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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
April 16, 2014

The April 16, 2014 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was conducted in the
Gunnison County Blackstock Government Center, 2™ floor meeting room, located at 221 N. Wisconsin #
D, Gunnison, Co. 81230

Committee Members Present:

Voting:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS)

Nathan Seward, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Alternate
Sue Navy, High Country Conservation Advocates (HCCA)

Doug Washburn, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)
Peter Caloger, Public At-Large

Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS)

David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community

Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Eric Ferchau, At Large, Development Community

Jonathan Houck, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)
Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Linda Joseph, Saguache County Board of County Commissioners (Saguache BOCC)
Charlie Sharp, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

Non-voting:
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate
Tom Spezze, Public at Large Alternate

Staff Members Present:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Beth Baker, Planning Services Manager Community Development Department

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Stahlnecker called the April 16, 2014 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-
grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:04 A.M.

DETERMINATION OF QUORUM: Stahlnecker confirmed a quorum was present.
PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED: Stahlnecker verified proper legal public notice had occurred.

AGENDA APPROVAL: No modifications to the agenda were requested. The agenda was approved as
circulated.

APPROVAL OF February 19, 2014 meeting minutes: Moved by; Navy and seconded by Bove to accept
the February 19, 2014 meeting minutes as presented. Motion carried.
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USFWS Member Change-
USFWS representative Patty Gelatt has retired; the USFWS has requested that her temporary replacement
on the committee be Susan Linner.

Introduce Saguache County, San Luis Valley Wildlife and Habitat Strategic Committee-

Saguache County Commissioner, Linda Joseph, introduced members of the Saguache County, San Luis
Valley Wildlife and Habitat Strategic Committee attending the meeting. They have been working towards
creating a Saguache County, San Luis Valley Wildlife and Habitat standing committee. Joseph noted that
the Rio Grande Cutthroat Trout is now being considered for listing. She added their committee is not a
species specific committee. They have not officially appointed the committee yet. When the members
have been appointed their committee will attempt to mirror the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic
Committee. They are attending today’s meeting to observe how the group works and how it functions.

Committee Member Comments/Reports-

HCCA representative, Sue Navy, announced High Country Citizens Alliance (HCCA) has changed its name
to High Country Conservation Advocates. HCCA has changed its name to better reflect the mission of the
group. She noted there will be no major change to their mission. HCCA’s new website address is,
HCCACB.org.

Navy reminded the committee this is the last meeting prior to the official decision on the listing of the
Gunnison Sage-grouse, on May 12, 2014. She encouraged the group to continue to work in the spirit of
cooperation, regardless of the final decision.

CPW representative, Nathan Seward, informed the group that lek counting began on April 1, 2014 and
will continue until May 18, 2014. He added the lek counting has been difficult because of the amount of
snow on the ground this year. They have discouraged the use of snowmobiles for counting access
because of potential disturbance.

Seward explained the Trap and Transplant program will attempt to capture and move 30 birds to one of
three different sub-populations: Poncha Pass, Miramonte, and Dry Creek. There will be 10 transplanted
birds going to each population; preferably six females and four males, in each group. They have only
trapped five birds so far. It is optimal to transfer the females before breeding. They are attempting to
spread the Gunnison Sage-grouse genetics to other populations through the Trap and Transplant program.
Seward said the Crawford population hens have initiated nests and the males have showed up on leks;
this will give them a better chance of survival. They prefer to transfer juvenile birds rather than adult
birds. USFS representative, Matt Vasquez, asked if there are statistics on the survival of the transplanted
birds. Seward explained the program has been in place for seven years. They only have rough number
counts, but there is an estimated 40% to 50% survival rate. He said it is a good tool, but it does cause
some disturbance in the population.

Poncha Pass GUSG Working Group representative, Jenny Nehring, said they are tracking 17 birds this
spring. There are now four known mortalities and four MIA. She added two (of this year’s) transplanted
males had already displayed on the lek, noting it was a fantastic outcome. Two of the known mortalities
have been attributed to collision with power lines.
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BLM representative, Brian St. George, reported he had recently counted 21 males on a lek. He reminded
the Committee it is important to be mindful when accessing areas behind locked gates; the public sees us
going into those areas, when they have been denied access. He reiterated it is important to adhere to and
be mindful of the closures.

Public at Large representative, Peter Caloger, asked if the excess amount of snow this year will be difficult
for the birds. It was noted the snow does make it more difficult, because the birds seem to prefer muddy
ground. When they are on the top of the snow they are more visible and vulnerable.

BOCC representative, Jonathan Houck, said the County Coalition met in Montrose last week. He added
there is now a Range wide Conservation Plan Addendum implementation team. He explained the
Gunnison Basin has become an example for successful road closures, signage and public outreach
education.

Houck discussed the link between sage-grouse, drought and livestock management. It was noted drought
is not an emergency situation because we will always move through wet and dry cycles. Itisimportant to
find a way to be flexible and look at different solutions across agencies and landscapes. Houck was
encouraged by the engagement of many Colorado counties and across state lines into Utah.

Hartman Rocks and Signal Peak Recreation Area Management Plans-

St. George explained the BLM is looking at the listing decision to provide certainty. They will be
implementing the Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA) regardless of the listing decision. Hartman’s
Rocks and Signal Peak are both components of the CCA.

The CCA considers livestock grazing, recreation, and the urban interface. He said waiting to act for the
final listing decision has caused great frustration. The CCA will promote recreation and Sage-grouse
management. Their focus will be on the urban corridor, close to town. It will be designed to meet user
demands. There are three areas included; Hartman’s Rocks, Signal Peak, and Antelope Hills across the
river from the Palisades. These areas can be dedicated to recreation, relieving some pressure in other
areas. The Hartman’s use plan was updated and incorporated into the CCA. There is now a draft
Recreation Area Management Plan out for public comment. They will focus use in the front portion of
Hartman’s Rocks and minimize disturbance in the back country for sage-grouse.

They are working with Gunnison Trails and Dave Wiens on the Signal Peak area. It is a good opportunity
to provide connectivity, while sustaining Sage-grouse management. They will be laying out the trail
system this summer, using a resource specialist to look at proposed routes and build management tools.
St. George reiterated the CCA is the most important element introduced this year.

Navy expressed her concerns with the Lost Canyon shooting areas; St. George explained with all the spring
road closures Lost Canyon is one of the only public lands shooting areas available right now.

Gunnison County Sage-grouse Conservation Trust (Landfill Mitigation Fund)-

Wildlife Conservation Coordinator, Jim Cochran, made the committee aware the Landfill Mitigation Fund
will be expiring in 2015. It was created by charging a $1 per yard tipping fee at the landfill. That fee
generated between $50,000 and $60,000 per year, since the inception of the fee, September 30, 1999.
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The funds were used for projects at the landfill and was extended to conservation easements, and other
activities within Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat in Gunnison County.

Project Update, Dr. Pat Magee: Spatial and temporal abundance and distribution of the Common Raven
(Corvuscorax) in relation to anthropogenic resources and subsidies in the Gunnison Basin.

Dr. Magee presented a PowerPoint program. The purpose of the study was geared toward understanding
the basic habitat use of ravens over a year in the Gunnison Basin. He studied how the raven uses habitat
in the basin in space and time.

He included areas with human activity and areas without human activity. He said the ravens use the
landfill area primarily in the morning and evening after the human activity is over each day. It has shown
a classic late summer activity pattern; low activity during the day and returning after landfill closes down
in the late afternoon until almost dark. They are communal nocturnal roosting birds.

He chose 12 locations, three were sagebrush areas and the other nine had human activity. He visited each
site twice a month, and conducted sampling three times a day, in six minute increments. The airport and
City Market had the least sightings of ravens. There were relatively few ravens using the sagebrush sites.
There were 6000 ravens (total) at the landfill, which is 80% of the ravens counted. He noted of the 569
site visits there were ravens sighted 50% of the time; they are very common. There is a lot of seasonal
variation of raven usage. The landfill is a predictable food resource.

In the winter dead carcass usage increases, especially in January, and February. The snow accumulates
and there is more road kill being used by the ravens. Late winter finds more usage in the agricultural
fields.

The spring revealed heavier use of carcasses in March, and increased use of the agricultural fields in
March. It could be they are eating the afterbirth from calving.

The ravens are ubiquitous, nocturnal roosters, and their activity varies with resources and weather. They
are highly visible and vocal. They use the landfill and animal carcasses as food bonanzas. They are not
using the most urbanized areas, but the crows are.

GuSG Brood Rearing Habitat Restoration/Resiliency Project. Betsy Neely, The Nature Conservancy -
Update on demonstration (pilot) project and The Scaling Up project-

Nature Conservancy representative, Betsy Neely, presented a PowerPoint program. She discussed the
strategies developed to better understand how climate change impacts various species. Their small group
has increased to 17 members. They have not signed a Memo of Understanding (MOU) yet.

Their goals include a better understanding and increased awareness of the effects of climate change,
developing strategies, and prioritizing actions. They have seed funding being used to develop an
assessment of vulnerability in the basin. They are looking at 73 species, half are at risk because of the
changing climate. They are looking at both plants and animals.

The experts have said one of the biggest issues is the (sage-grouse) brood rearing habitat. They are
working on restoring the habitat areas using simple tools to raise water tables and reduce erosion. This

Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee
14 April 16 Regular Meeting
Approved-





5|Page

has been a two year pilot project to reduce the vulnerability of the sage-grouse brood rearing habitat.
Improving the hydrologic regime was critical.

There are four steps involved;
e Pulling the necessary permits
e Bring the rocks in- they did not collect rocks on site because of potential for disturbance
e Training of field crews and volunteers
e Building the structures

After finishing the two year pilot project they are scaling up the project, using funding from the Tara
Foundation. They are now concerned with restoring the hydrologic function, and building a long term
enduring program to increase restoration efforts. This should make a difference over the long run.

Audubon Rockies Proposals. Becky Gillette, Audubon

-Restoration/Resiliency Project Monitoring

-K-12 Education Program-

Audubon Rockies representative, Becky Gillette, explained she runs programs educating children in
communities on the western slope. The Tara Foundation has funded the three year program. They are
interested in seeing The Nature Conservancy and Audubon work together.

There are two main components in the Restoration and Resiliency Project;
e Monitoring the program by doing line or grid transects —and putting the information into the data
base
e The educational side uses the long established Traveling Trunk program. The trunk is taken to
various sites and used to teach children about the ecosystem as a whole. Teachers use the trunk
as an extension of their education plan.

Joint Discussion with Saguache County, San Luis Valley Wildlife and Habitat Strategic Committee-

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee and the Saguache County, SanLuis Valley Wildlife
and Habitat Strategic Committee held a joint discussion. Saguache County is looking for a good foundation
for their committee.

Cochran explained the Gunnison BOCC instituted by-laws to create a formalized structure, and they
provided administrative support. The members are actually appointed by their respective BOCC; they can
be nominated by their agencies but not appointed. This group has met once a month for nine years, with
few exceptions. It requires funding by the County.

St. George agreed structure and support from the County has been advantageous. Navy said the
cooperation between the agencies has grown over time.

It was noted it would be more difficult to produce tangible results without the County support of someone
in Cochran’s position. Agencies collaboration has been dramatically improved by participation in this
group. It extends outside this group, and the good relationships carry over.

Houck noted a point person is really needed; having someplace and someone to direct the coordination
of the group is essential to success.

Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee
14 April 16 Regular Meeting
Approved-





6|Page

FUTURE MEETINGS: Future meetings will occur on the 3 Wednesday of the month in the Planning
Commission meeting room, located at 221 N. Wisconsin, Gunnison, Co. 81230, unless changed for a
specific reason.

Date Time Notes Building and location

5/21/14 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

6/18/14 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

7/16/14 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

8/20/14 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

9/17/14 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

10/15/14 | 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

11/19/14 | 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

12/17/14 | 10-2 Regular Meeting | Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2™ floor meeting room

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahlnecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously. The April 16,
2014 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee adjourned at 2:00 P.M.

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary

Minutes Prepared By:

/S/ Beth Baker
Planning Services Manager
Gunnison County Community Development Department
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DATE:

1.

9.

10.

GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Wednesday, May 21, 2014
PLACE: Planning Commission Meeting Room, Blackstock Government

Center

10:00am

10:05
10:10
10:15
10:30
11:00
11:15
11:45
11:55

12:00pm

Call Regular Meeting to Order; Determination of Quorum;
Verify Public Notice of Meeting

Agenda Approval

Approval of April 16, 2014 Meeting Minutes

Committee Member Comments/Reports

Gunnison Sage-grouse ESA Listing Decision Extension
Colorado Wildlife Habitat Protection Program - 2014
Signal Peak Recreation Area Planning

Predator Recommendations — Peter Caloger

Future Meetings

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.






Gunn].SOI.l Gunnlson County, CO
Community Development Department
Ount 221 N. Wisconsin St. Ste. D, Gunnison, CO 81230
( : y Phone: (970) 641-0360  FAX: (970) 641-8585
COLORADU Website: www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html
Email: planning@gunnisoncounty.org

To: Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee
From: Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker

Date: May 13, 2014

Included in your packet for the Planning Packet: for May 21, 2014

Agenda- May 21, 2014

Minutes-Draft for review- April 16, 2014

Committee Member Comments/Reports-Dave Showalter e-mail

Gunnison Sage-grouse ESA Listing Decision Extension- News article
by Scott Streater

Colorado Wildlife Habitat Protection Program- 2014- Colorado Parks
and Wildlife Insider article

Signal Peak Recreation Area Planning- Two maps

Any documents that are submitted to Community Development after this packet is mailed will be e-mailed to you.

Thanks,
Beth Baker
Community Development Department




http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html

mailto:planning@gunnisoncounty.org




" Jim-Coéhran

From: dowinsider.wiIdIife@staté.co.us
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2014 2:48 PM
To: Jim Cochran

Subject: - Colorado Wildlife Habitat Protection Program 2014 RFP

Colorado Parks & Wildlife
nsiideir

COLORADO WILDLIFE HABITAT PROTECTION PROGRAM 2014 RFP

DENVER -- Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) is pleased to announce the 2014 Request for
Proposals through the Colorado Wildlife Habitat Protection Program (CWHPP). The goal of the
CWHPP is to support CPW’s mission and palicy by providing long-term habitat conservation and
protection and to provide sustainable public recreational opportunities. The CWHPP is an incentive-
based and voluntary partnership program that utilizes conservation easements, public access '

easements, and in limited circumstances, fee title purchases.

The CWHPP provides landowners with funding opportunities for projects on their properties that
protect important wildlife habitats and/or provide wildlife-related recreational access to the public.
Funding available for the 2014 CWHPP wiil be approximately $9 million and is made possible through
a conservation partnership of CPW’s Habitat Stamp Program (HSP) and Great Outdoors Colorado
(GOCO). The CWHPP priorities are guided by Colorado’s State Wildlife Action Plan and specific
requirements of the funding sources (HSP and GOCO}.

To Appl_\[
To apply, a landowner must complete a pro;ect proposal form ("proposal") for their property that

addresses one or more of the following 2014 priorities:

--Big game winter range and migration corridors (emphasis on sagebrush, mountain shrub, pinyon- -
juniper, oakbrush, and aspen habitats) |

--Riparian areas and wetlands

--Hunting access

--Fishing access

--Critical in-holdings within State Wildlife Areas

Land trusts, local governments, or other conservation groups may submit a proposal on behalf of a
landowner. If the proposal involves a third party conservation easement, the entity submitting the
proposal must be qualified to hold conservations easements under federal and state law.

All application materials, including the proposal form, will be availabie May 9 through CPW's website:
http://cpw.state.co.us/aboutus/Pages/l andWaterCWHPP.aspx.

Proposals will be accepted during the application period from May 9, 2014 through June 20, 2014 in
electronic format only (PDF or Microsoft Word format). Proposals may be submitted by email, hand
delivery, or regular mail. Hand delivered or mailed proposals should be in the form of a CD or other
standard media. Please do not send the proposal by fax or paper copy. Proposals must be received
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by 5:00 pm on June 20, 2014 to be considered for the 2014 funding cycle. ‘ =Y

Please submit email proposals to: Wildlife. RealEstateProposals@state.co.us. The subject line should
be labeled as, "2014 CWHPP [Proposal Title]." You may send more than one email if needed to
accommodate attachments, but the proposal title and number identifier must be indicated in the
subject line of each email (e.g., 2014 CWHPP [Proposal Title] 1 of 2). Each email will be limited to
20MB. You will receive a confirmation email acknowledging receipt of your proposal. If you do not
receive a confirmation email, please contact Matt Lucia at (303) 291-7269.

Please submit hand delivered or mailed proposals (in the form of a CD or other standard media} to:
Matt Lucia, Real Estate Section, Colorado Parks and Wiidlife, 6060 Broadway, Denver, CO 80216.
The CD or other standard media should be clearly labeled as, “2014 CWHPP [Proposal Title]" with
the contact information for the person or organization submitting the proposal.

Project Selection '
The selection process is competitive. Proposals are scored and ranked through a rigorous review

process to evaluate feasibility, strategic conservation impact, biological significance, and public
benefits. Applicants are strongly encouraged to contact their local CPW Area Wildlife Manager or
his/her designee for assistance describing the wildlife and habitat values accurately and to discuss
the merits of their proposal. ’

Proposals are awarded funding based on approval by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission
("Commission"). Applicants will be notified of the Commission’s final award decisions following the
November 2014 Commission meeting.

Additional Information ' ‘
Conservation easements and public access easements are preferred over fee title acquisitions per

- Commission policy. Fee title purchases may be considered for properties with exceptional habitat or

recreational values in limited circumstances where conservation easements are not possible. All
reasonable options in lieu of fee title purchases will be pursued.

It is not required that CPW hold conservation easements funded through the CWHPP; land trusts,
local governments, or other conservation groups qualified to hold conservation easements may be
part of the proposal process at a landowner’s request and may hold the conservation easement.

All projects‘involving'conservation easements are required by law to be monitored annually. Third
party conservation easement holders will be required to submit to CPW a copy of the annual
monitoring report for each conservation easement that receives funding through the CWHPP.

Ali conservation easement projects funded through the CWHPP will have an accompanying
management plan that must be agreed upon by the landowner and CPW prior to closing of the

project. Colorado Parks and Wildlife encourages landowners to develop a clear vision of the future of
their property prior to entering into these negotiations.

Public access is not required for conservation easement projects. However, conservation easement
projects that separately convey to CPW limited or year-round public access for wildlife-related
recreation will be eligible for access compensation in addition to compensation for the conservation
easement. Landowners may also submit proposals to the CWHPP for projects whose sole purpose is
to provide hunting or fishing access through a public access easement.

Under Colorado law, terms of the transaction become a matter of public record after the project is
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 completed and closed. Additionally, it is important for CPW and our major funding partner, GOCO, to
rovide accurate information to the public regarding the CWHPP efforts to protect vital habitats and

- provide hunting and fishing access. Applicants should be aware that after a transaction is closed,
information about the transaction, including funding amounts, may be used by CPW for internal
planning and public information purposes.

Applicants are strongly encouraged to consult their legal and financial advisors when contemplating
any real estate transaction associated with the CWHPP.

Contact

For further information about the CWHPP or application process, please contact:|
Matt Lucia, Land Protection Specialist |

Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Real Estate Section

6060 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

matthew.lucia@state.co.us

(303) 291-7269

Colorado Parks and Wildlife manages 42 stafe parks, more than 300 state wildlife areas, all of
Colorado's wildlife, and a variety of outdoor recreation. For more information go to cpw.state.co.us

For more information about Colorado Parks and Wildlife go to: hitp./cpw.state.co.us.

To opt out of future emails please visit
http:Ildowleqacvapps._stgte.co.uslaggleOWlnsiderlremove.asgx?userid=25458&email=icochran@gu

nnisoncounty.orq.
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& Jim Cochran

® From: Dave Showalter <dave@daveshowalter.com>
" Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2014 2:11 PM
To: Jim Cochran
Subject: Re: Dave Showalter shared "GuS-g CPW" with you

Sure Jim, no problem:
Dave Showalter GuS-g Photography Summery, 2014

First, [ would like to thank the Strategic Committee for your support of my work in the sagebrush ecosystem.
Conservation photography requires special access and opportunity and these long-term projects frequently take
multiple return visits to make the right images for the story. Thankfully, because of your support, I will have
quality images of Gunnison Sage-grouse in good habitat for the Sage Spirit conservation project I’ve been
working on for 5+ years.

I arrived the day before the scheduled 1st day on the lek. Nate Seward had kindly established a blind on private
land, which we visited that afternoon. We also set up my blind on another lek as a second option for day two.
Nate accompanied me on the first morning and we had some success with several males coming within
photographic range. I went out on the second day with Pat Magee to the lek where my blind was set up, a

- dramatic location if the light is good. We had grouse displaying very close to the blind and unconcerned with
our presence, coyotes were howling, shrike and Great horned owl vocalizing - a memorable morning. But,
before sunrise several squalls came through, bringing fierce winds and scattering the grouse. One male returned
to display for a nearby female and I was able to make a few images.

Every morning on a lek is different and I had just come from over a week of Greater Sage-grouse work in
Wyoming. I'm amazed each time at how different these birds are - their vocalizations, the way they lek, and the
display are all strikingly different. I'm close to completing the Sage Spirit book and will proudly include some
of these images, along with captioning and text that offers viewers a glimpse of the outstanding collaborative
work of the extended Gunnison community, an example for the West,

One final note from a conversation that Nate and I were having: Although I would have liked more than two
mornings, [ understand that the qualification process needs to be difficult and I’m happy that the committee sets
a high bar for photographer selection. I strongly believe that photographers should present a qualifying
conservation project, a conservation ethic, and a willingness to work in the spirit of collaboration.

Thank you for your support and trust,

Dave Showalter
e: dave@daveshowalter.com

w: daveshowalter.com
p: 720-351-0386
blog: westernwild.org

HETIRENSER (EEOOE OF
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On May 8, 2014, at 1:39 PM, Jim Cochran <JCochran@gunnisoncounty.org> wrote:

Thanks Dave. I was in the process of sending you an email reminding you of the Strategic
Committee’s lek access reporting and photographic product sharing requirement:

“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.”

I do agree with you that shal;ing your photographs be limited to those you consider quality
images. : :

If you would, please, send me a short summary of your 2014 lek access activities, which will be
provided to the Committee at their May 21 meeting. Email is fine.

jim

Gim Cockran

Wiidlife Conservation Coordinator
Gunnison County

221 N. Wisconsin

Gunnison, CO 81230

970-641-7604

jcochran@gunnisoncounty.org

From: Dave via Dropbox [mailto:no-reply@dropbox.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2014 12:30 PM '

To: Jim Cochran

Subject: Dave Showalter shared "GuS-g CPW" with you

2

From Dave:

"Jim, Nate, and Pat,
I've added (5) images from the 2014 GuS-g photography to this Dropbox
folder. Although I didn't make many outstanding images, I'm very happy to

be able to photograph these remarkable creatures in native habitat. I'm

grateful to you for your support and proud to be this year's photographer
selected by the strategic committee. A few of these images will be in the

Sage Spirit book, an important part of the Gunnison collaboration story.

Many thanks, Dave"

Click here to view GuS-g CPW





£ Jim Cochran

I
g From: Dave via Dropbox <no-reply@dropbox.com:>
Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2014 12:30 PM
To: Jim Cochran
Subject: Dave Showalter shared "GuS-g CPW" with you

E_.

From Dave:

"Jim, Nate, and Pat,

o ———— e e e

' ‘ 've added (5) images from the 2014 GuS-g photography to this Dropbox

I folder. Although I didn't make many outstanding images, I'm very happy to
be able to photograph these remarkable creatures in native habitat. I'm

i grateful to you for your support and proud to be this year's photographer
selected by the strategic committee. A few of these images will be in the
Sage Spirit book, an important part of the Gunnison collaboration story.

| Many thanks, Dave"
Click here to view GuS-g CPW

: (Dave shared these files using Dropbox. Enjoy!)

£ 2014 Dropbox
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Jim Cochran

From: Griffin - DNR, Kathy <kathy.griffin@state.co.us>
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2014 1:45 PM

To: Jim Cochran; David Baumgarten

Subject: Fwd: Science backs us up on sage grouse!

A report from NRCS....not exactly "science” but an interesting read.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ver_Steeg - DNR, Jeff <jeff.ver_steeg(@state.co.us>
Date: Mon, May 5, 2014 at 1:27 PM c
Subject: Science backs us up on sage grouse!

To: Chad Bishop <Chad.Bishop(@state.co.us™>, "Velarde, Ron” <Ron.Velarde@state.co.us>, Patt Dorsey - DNR

<patt.dorsey(@state.co.us>, "McLaughlin, Craig" <Craig. McLaughlin(@state.co.us>, "Pusateri, Francie"
<Francie.Pusateri(@state.co.us>, "Griffin, Kathy" <Kathy.Griffin@state.co.us>, "Petch, Brad"

<Brad.Petch@state.co.us™>, Jim Gammonley <jim.gammonley{@state.co.us>

FYI

ENDANGERED SPECIES:

Sage grouse listing could slow signups for voluntary conservation -- report
Scott Streater, EXE reporter
Published: Tuesday, April 29, 2014

A new federal report appears to bolster the long-held position of Colorado Gov. John Hickenlooper
(D) and other Western leaders that a federal endangered listing of the greater sage grouse could
impede voluntary partnerships with ranchers and other landowners that are viewed as key to
restoring the bird and its dwindling habitat.

Critics, however, counter that the Endangered Species Act includes numerous provisions protecting
landowners who partner with federal agencies on voluntary conservation measures, even if a species
is ultimately listed.

The Fish and Wildlife Service must decide by late 2015 whether to propose listing the greater sage
grouse as threatened or endangered.

At issue is an eight-page report from Jason Weller, chief of the Agriculture Department's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), outlining the federal and private investment over the past
four years in public-private partnerships designed to conserve the grouse and the effectiveness of
these efforts, as well as speculating on the impacts an ESA listing might have on these programs.

Hickenlooper and Nevada Gov. Brian Sandoval (R) last month requested the report in their capacities
as chairman and vice chairman, respectively, of the Western Governors' Association.

In it, NRCS reports that more than $350 million has been invested since 2010 in voluntary projects
with private landowners and other partners to protect the sage grouse and its habitat.
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Most of that money -- more than $250 million -- has come from NRCS's Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI),
which partners with ranchers on voluntary efforts to manage lands to protect sage grouse. Through
programs like this, NRCS has partnered since 2010 with 953 ranches on conservation measures
covering 3.8 million acres across the grouse's 11-state range, according to the report.

In addition, more than $107 million has been invested in that time by private landowners and other

-local agencies, according to the report, which calculates that since 2010, these efforts have resulted in

establishing nearly 400,000 acres of conservation easements on private land and removing 276,000
acres of invasive conifers that destroy the grouse's sagebrush steppe habitat. These efforts have also
resulted in marking more than 530 miles of fence lines, "preventing 2,800 sage-grouse fence
collisions annually” that are one of the primary threats to the bird's survival.

"My objective for the collective SGI efforts, 'on-the-ground' conservation work and the results of
science-based evaluations documenting the effectiveness of that work have always been to support a
'not-warranted’ listing decision for sage-grouse,"” Weller wrote in a cover letter accompanying the
report. "I still believe this objective is possible.”

But once the bird is proposed to be listed as threatened or endangered, participation in the voluntary
efforts can dry up, Weller acknowledged in the report.

That's what appears to have happened after Fish and Wildlife last fall formally proposed listing as
threatened a genetically unique population of sage grouse found only in two states -- Nevada and
California -- and commonly referred to as the "bi-state” or Mono Basin population (Greenwire, Oct.
25, 2013). |

Between 2010 and 2013, NRCS had enrolled a growing number of landowners in both states in SGI
projects totaling $26 million for conservation easements and removal of invasive plants, according to
the report.

But since that listing proposal for the bi-state population, "landowner interest has declined
precipitously,” the report said.

"While several factors likely influence landowner participation, it appears this decline is associated
with the FWS proposal to list the bird in the fall of 2013," the report states. "There were 13 producers
who had submitted early SGI applications" for funding of conservation projects in fiscal 2014 "and
withdrew their applications shortly after the listing announcement.” :

Fish and Wildlife earlier this month agreed to revisit its proposal to list the bi-state population, saying
there is "substantial disagreement” over the science used to justify the proposed listing (Greenwire,
April 9).

But Western lawmakers have long expressed this concern, which is one reason why Hickenlooper and
Sandoval last month asked NRCS for the information compiled in the report.

Hickenlooper, in particular, has been vocal about his belief that the states and partnerships with
private landowners will be enough to save the sage grouse. Hickenlooper in January wrote a letter to
the Bureau of Land Management complaining that a proposed BLM plan for managing 1.6 million
acres of federal land with grouse habitat in northwest Colorado does not properly balance existing
land uses such as energy development and ranching with species conservation (Greenwire, Jan. 15).

"It's our thought that providing economic incentives for landowners to voluntarily work for sage
grouse conservation initiatives is going to have more rapid results and greater conservation than a
listing of the species," said Joe Rassenfoss, a spokesman for the Western Governors' Association. "As
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soon as this stuff gets listed, everybody steps away. This pretty much confirms that NRCS has
experienced that.”

Not everyone agrees with that assessment, however.

"I am always surprised to see this claim, that Endangéred Species Act listing discourages continued
state and local efforts to conserve imperiled species,” Mark Salvo, director of federal land
conservation for Defenders of Wildlife, said in an emailed statement.

"The Endangered Species Act does not in any way impede state and local efforts to conserve listed
species. In fact, species listing is usually accompanied by increased funding for research, population
monitoring and habitat restoration that supports state and local conservation actions," Salvo added.
"The act also includes processes for recognizing existing scientifically viable, legally sufficient
conservation plans as [complementary] conservation strategies for listed species.”

He also said the SGI "is one example of a federally funded sage-grouse conservation program that I'd
expect will continue to benefit private landowners and sage-grouse, regardless of the listing decision
for the species.”

But Weller, the NRCS chief, wrote in the report, "Predicting future landowner and partner
participation if sage-grouse are listed is very hard.”

What is clear, he wrote, is that SGI and other voluntary partnerships and efforts "have improved the
outlook for sage-grouse and have implemented unsurpassed conservation on a watershed scale.”

He added: "SGI is based on the belief that we can achieve wildlife conservation through sustainable
ranching and adherence to this vision and voluntary framework has fostered an enthusiastic and
unprecedented participation rate among diverse partners and landowners across the West. Coupled
with the historic actions taken by the States and other Federal land management agencies, I sincerely
hope this question will remain hypothetical and we will succeed by proactively conserving sage-grouse
and avoiding ESA designation altogether.”
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