alternate 
 
Staff Members Present: 
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
Russ Forrest, Gunnison County Director of Community Development 
Mike Pelletier, Gunnison County Director of GIS 
Brenda Wiseman, Gunnison County Legal Assistant 
 
Others present as listed in text. 
 
Visitors: 
Jenny Nehring, Biologist, Saguache County GuSG consultant/coordinator  
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the December 18, 2013 meeting of the 
Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:01 am.      
 
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM:  Chairperson Stahlnecker confirmed that a quorum was 
present. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED:  Chairperson 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 NOVEMBER 20, 2013 MEETING MINUTES:   
 
Discussions regarding revisions to the meeting minutes of November 20, 2013 were as follows:  
Sue Navy requested that the meeting date at bottom of the last page of the minutes be amended 
to January, 2014.  Navy also requested a grammatical error be changed at page 5, 2nd paragraph, 
second sentence from end, to read “lose” rather than “loose”.    
 
Linda Joseph questioned the information regarding the number of birds transplanted.  She 
believed that 17 birds were transplanted, not 18.  The discussion was tabled until Nate Seward 
arrived to confirm the data. 
  
Upon Nate Seward’s arrival, he confirmed that 17 birds were transplanted from the Gunnison 
Basin to the Poncha Pass population.  Seward further corrected the numbers relative to the CCAA 
update.  He stated that the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) signed a Certificate of Inclusion 
(CI) that enrolls 1,820 acres of property.  He reported that a second CI, approximately 1,600+ 
acres, is currently being reviewed by the USFWS.  The number of CI’s completed in the Gunnison 
Basin will be 21, which will enroll 29,385 acres in the CCAA program.  Seward reported that if 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) can enroll the 6 others properties in progress, the CCAA goal 
for the Gunnison Basin will be achieved by 105%. 
 
Chairperson Stahlnecker confirmed that the further modification to the November 20, 2013 
minutes would be “105% to 102%” and the total completed at “21.”  The Committee then 
discussed that the other information provided by Seward was new, up-to-date information and 
Jim Cochran suggested that the Committee leave the information as it was recorded from last 
month’s meeting and have this new information from Seward be contained in the current minutes. 
 
Moved by Linda Joseph and seconded by Chris Bove to approve the minutes of November 20, 
2013 as amended to change the grammatical errors noted by Sue Navy and amend the number 
to 17 birds translocated to the Poncha Pass population and 13 to the Miramonte sub-population 
of the San Miguel GuSG population.  Motion carried. 
 
NOTE: Due to the confusion associated with actual statements made at the November 20, 2013 
meeting in the report by Seward and revised information provided at this meeting, the minutes 
of the November 20, 2013 meeting will reflect the actual statements made by Seward. This 
meeting’s minutes will reflect corrections to the information provided on November 20, 2013 by 
Seward. 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS: 
 
CPW: J Wenum reported that CPW began conducting flights to collect big game population data 
yesterday.  CPW will conduct elk capture flights at another date.  Wenum said he attended a 
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meeting where other sage-grouse populations were discussed, however the Gunnison Basin 
population was not mentioned. Navy asked for details about a meeting with USFWS Regional 
Director Noreen Walsh.  Cochran had attended the meeting and reported that the Governor’s 
staff informed the USFWS of the potential impacts to allocation of State resources if a listing 
occurs.  Cochran does not know if the Governor’s office or Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) will act further.  Jonathan Houck added that the USFWS was also informed on the amount 
of resources and time spent to preclude a listing.  Wenum said from a local perspective, CPW will 
continue their efforts and what they are currently doing.  Patty Gelatt said that she supports 
CPW’s role in conservation.   
 
NRCS: Chris Bove reported on a meeting with USFWS on NRCS practices with respect to a 
conference opinion on those practices.  USFWS added language in the draft opinion that has 
requirements regarding speed limits and restricted activity.  Bove opined that no landowner will 
sign off on it due to these strict requirements.  Patty Gelatt said this addition is based on concerns 
coming to the USFWS at a national level and NRCS.  Bove explained that some of the restrictions 
include restricting private landowners to times of day they can go outside.  Gelatt responded that 
there may be some misunderstanding.  Greg Peterson asked if this document needed to be 
completed before there is a decision on the proposed rules.  Bove commented that consultation 
will need to occur on every single NRCS project (if the GuSG is listed and critical habitat 
designated) if it is not completed.  Gelatt added that NRCS can continue seamlessly without 
consultation.  Peterson requested a copy of this draft to comment further.  Bove will find out if 
he can make the draft available for comments. Gelatt and Bove will have further discussion about 
Bove’s concerns.     
 
BLM: Brian St George reported on the unfortunate fire that occurred at the BLM offices.  In 
November, Thanksgiving weekend, the BLM office suffered significant losses from an act of 
vandalism and arson.  The BLM temporary offices are now functioning next to the Upper Gunnison 
River Water Conservancy District on Spencer Street and its staff currently is implementing its core 
mission work.  The only documents currently available are those that can be accessed from a 
server recovered during the fire.  St. George said he and certain staff are permitted to enter the 
BLM office to access what files were salvaged.  There has been no contract yet implemented for 
the cleanup of the BLM office due to the recent snow storm and deep freeze.   Peter Caloger 
asked if there appeared to any planning to the vandalism.  St George said he is leaving the 
investigation to law enforcement but noted that it did not appear to be an anti-government act.  
 
Saguache County: Linda Joseph reported that Saguache County approved changes to the 
wildlife chapters of their land use code and will provide a copy at a future date.  Joseph has been 
contacted regarding the San Luis Valley Cutthroat Trout issue and was asked to take the lead to 
develop a similar coalition as with County Coalition regarding the Gunnison Sage-grouse.  A valley 
commissioner meeting has been scheduled for January 27, 2014 and Joseph is unable to attend.   
Jenny Nehring reported in 2 months of tracking that one powerline collision confirmed one 
Gunnison Sage-grouse fatality.    
 
USFS: Matt Vasquez reported on route closure compliance issues on Flat Top and Forest Service 
property.  Vasquez shared a sign that explains lek closures, big game, road closures and other 
pertinent information to display during hunting the seasons.  The sign was based on discussions 
with this Committee.   
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Gunnison County: Cochran reported that a number of County offices were moved in December 
due to the upcoming renovation of the Gunnison County Courthouse.  Temporary office locations 
for Cochran and the Gunnison County Commissioners are located at the Blackstock’s Government 
Center on the second floor.  The administration offices of Gunnison County such as 
Administration, Finance, Human Resources and County Attorney are located at the Gunnison-
Crested Butte Regional Airport on the second floor.  Cochran reported that the phone numbers 
and addresses for these offices remain the same.  Houck added that the new Courthouse facilities 
are projected to be completed by March of 2015.   
 
 
COUNTY COALITION REPORT AND DISCUSSION: 
Houck reported that the last County Coalition meeting was December 12, 2013 and 7 counties 
participated. The Public Hearing was well attended which demonstrated a lot of support from the 
State of Utah and a strong showing by the State of Colorado from the Governor’s office and CPW.  
Gunnison County representatives will be attending an upcoming meeting with USFWS 
representatives in Washington DC in January.  A document is being prepared by the County 
Coalition that explains the continuing efforts, results, strength of the Conservation Agreement 
and commitments of the 11 participating counties that will be sent to USFWS Director Ashe.   
Houck explained that there currently have been 116 conservation efforts implemented by the 
counties.  A habitat prioritization update was shared by Linda Joseph at the County Coalition 
meeting. Also the County Coalition discussed the possibility of conducting a summit to educate 
and discuss Gunnison Sage-grouse issues. The Coalition concluded that it would be best to wait 
until after a listing decision. Houck reported that a phone conference will be scheduled once 
Gunnison County Chairperson Paula Swenson, Gunnison County attorney David Baumgarten and 
Gunnison County Wildlife Consultant Jim Cochran return from Washington DC.    Cochran 
confirmed that the meeting in Washington DC has been scheduled for January 14, 2014. 
 
Joseph added that she heard someone in the County Coalition comment that they do not have 
the kind of relationships with agencies that are similar to the relationships formed with this group 
(the Strategic Committee.)  Joseph acknowledged that what has been achieved in this room is 
unusual.  The relationships have grown over time said St. George.     
 
Caloger asked if the County Coalition has received any information from the Western Governors’ 
Association or states affected by the Greater Sage-grouse listing.  Cochran commented that the 
Western Governors’ Association is deeply involved in the Greater Sage-grouse issue.  The only 
involvement Cochran is aware of was that a survey was performed to obtain local government 
initiatives for the last 3 years, which Gunnison County completed for them.  The Western 
Governors’ Association and other states are looking at the model developed by the County 
Coalition and Gunnison County. Houck concluded that we do not know the complete level of 
involvement/  
 
GUNNISON BASIN VISITOR INFORMATION MAP: 
 
At the last meeting of the Committee, Cochran was asked to draft a letter to the USFWS about 
the Gunnison Basin Visitor Information Map.  Cochran was unable to do so because in the 
intervening time there has been some communication among the agencies.  Cochran requested 
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discussion to see if Committee involvement should continue.  Vasquez said that the Forest Service 
submitted comments and changes.  It is his understanding that there is limited room and they 
are working on the text.  There is no date as to when this map will be finalized and made available 
to the public but Vasquez is hopeful the map will be available before the start of the next hunting 
season.  St. George asked why this is being addressed at a regional level and not locally. Vasquez 
said there may be national standards on how information is displayed.  Vasquez said a draft letter 
may be useful to send to the USFWS after the holidays.  Cochran acknowledged that he can draft 
a letter and make it available to Vasquez and St. George.   
 
Wenum suggested that the letter should be more encouraging rather than a demand.  St. George 
added that the letter should explain a clear connection between the map, nexus data and travel 
management information.  Chairperson Stahlnecker asked if the Committee wants to review the 
south half of map rather than the border text.  David Wiens asked if there was a preference for 
an electronic version.  Seward said the version he reviewed had gates illustrated on it for seasonal 
road closures.  Vasquez commented that many of the administrative roads will not be on the 
map.  This is consistent with ?MBM? and carries the same message that roads decommissioned 
will not be on map.   
 
Chairperson Stahlnecker concluded that a letter will be distributed in January regarding the details 
discussed. 
 
HABITAT PRIORITIZATION TOOL MAINTENANCE/UPDATE/PROCESS/POLICY: 
 
Cochran informed the Committee that the packet materials for this meeting contained suggested 
changes to the Habitat Prioritization Tool (HPT) document.  Gunnison County uses this tool as 
part of its Land Use Resolution GuSG land use application reviews and the BLM uses it as a basis 
for CCA.  The County Coalition is also committed to exporting the HPT technology to the satellite 
populations, beginning with the Crawford population.  When changes are made to the HPT, 
Cochran suggested that they be well documented and approved by the Committee.  Cochran 
explained that Mike Pelletier, Gunnison County GIS Director prepared the proposed 
changes/amendments working with the subgroup designated by this Committee.  Chairperson 
Stahlnecker asked about the timeline to submit recommendations.  Cochran responded the 
document is currently open for review.    
 
Pelletier added that Cochran suggested that he ask the Committee for suggestions.  Pelletier 
summarized how he collects information from address points, new construction and existing 
building construction.  Public land information is obtained through the CCA.  St. George added 
his office is tracking the CCA reporting requirements.  Cochran said he believes it would be 
beneficial to update the HPT annually.  The current HPT uses the Rangewide Conservation Plan 
occupied habitat boundaries.  Seward would like to see current information used including data 
collected in 2010.  Pelletier informed that he is currently using the 2007 lek location information.  
Pelletier said certain areas have been taken out of the HPT such as the City of Gunnison and Blue 
Mesa Reservoir and elaborated on the low scores of Walmart and that Blue Mesa Reservoir does 
not score habitat.  Chairperson Stahlnecker concluded that a subgroup was formed to conduct 
the review of the HPT and suggested that the subgroup conduct the initial review of the proposed 
changes to the HPT. 
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Chairperson Stahlnecker recessed the meeting for a lunch break at 11:47 am.   
 
The meeting was called back into session at 12:16 pm. 
 
 
 
SUMMIT: 
 
Houck reported the subject of hosting a (Gunnison Sage-grouse) summit was taken to the County 
Coalition.  The Coalition agreed that a decision on hosting the Summit should be postponed until 
after a listing decision is made. Partners in funding and planning will need to be considered.  He 
is being careful not to commit Gunnison County to do it all.  Cochran said if someone wanted to 
move forward with the concept it would be fine.  Suggestions came from Committee members 
but funding options and committing staff to organizing and participating in the summit resulted 
in this topic being tabled until a later date.     
 
BROOD REARING RESILIENCY PROJECT: 
 
Cochran added this topic to the Committee’s agenda because the first year monitoring report 
recently came out with photographs of the Wolf Creek project.  This Brood Rearing Resiliency 
Project and supporting data worked extremely well, but was very labor intensive. Navy asked 
about any other future projects in the works.  St. George replied there are projects planned in 
Sage Hen and Chance Gulch by BLM.  St. George explained that they plan on obtaining labor 
resources from volunteers from Great Outdoors Colorado. St. George said this next project will 
not be as intensive as far as activity with heavy equipment.  St. George added funding is 
competitive, so the future of the project depends on whether funding can be secured.    
 
Jim Cochran said the Brood Rearing Resiliency Project was funded through grants and in-kind 
contributions from the Wildlife Conservation Society, the Upper Gunnison River Water 
Conservancy District, The Nature Conservancy, Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory, USFS, BLM and 
CPW.  Houck suggested speaking with Western State Colorado University if there are any work 
force issues.  St. George said there are youth services available, however, labor does not seem 
to be limiting factor at this time. St. George reiterated that the biggest challenge is planning and 
funding.  Vasquez commented that the Forest Service’s budget looks bad this year. He had 
requested additional funds for this type of work but was denied additional funding.  The Forest 
Service plans to continue restoration work on Flat Top and get drainage issues taken care of.  
Vasquez mentioned working with The Nature Conservancy about obtaining in-kind funds for these 
types of projects.  St. George added that additional resources for funding may be obtained 
through the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. Seward added that The Nature Conservancy has 
been supportive of these requests and mentioned other organizations such as the Wetlands 
Federation Program as funding options.  Other funding options were discussed but ultimately it 
was decided that someone would need to take the lead and explore funding options for other 
projects. 
 
FUTURE MEETINGS:   
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Cochran noted that all future meetings be held at the Fred R. Field Western Heritage Center, in 
the Van Tuyl (concrete) room on the 3rd Wednesday of each month.  The posting location will be 
the same as the posting location designated by the Board of County Commissioners in January.  
Navy has a scheduling conflict in July and August of 2014.  Cochran is not available January 15 
as he will be in Washington, DC.  Cochran said that a written statement from Gunnison County 
will follow after the Washington DC meeting.  After discussion among the Committee it was 
decided that there would not be a January 2014 meeting.  The Committee will address the 
remainder of the meetings not mentioned below at a later date. 
 


Date Time Notes 


2/19/14 10am  


3/19/14 10am  


4/16/14 10am  


5/21/14 10am  
 
 
ADJOURN:  MOVED by Chairperson Stahlnecker to adjourn the meeting.  Motion carried 
unanimously.  The December 18, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic 
Committee adjourned at 1:08 pm.         
 
 
CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
 


__________________________________ 
      Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson 
 
 


__________________________________ 
      Greg Peterson, Secretary 
Minutes Prepared By: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Brenda Wiseman 
Gunnison County Legal Assistant 
 








Beth Baker


From:	 Mike Pelletier
Sent:	 Tuesday, January 28, 2014 3:39 PM
To:	 With, Elizabeth - NRCS, Gunnison, CO; Childers, Theresa; Vasquez, Matthew G -FS;


'Seward - DNR, Nathan'; Jim Cochran; Russell Japuntich
Subject:	 RE: HPT work


Hi all,


Here are my notes from today's meeting and after talking with Russ/Jim:


- Biologically it would be good to use the latest CPW occupied habitat for the boundary of the HPT, but is it worth it
given impacts associated with the Rangewide Plan and USFWS. [Note: Jim suggested this would be a good question for
the Strategic Committee at their meeting Feb 19th].
- Don't remove areas, such as landfill, runway, etc. except Blue Mesa Reservoir (this was already done in the 2012
version).
- The current proposed HPT documentation changes are all good.
- Russ will look into CCA recording issues more and determine to what degree the HPT needs to be involved. I
suggested that it will be very difficult to track changes from year to year given the number of map corrections made. It
is possible though to determine the effect of an individual trail or road project on the amount of Tier 1.
- Russ also suggested we consider adding critical habitat to the HPT after a listing if it occurs. This is sure a possibility
that could be done with more help from our soils friends.
- Don't rescore areas with slopes below 5% but do consider removing areas in extremely steep slope
areas. [Note: After an initial look it appears areas steeper than about 60% would be good to remove from
habitat. Below are a couple screen shots of >60% slope areas in pink.]


Let's discuss more with email and then determine if we need to get back together before the Strategic Committee
meeting on the 19 th of Feb.


1











Regards,
Mike


	 Original Message 	
From: With, Elizabeth - NRCS, Gunnison, CO [mailto:Elizabeth.With@co.usda.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 4:40 PM
To: Childers, Theresa
Cc: Vasquez, Matthew G -FS; Mike Pelletier; 'Seward - DNR, Nathan'
Subject: RE: HPT work


Good afternoon, Theresa!
I hope all is well. I will not be able to make the meeting.


. I apologize. I had a meeting scheduled for me that I will not be able to move.
Let me know what happens and what you guys decide.
:) Liz
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Elizabeth With
Rangeland Management Specialist


USDA-N RCS
216 N. Colorado Street
Gunnison CO 81230
(970)642-4463 office
(970)765-1485 cell


	 Original Message 	
From: Childers, Theresa [mailto:theresa_childers@nps.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 06, 2014 1:27 PM
To: With, Elizabeth - NRCS, Gunnison, CO; Vasquez, Matthew G -FS; Mike Pelletier; Seward - DNR, Nathan
Subject: Re: HPT work


Hi All,


Sorry for my delayed response, I've been enjoying two weeks off over the holidays.


It looks like Tuesday, January 28th works best for everyone. How about 9 am? I don't anticipate that this should take
more than an hour. Can we meet at the FS/NRCS building? Liz or Matt, can you see if space is available and let us
know?


Thanks!
Theresa
Theresa Childers
Wildlife Biologist
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park Curecanti National Recreation Area
Phone: 970-641-2337 ext 250
Fax: 970-641-3127


On Thu, Jan 2, 2014 at 4:14 PM, With, Elizabeth - NRCS, Gunnison, CO <Elizabeth.With@co.usda.gov > wrote:
> Good afternoon, Theresa!
> I hope all is well. I wanted to touch bases with you about the HPT meeting. Has a date been set?
> Have a good one,
> Liz
>
>
> Elizabeth With
> Rangeland Management Specialist
> USDA-N RCS
> 216 N. Colorado Street
> Gunnison CO 81230
> (970)642-4463 office
> (970)765-1485 cell
>
>
> Original Message 	
> From: Childers, Theresa [mailto:theresa_childers@nps.gov]
> Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 3:22 PM
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> To: Mike Pelletier; Russell Japuntich; Vasquez, Matthew G -FS; With,
> Elizabeth - NRCS, Gunnison, CO; Seward - DNR, Nathan
> Cc: Brian St George
> Subject: HPT work
>
> Hi All,
>
> I was at the strategic committee meeting today. They would like this subgroup of the technical subcommittee to meet
and discuss a few outstanding topics related to the HPT and make some technical decisions.
>
> The topics are:
> 1. Should the tool be expanded to include the updated occupied range (CPW added the Wanita area) 2. Should Blue
Mesa reservoir/other large bodies of water, town, runway, or landfill be treated differently in the HPT. Example, should
the reservoir surface be scored to "remove" it as habitat.
> Mike has identified these areas for us to look at and see if we are ok with how they score out, or if we see a major
oversight that needs to be "fixed"
> 3. How do we track changes for CCA reporting needs/ any other reporting issues we need to discuss. (Russ has been
working on BLM reporting protocols and should have more information on anything we need to cover, here) 4. Review
Mike's revisions to the HPT documentation.
> 5. Discuss how soils and aspect interact to identify habitat. Mike has pointed out that slope is not included, and may
cause erroneous results in areas with very small or very large slope.
>
> I don't think it will take much time to cover these topics. Can we meet after the holidays? Please visit the doodle poll
to indicate your availability, and we'll work from there. Attached is the HPT documentation that Mike has edited.
>
> Doodle poll:
>
> http://doodle.com/ipyefn6mwp3anrqs
>
>
>
>
> Thanks, and Happy Holidays!
> Theresa
>
> Theresa Childers
> Wildlife Biologist
> Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park Curecanti National
> Recreation Area
> Phone: 970-641-2337 ext 250
> Fax: 970-641-3127
>
>
>
>
> This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the email immediately.
>
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Updated February 12, 2014  


SAGE-GROUSE ROLODEX  


R = Regular     A =Alternate  


  


  


A  VACANT  At-Large/Development 
Community  


R  Bove, Chris  
USDA-NRCS  
216 N. Colorado  
Gunnison, CO 81230  
Phone: 642-4462  
Chris.Bove@co.usda.gov  


Natural Resources  
Conservation Service  
 
District Conservationist  


R  
(hard  
copy)  
 


Caloger, Peter  
524 N. 12th St.  
Gunnison, CO 81230 
Phone: 641-6443  
pcaloger@earthlink.net                              


Public At- Large  


A Chamberland, Phil  
200 E. Virginia  
Gunnison, CO  81230 Phone: 
209-3715  


pchamberland@gunnisoncounty.org  


Gunnison County Commissioner  


R  Ferchau, Erich  
131 N. Main  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 641-1188; Cell: 596-0848  
eferchau@remax.net  


At-Large/Development 
Community  


R  Gelatt, Patty  
764 Horizon Drive, Building B  
Grand Junction, Colorado 81506  
Phone: 970-243-2778 ex. 
26 FAX: 970-245-6933 
email: patty_gelatt@fws.gov  


US Fish & Wildlife Service 
 
Western Colorado Supervisor  


R  
  
  


Houck, Jonathan  
 200 E. Virginia  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Cell: 275-9625  
Jhouck@gunnisoncounty.org  


Gunnison County Commissioner  


A  Japuntich, Russell  
650 11th Street  


Gunnison, CO 81230  
Phone: 642-4949 Cell: 497-0868   
Russell_Japuntich@blm.gov  


BLM 
 
Wildlife Biologist  
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R  Joseph, Linda  
64001 Co. Rd. DD  
Moffat, CO  81144 Phone: (719) 
588-7828 
ljoseph@saguachecounty-
co.gov  


Saguache County 
Commissioner  


 


A  Laurie, Elinor  
59511 County Road GG, Moffat, CO 81143-9723  
Phone: (719) 256-4032  
Elinor1320@fairpoint.net   


Saguache County Alternate  


A  Melton, Allison   
High Country Citizens' Alliance  
P.O. Box 1066 / 716 Elk Avenue  
Crested Butte, CO 81224  
Phone:349-7104 x2  
Email: alli@hccaonline.org  


High Country Citizens Alliance 
  


A  Murphy, John  
216 N. Colorado  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 642-4404; Fax: 642-4425 
jrmurphy@fs.fed.us  


US Forest Service 
  
District Ranger  
  


R  Navy, Sue  
PO Box 432  
Crested Butte, CO  81224 
Phone & Fax: 349-5886 
suenavy@gmail.com  


High Country Citizens  
Alliance  
  


A  Oberosler, Polly  
1550 County Road 46  
Gunnison, CO 81230  
Phone: 641-6434; Cell: 209-3087 marypol@wildlbue.net  


Recreation Community At-large  


R  
(hard  
copy)  
 


Peterson, Greg  
54542 E. Hwy. 50  
Gunnison, CO  81230 
Phone: 641-0699  
gregpeterson@montrose.net                      


Gunnison County  
Stockgrowers’ Assoc.  


A  Dough Washburn 
21899 Highway 136 
Crested Butte, CO 81224 
Cell: 209-2664  
sdougwashburn@gmail.com 


Gunnison County  
Stockgrowers’ Assoc.  


A  Rudd, Connie  
Curecanti NRA  
102 Elk Creek  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 641-2337 ext.220; Fax: 641-3127   
connie_rudd@nps.gov  


National Park Service 
 
Superintendent  







Updated February 12, 2014  


A  Seward, Nathan  
300 W. New York Ave.  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 641-7882; Cell: 596-9337  
Nathan.Seward@state.co.us  


Colorado Division of Parks & Wildlife 
   
Conservation Biologist  
  


A  Sharp, Charlie  
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service  
Montrose Service Center  
102 Par Place; Montrose, CO 81401-4144  
Cell: 970-623-0919  
Charles_Sharp@fws.gov  


US Fish & Wildlife Service 
 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist  


A  
  


Spezze, Tom 
3528 Highway 114 
Gunnison, CO 81230  
Cell: 970-765-4231  


Public At-Large  


    
   


R  St. George, Brian  
650 11th Street  


Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 642-4941; Fax: 642-4425  
brian_st_george@blm.gov  


BLM 
 
Field Office Manager  
Gunnison Field Office  
  
  


R  Stahlnecker, Ken  
Currecanti NRA  
102 Elk Creek  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 641-2337 Ext. 225; Fax: 641-3127  
ken_stahlnecker@nps.gov  


National Park Service 
 
Chief of Resource  
Stewardship & Science  


R  Vasquez, Matt  
216 N. Colorado  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 642-4401; Cell: 970-274-0209; fax: 642-4425 
mgvasquez@fs.fed.us  


US Forest Service 
 
Wildlife Biologist  


R  Wenum, J  
300 W. New York Ave.  
Gunnison, CO  81230  
Phone: 641-7069; Fax: 641-7883 j.wenum@state.co.us  


Colorado Division of Parks & Wildlife 
   
Area Wildlife Manager  
Gunnison (Area 16)  


R  
  


Wiens, David  
PO Box 105  
Gunnison, CO 81230  
Phone: (970) 275-0485  
Info@gunnisontrails.com                            


Recreation At-Large 
  
Director  
Gunnison Trails, Inc. (501(C)3)  
  


A  With, Liz  
USDA-NRCS  
216 N. Colorado  
Gunnison, CO 81230 Phone: 
(970) 642-4463 
elizabeth.with@co.usda.gov  


Natural Resources  
Conservation Service 
 
Resource Management Specialist 
  


 


Jim Cochran 
Gunnison County 


Beth Baker 
Gunnison County 
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Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
221 N. Wisconsin St. 
Blackstock Government Center 
Gunnison, CO 81230 
970-641-7604 
jcochran@gunnisoncounty.org 


Administrative Services Manager 
Community Development Department 
221 N. Wisconsin St. 
Blackstock Government Center 
Gunnison, CO 81230 
970-641-7932 
bbaker@gunnisoncounty.org 
 


 



mailto:jcochran@gunnisoncounty.org
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                 Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
Jim Cochran 


221 N. Wisconsin # D 


Gunnison, Co. 81230 


To: Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee 


From: Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker 


CC: Wildlife Conservation Coordinator- Jim Cochran  


Date: February 13, 2014  


Re: Packet Materials/ Document or other materials 


PC Meeting-  


 Agenda- February 19, 2014  


 


 Minutes/Draft – December 18, 2013 


              


 Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee Rolodex 


 


 Subcommittees 


 


 City of Gunnison/ Steve Westbay Memo 


 


 Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Process Spring 2014 


 


 GIS Director, Mike Pelletier - Information 


 
We will e-mail any documents that are not available yet, and anything that is submitted after we distribute the 
packets. 
 
Thanks, 
Beth Baker 
Planning Services Manager 
Gunnison County Community Development 
970-641-7932 
bbaker@gunnisoncounty.org 








MEMORANDUM 


 


TO:   Gunnison Sage Grouse Strategic Committee 


FROM:  Steve Westbay 


DATE:  February 19, 2014 


RE:  City Trails Grant Application to Great Outdoors Colorado 


 


The City of Gunnison’s Creeks to Peaks trail project proposes to develop trails connecting residential 


neighborhoods, public schools and Western State Colorado University (WSCU) to open spaces and 


environmental education opportunities.  The City of Gunnison is one of 12 jurisdictions that have been 


invited by the GOCO board to submit an application for this $9.1 million trail grant cycle.  The initial 


project cost for the Creeks to Peaks grant is about $750,000. Three trail segments referred to respectively 


as the Gunnison River Access Trail, the Signal Peak/Tenderfoot Mountain Trail and the Gunnison-


Tomichi Ditch Trail, are proposed for development (see attached maps).  


 


Signal Peak/Tenderfoot Mountain Trail is adjacent to the WSCU campus and crosses property owned 


by the WSCU Foundation. It will incorporate improvements of an existing box culvert (7'x7') under U.S. 


Highway 50 in order to provide safe pedestrian access from the urban core and university campus to 


public lands located on each side of the highway. This trail segment is part of the Outer Loop trail system 


and will link the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Signal Peak Recreation Area—on the northeast 


flank of the city, to the Tomichi Creek Wildlife Area to the south, which is owned and managed by the 


CPW. The trail will also require fencing due to adjacent cattle grazing operations.  The total length of this 


trail segment is approximately 3,600 feet.  


 


Gunnison-Tomichi Ditch Trail segment will follow an irrigation ditch from the eastern edge of the 


university campus to the Gunnison Cemetery and then link to the existing Contour Trail, which was 


acquired by the City in 2010.  This trail will create a loop system on the eastern edge of the city.  The trail 


will be a 12 foot-wide gravel surface. Portions of the trail segment will follow existing agriculture access 


roads while other portions of the alignment will be completely developed.  Fence construction to control 


cattle grazing access will be necessary. This 1.6 mile trail segment is a critical component of the BLM’s 


Signal Peak Recreation Area Plan.  


 


Gunnison River Access Trail will be located on the 382-acre VanTuyl Ranch, which is owned by the 


City of Gunnison, and is adjacent to the Gunnison River on the northwest edge of the city limits. A 


developed trail system on the VanTuyl Ranch, funded in part by GOCO, connects residential 


neighborhoods, Char-Mar Park, and the Gunnison Community School to the VanTuyl Ranch. The 


VanTuyl Ranch Management Plan, also funded by GOCO, proposes that a trail segment be extended from 


the VanTuyl Ranch trail system to a 1.5 mile reach of the Gunnison River corridor, owned by the 


Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW).  


 


Habitat Value. The proposed trial segments on the east part of the city contain a variety of Gunnison 


Sage-grouse (GUSG) habitats with varying qualities.  The Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Assessment 


for Gunnison Rising North (2007), which was completed as part of an annexation review, provides a 


detailed assessment of the site’s habitat status.  According to this assessment, potential breeding 


habitat on the property consists of approximately 219 acres of big sagebrush, sagebrush-bitterbrush, 


drainages, riparian, and irrigated hayfields. Potential summer-fall habitat consists of approximately 


651 acres of black sagebrush, big sagebrush, sagebrush-bitterbrush, drainages, riparian, and irrigated 


hayfields. Potential winter habitat consists of approximately 104 acres of big sagebrush, sagebrush 


bitterbrush, and drainages. Overall, the quality of breeding habitat is moderate, while the quality of 


summer-fall habitat and winter habitat is low with respect to minimum structural habitat guidelines.  


 







The river access trail on the VanTuyl Ranch is location in the northwest quadrant of the city. This 


trail will complete the connection from CharMar Park to the river.  The majority of the trail will be a 


boardwalk design and is approximately 1,100 feet in length. 


 


Potential Impacts.  Gunnison Rising, located on the eastern fringe of the community was annexed in 


order to accommodate additional urban development and this future development is within occupied  


GUSG habitat., The Signal Peak-Tenderfoot trail is located in hay meadows and the northern segment 


follows Escalante Drive, which is the circulator road of the University Campus. The Gunnison 


Tomichi Valley Ditch trail follows an existing agriculture road.  Development of these trail segments 


will create disturbance by recreational users and may result in some minor habitat loss.  Development 


of these trails segments will not significantly fragment GUSG habitat since it follows a two-track dirt 


road used historically used for agriculture operations. 


 


Development of the VanTuyl Ranch trail segment will create disturbance in jurisdictional wetlands.  


 


Mitigation.   As part of the Gunnison Rising Annexation Agreement, the property owner was required 


to provide mitigation of GUSG habitat loss.  Based on a recommendation of the Gunnison Basin Sage 


Grouse Strategic Committee, mitigation included the dedication of a 160-acre conservation easement 


on the northern fringe of the property, and the property owner also relinquished two livestock grazing 


permits held on BLM and National Forest lands within the basin.   


 


During the past two years federal land management agencies (BLM, USFS, NRCS, NPS), the 


Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) and Gunnison County worked with the US Fish 


and Wildlife Service to develop the  Candidate Conservation Agreement For the Gunnison sage-


grouse, Centrocercus minimus Gunnison Basin Population (CCA).  This comprehensive resource 


management document identified specific recreation areas within the basin; the premise of this action 


was to concentrate recreation around the fringes of the Gunnison city limits.  In essence, development 


of these proposed trail segments provides mitigation by concentrating recreation facilities in the pre-


defined geographic areas adjacent to the existing urban core.  


 
Benefit.  The habitat/species benefits derived by the project are discussed in the mitigation section 


above.  Allowing the local federal land management staff members and the community to be directly 


involved in resource management decisions is the most important derived benefit.  Local education 


and participation in species protection has been a mainstay of the community and has enhanced 


community values related species and habitat protection. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 





