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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 


JULY 15, 2015 
 


The July 15, 2015 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was conducted in the 
Gunnison County Blackstocks Government Center, 2nd floor meeting room, located at 221 N. Wisconsin # 
D, Gunnison, Co. 81230 
 
Committee Members Present: 
Voting Members: 
Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS) 
J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) 
Peter Caloger, Public At-Large 
Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) 
David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community 
Eric Ferchau, At Large, Development Community (arrived at 10:30 a.m.) 
Elinor Laurie, (Saguache County-Alternate by phone) 
Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) - Alternate 
Liz With, (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service- Alternate (arrived at 11:30 a.m.) 
Russ Japuntich, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) - Alternate 
 
Others in the Audience: 
Lori Armstrong (BLM) - (Arrived at 11:00 a.m.) 
Gina Glenne, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Jim Mendonca- Public 
 
Staff Members Present: 
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator 
Rebecca Ricord, Administrative Assistant 
Others present as listed in text. 
 


10:00:50 AM CALL TO ORDER: Chairman Stahlnecker called the July 15, 2015 meeting of the Gunnison 


Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:00 A.M. 
 
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM: Stahlnecker confirmed that a quorum was present. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED:  Stahlnecker verified that proper legal public notice had occurred.   
 
AGENDA APPROVAL:   Agenda approved as circulated. 
 
APPROVAL of   MAY 20, 2015 MEETING MINUTES:  Moved by Vasquez, second by Japuntich. Approved 
as distributed. 
 


10:04:40 AM COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/ REPORTS: 


 
 
Japuntich reported that Elijah Waters is the new field manager.  He will assume his position on August 3, 
2015.  Japuntich will be the acting associate manager until August 3, 2015 at which time he will start 
permanent duty as the Southwest BLM District fishery biologist. 
 
Gina Glenne, Supervisory Fish and Wildlife Biologist, will be nominated as alternate Committee member 
for the USFWS; Ann Timberman, Western Colorado Supervisor, will be nominated as the regular 
Committee member. Gina gave an update on USFWS staffing. 
 







 


 


Caloger reported that on the radio there was a segment regarding recovery of the green sea turtle in Florida 
and gave information.  
  
 


10:13:12 AM LITIGATION UPDATE 


 
  
Cochran presented this update. Cochran reported that the final Motion to Intervene has been filed in the 
last of three complaints challenging the listing of the Gunnison Sage Grouse.  The Judge granted the motion 
to intervene in the State case filed by Gunnison County and the Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ 
Association. Gunnison has to coordinate with the State regarding arguments presented.  Gunnison is 
making additional claims. The Judge is talking about establishing a date after which additional motions to 
intervene will not be granted.  The judge delayed the first scheduling conference until August so no schedule 
for future actions is available right now.  The Administrative Record for the Gunnison sage-grouse listing 
decision and designation of Critical Habitat is due from the USFWS by August 21, 2015. 
 
 


10:19:04 AM BLM RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT EIS 


 
Japuntich reported that Lee Espy has taken a new position with the Colorado BLM office.  Replacing her 
will be Lori Armstrong for the next 120 days.  She will be working on the Gunnison sage-grouse EIS.  They 
are currently trying to get the EIS document tidied up for a first official draft due mid-August to mid-
September. This draft will be provided to the Cooperating Agencies for a 30 day review. There has been 
some delay due to the switch in positions.  Public draft review occurs very soon after the internal draft is 
due.  The public draft release is scheduled for early 2016. BLM received 1,800 comments on Chapters 2, 
3, and 4.  Cochran reported the frustrations from other Counties regarding process.  
 
Lori Armstrong showed up later in the meeting and reported that the team is working on recommendations.  
She is in the process of reviewing the document.  She has provided a newly drafted schedule regarding 
time frames for reviews to the BLM State Office.    
 
 


10:24:28 AM WUANITA WATCHABLE WILDLIFE UPDATE 


 
Wenum reported that the Waunita Watchable Wildlife Subcommittee met July 2, 2015.  He provided 
background information to audience.  The Committee discussed the 2015 report from Sisk-a-dee. Wenum 
presented and discussed the 6 recommendations the Subcommittee came up with that are at the back of 
the Subcommittee report. Cochran reported that recommendation 6 should be amended to read that the 
review of the final report will be annually. Wenum believes that the Waunita site is not the best site for sage-
grouse viewing. He reported the potential for live-remote video feed of the site to be fed directly to the trailer 
on-site.   


 
Audience member, homeowner Jim Mendonca, reported that he can see all of the activity from where he is 
at.  He explained his methodology of counting the birds as soon as he wakes up. He believes the hens 
have abandoned the lek. He reported 89 days of no hens on the lek.  He reported people trespassing with 
no enforcement.  He believes there is no way to enforce activities at the site. He believes the lek is not 
being used any longer due to the daily commotion at the Watchable Wildlife site. If rules are not enforced 
then they will be meaningless. 


 
Wenum reported that the biggest challenge is providing viewing locations for the public. He is concerned 
that if no opportunity is offered then people will start trying to view birds on their own.  This will be more 
detrimental to the species.  The Committee discussed issues with enforcement; man-power to do so and 
options for funding. 


 







 


 


Glenne reported on possible options for funding. Possibility of charging people to view to help fund 
enforcement. Cochran noted that the Subcommittee can make recommendations but not make decisions; 
that’s ultimately up to the USFWS.  Glenn will report back regarding more information on what they can do 
regarding the Section 6 agreement, after more review. 


 
Stahlnecker requested action from the Committee. The Committee decided to wait to act on 
recommendations until Glenne has had time to review the Subcommittee recommendations. Wenum 
suggested waiting a couple of meetings before action is considered.  Glenne thinks she can give a better 
response in one month. Wait to hear back before acting.  Wenum will take Glenne out for a site visit today.  
Cochran reported that the educational aspect is done really well and if we lose that we lose the connection 
between people and the birds. Chamberland requested that Glenne send information to members for 
applications for grants for funding.   


 
 


 


11:23:52 AM GuSG RIPARIAN RESTORATION AND RESILIENCE PROJECT UPDATE 


 
Andrew Breibart, BLM Hydrologist and member of the Gunnison Basin Climate Change Working Group did 
a PowerPoint presentation regarding the project. The project is focused on reconnecting floodplain systems. 
Breibart reviewed the techniques used and benefits to the systems.  Most structures are placed by hand, 
without removing any vegetation. They are built to make sure water gets back into the floodplain system. 
One technique uses a drift fence across valley bottom to reduce domestic livestock and wildlife trailing 
impacts to wet meadow systems.  The project is working in different areas throughout the next few years, 
building and maintaining the structures. 
     
Vasquez presented an update of what happened last year and what is going to be happening this year 
regarding new structures and existing structures that need maintenance done. The USFS has $40,000 in 
funding this year to be used for both public and private projects. He is in the process of applying for funding 
for next year.  They are ordering enough rock in anticipation of what they might need in the future for 
restoration. The USFS, BLM and NPS are working on a programmatic biological assessment (BA) so they 
can start the work in August.  
 
With reported that they still need time, money and effort on these projects.  Looking for partners to donate 
UTVs for use to transport rock.   
 
 


12:08:45 PM TECHNICAL SUBCOMMITTEE HABITAT PRIORITIZATION TOOL REVIEW  


 
Vasquez presented this update. They are acquiring and updating the Tool with more current information. 
Documentation is being improved. The lek data will be recommended for updating. Trying to keep most 
current information in the Tool.  He talked about how leks are scored and keeping them the way they are 
now. The Subcommittee is working to Map irrigation ditches that go through sage-grouse habitats. New 
soils data and updated parcel data will be incorporated into the update.  Cochran reported that GCEA has 
agreed to provide their transmission line data. The Subcommittee has to decide on scoring for this new 
data. The Subcommittee is working on updates and anticipates bringing them in front of the Committee to 
be approved in the near future. With stated that the biggest change will be that the next version will have 
less layers built into the tool.  Cochran summarized that the Subcommittee is working on the layers and 
wants to figure out when updates will happen and how it will affect the Tool.  All proposed changes and 
updates will be brought to the Committee for final approval. 
 
 
 


12:23:08 PM FUTURE MEETINGS: Future meetings will occur on the 3rd 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 


08-19-15 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


09-16-15 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


10-21-15 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


11-18-15 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


12-16-15 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


01-20-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


02-16-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


03-16-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


04-20-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


05-18-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


06-15-16 10-2 Regular Meeting Blackstock; 221 N. Wisconsin 2nd floor meeting room 


  
 


ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahlnecker to adjourn the meeting and head over to the Courthouse to view the 
new facility.  Motion carried unanimously.  The July 15, 2015 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse 
Strategic Committee adjourned at 12:25 P.M. 
 
 


        
 ____________________________ 


Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson 
 
 
 


____________________________ 
          Greg Peterson, Secretary 


 
Minutes Prepared By: 
 
 
Rebecca Ricord, Administrative Assistant  
 








 
 
 
 


 GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 


 
DATE: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 
PLACE: Planning Commission Meeting Room, Blackstock Government 


Center 
 
1. 10:00am ● Call Regular Meeting to Order; Determination of Quorum; 


 Verify Public Notice of Meeting 
 
2. 10:05  ● Agenda Approval 
 
3. 10:10  ● Approval of July 15, 2015 Meeting Minutes 
 
4. 10:15  ● Introduction of New Members 
 
5. 10:20  ● Committee Member Comments/Reports 
 
6. 10:40 ● Litigation Update 
 
7. 10:45 ● BLM Resource Management Plan Amendment EIS 
    -status report 
 
8. 11:00 ● Waunita Watchable Wildlife Site 
    -USFWS input 
 
9. 11:15 ● GuSG Riparian Restoration/Resilience Project 
   Weed Management on Federal Lands 
    -Programmatic Biological Assessment 
    -Concurrence, USFWS 
 
10. 11:30 ● 2015 Gunnison Basin Lek Count Summary and 


Population Estimate 
 
11. 11:50 ● USFWS Technical Subcommittee Appointment 
 
12. 11:55 ● Future Meetings 
 
13. 12:00 ● 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. 
 


Teleconference Information: 
 
 Dial In Number: 970-641-7698 
 Access Code: 0188356 
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Summary 
 


In 2015, 82 leks were visited, resulting in a high male count (HMC) of 974, an increase of 163 from the 


811 males counted in 2014.  This is the second highest HMC recorded since lek counts were 


standardized in 1996.  The high female count (HFC) was 175, a decrease of 64 birds from the 239 birds 


counted in 2014.  Population estimates for the Gunnison Basin were calculated using formulas presented 


in the Gunnison Basin local conservation plan (1997) and the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide 


Conservation Plan (RCP 2005).  Based on the local conservation plan formula, the minimum population 


estimate for the Gunnison Basin population is 3,897, an increase of 653 birds from 2014.  Based on the 


RCP 2005 formula, the minimum population estimate for the Gunnison Basin is 4,779 birds, an increase 


of 801 birds from 2014.   


 


The three-year HMC moving average for 2013–2015 is 878, a 5.78% increase from the 2012–2014 


HMC moving average of 830.  Total number of active Lek Areas in 2015 was 25 with an average of 39 


males per active Lek Area, up from 33.8 males per active Lek Area in 2014.  Male and female lek 


attendance peaked during the first count period (1–10 April).  Three of the five Lek Zones increased 


(Doyleville, Ohio Creek, and Sapinero) in total number of males compared to 2014.  Four zones 


(Doyleville, Gold Basin, Ohio Creek, and Sapinero) decreased in total number of females compared to 


2014.  In 2015, HMCs increased on 36 individual leks, 29 leks had the same number of males, and 17 


leks had a decrease in the number of males observed compared to 2014, respectively.  Overall the 


Gunnison Basin population trend continues to increase slightly. 


 


Four leks at Pine Creek Mesa were not counted due to access issues.  Their status is "unknown" for 2015 


and ensure that population estimates are conservative.  The Antelope Ridge lek went from “unknown” to 


“active” status after thirteen years of inactivity.  North Parlin North and Taila’s leks went from 


“inactive” to “active” status after seven years and one year of inactivity.  Three leks (Chance Gulch E, 


McCabe Lane, South Parlin 1) went from "active" to "annually inactive/officially unknown" status in 


2015.  After five years of annually “inactive” status, three leks (Antelope South 1&2 Substation, North 


Parlin South, and South Parlin #3) become officially “inactive”.  After ten years of annually “inactive” 


status, five leks (Almont West, Iola 1, North Parlin Hupp, Signal Peak, and Tylers leks) become 


officially “historic”. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







2 


 


Acknowledgements 
 


The 2015 Gunnison sage-grouse lek counting season was made possible because of the combined efforts 


of numerous individuals (Appendix A).  We would like to thank all of you who dedicated your time, 


energy, and early mornings to count grouse.  At least 50 people were directly involved in the 2015 


Gunnison sage-grouse lek counts.  Colorado Parks and Wildlife coordinated the effort and received help 


from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Natural Resources 


Conservation Service (NRCS), National Park Service (NPS), Western State Colorado University 


(WSCU), and numerous landowners who counted leks or allowed access on their lands.  Thank you for 


your continued support and contribution to Gunnison sage-grouse conservation! 


 


 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







3 


 


Introduction 
 


The Gunnison sage-grouse (Centrocercus minimus) is a unique species of sage-grouse found only in 


portions of southwestern Colorado and southeastern Utah (Young et al. 2000).  There are nine distinct 


sub-populations occurring within their range, with the largest inhabiting the Gunnison Basin (Gunnison 


sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan 2005).  The Gunnison sage-grouse received species status in 


January of 2000 from the American Ornithologist’s Union based on long-term studies by grouse 


researchers Jessica Young and Clait Braun, among others.  Shortly thereafter, a coalition of 


environmental groups petitioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to emergency list the 


Gunnison sage-grouse under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  After review, the FWS designated the 


bird as a “priority 5” candidate species under the ESA, and precluded listing at that time.  However, 


after re-evaluation in 2004, the FWS designated the species as a “priority 2” candidate species, which 


shifted the grouse into a higher priority status for listing.  Principal areas of concern for Gunnison sage-


grouse include overall population declines and reductions in the quantity and quality of their sagebrush 


habitats.  On April 18, 2006, the FWS posted their final listing determination for the Gunnison sage-


grouse.  In the ruling, the FWS determined that based on the best scientific and commercial information, 


that listing under the ESA was not warranted.  This ruling has since been revisited. On September 27, 


2010, the FWS determined that the Gunnison sage-grouse warrants protection under the ESA, but that 


proposing the species for protection will be delayed while the Service addresses the needs of other 


higher priority species.  On February 11, 2014, the Service announced a six-week extension of its final 


decision to protect the Gunnison sage-grouse under the ESA and to designate critical habitat for the 


species. A final determination on both proposals was expected on May 12, 2014, however on May 6, the 


FWS announced that the District Court granted a six-month extension of the deadline making the final 


listing decision due November 12, 2014.  On November 12, 2014, the FWS announced that it 


determined the Gunnison sage-grouse required federal protection under the ESA as a threatened species.   


 


Annual Gunnison sage-grouse lek surveys provide key information used by officials and interested 


parties for decisions pertaining to land management practices and regulations, population management 


actions, and federal ESA listing actions.  Lek counts have been standardized over the past nineteen years 


and represent an objective method of projecting annual spring population size and assessing population 


trends.  This report details the results of the 2015 lek count season, including counts of total number of 


males and females, estimated population size, changes in lek status, average number of males per active 


Lek Area, number of active Lek Areas, and changes throughout recent years.  Included is information on 


projects that were conducted during the 2015 lek season and recommendations for future counting 


efforts. 


 


Lek Counts as an index to population trend 
 


Lek count data often generates considerable discussion and sometimes controversy.  Lek count 


methodologies were developed many years ago, based on the premise that counts could aid in assessing 


grouse population trends.  Research has demonstrated that male sage-grouse do not attend leks every 


day, and male attendance is variable depending on many factors including weather, social dynamics 


(such as male dominance or the presence of a receptive hen), time of day, predator disturbance, etc.  


From a lek counter standpoint, the number of birds observed may vary depending on factors such as 


observer experience, optic quality/distance to lek, access, vegetation composition of a particular lek, and 


vantage point.  


 


Changes in the number of grouse counted should not be interpreted as an exact measurement of annual 


population variability, nor should they be construed as the actual number of grouse in the population.  


Standardized lek counts should allow managers to evaluate population trends over time.  Lek counts 


presently provide the most efficient, low-impact means for acquiring meaningful data on local grouse 


population trends.  
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Methods 
 


Definitions 
 


Active Lek:  To be considered Active for a given season, a lek must have at least two males in 


attendance during two count periods.  Active leks need to be counted at least once each 10-day count 


period.  


 


Inactive Lek:  To be considered Inactive for a given season, a lek must have zero males in attendance 


for at least two count periods (i.e., not meet the active definition).  If, however, birds are observed 


during either count period, at least one additional count period should be counted.  For the official status 


of a lek to be considered Inactive, a lek needs to be seasonally Inactive for five consecutive years.   


 


Unknown Lek:  A lek is considered Unknown for a given season if it did not meet the requirements for 


Active or Inactive during a given season or was not counted the appropriate number of count periods to 


determine its status.  For example, a lek that had five males on one count and only one male on the other 


counts would be Unknown, as would a lek that was only counted once with no males observed, or an 


Active lek that was only counted twice with 0 birds observed.  A lek that is Active in one season and 


Inactive during the next season would have an official status of Unknown. 


 


Historic Lek:  A Historic Lek is one that has been Inactive for 10 consecutive years. 


 


Official Status:  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 cannot be 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. 


 


Lek Area:  A lek area can be a single lek or a group of leks.  The designation is loosely based on 


proximity to other leks and the potential for birds to move between multiple leks.  For example, a lek 


that is far away from any other lek would be its own Lek Area.  Three leks in close proximity to each 


other but spatially separated from any other leks would be grouped as one Lek Area. 


 


Active Lek Area:  An Active Lek Area must have at least one lek within its boundary that was 


designated as Active for that season. 


 


Coordinated Count:  Coordinated Counts are used to avoid double counting when there is evidence that 


grouse potentially fly between multiple leks on a given day.  One day is scheduled during each count 


period when observers are positioned throughout the group of leks to count the birds and watch for 


movement among leks. 


 


High Male Count (HMC):  The high male count is the sum of individual male grouse observed on each 


lek on a given day used both on an individual basis and to describe the total number of males observed 


during the season.  All leks, including those in coordinated count areas, are evaluated on an individual 


count basis when determining HMC numbers. 


 


High Female Count (HFC):  The high female count is determined the same as the high male count, but 


for the female portion of the population. 
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Count Methodology 
 


Gunnison sage-grouse leks were counted using a slightly modified version of the protocol established in 


1996.  Each lek that was Active last season in the Gunnison Basin was counted once during each of four 


10-day periods (1 April–10 April, 11 April–20 April, 21 April–30 April, 1 May–10 May).  Inactive and 


Unknown leks were visited once during each of the first two count periods and then counted in later 


periods if grouse were observed.  Coordinated counts were used where grouse were suspected to move 


frequently between multiple leks on a daily basis.  All counts were conducted around sunrise.  All lek 


count personnel used a standardized data form and were asked to count the number of males, females, 


and unknown Gunnison sage-grouse present at the lek at five minute intervals.  If grouse were 


inadvertently flushed off of a lek, the total number of birds in flight were recorded as “unknown”, and 


not used to calculate high counts.  Counters also recorded weather conditions, disturbances to grouse, 


grouse behavior, and movements to and from the lek.  Lek counters were also asked to indicate any 


activity on brush-beats or other use areas associated with their lek.  For a more detailed explanation, see 


the count procedure (Appendix B).  In the Gunnison Basin, grouse typically begin displaying earlier 


than the first official count period.  Nine leks are annually counted during March 22–31 to gauge the 


level of early breeding activity.   


 


 


Data Analysis 
 


The information from each data sheet was entered into a database.  Subsequent analyses provided the 


total number of individual males and females observed for each lek, the estimated male and female 


populations, the population estimate based on known leks counted, peak dates of attendance, revised 


status of leks and lek areas, the average number of males per Lek Area, and a three-year moving average 


of HMCs. 


 


Population Estimate:  In 2005, the Rangewide Steering Committee (RSC) completed the Gunnison 


Sage-grouse RCP, which in many ways is a continuation of the local Conservation Plans adopted 


throughout the species’ range.  As the title implies, this plan attempts to offer a broader, rangewide 


perspective and is intended to supplement local plans, “so as to ensure that the cumulative result of 


conserving local populations is conservation of the species” (Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide 


Conservation Plan 2005).  With regard to this annual report, it is important to mention that the RCP 


addresses various issues surrounding population estimation for Gunnison sage-grouse.  After review of 


the most current Gunnison sage-grouse research and scientific literature, the RCP recommends using an 


updated formula for calculating a population estimate based on lek count data.  For comparison, 


population estimates are presented in this report using the traditional formula recommended in the local 


Gunnison sage-grouse Conservation Plan (1997), as well as the calculations recommended in the RCP.  


The key assumptions for each formula are outlined below: 


 


Local Conservation Plan: 


Male high count represents 75% of the male sage-grouse in the population 


There are 2 females in the population for every 1 male 


 


 


Rangewide Conservation Plan: 


Male high count represents 53% of the male sage-grouse in the population 


There are 1.6 females in the population for every 1 male 


 


Peak Lek Attendance:  The peak period of lek attendance was determined by comparing the four 


periods to determine when individual leks had their highest count of males and females.  Whichever 


period had the highest number of leks with high counts was deemed the peak period of attendance (the 
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peak in attendance is separated into male and female peaks).  It also determined which period had the 


highest total number of males/females observed regardless of gender specific lek peaks. 


 


Lek Status:  The revised status for each lek and Lek Area was determined based on the standard 


definitions, both for the 2015 season as well as the cumulative status. 


 


Average Number Males/Lek Area:  The high male count was divided by the number of Active lek 


areas. 


 


3-Year Moving Average:  The three-year moving average was calculated by averaging the HMC from 


the current season with the HMCs from the previous two seasons. 


 


 


Results 
 


Weather and Access 
 


The Gunnison Basin had a warmer than average winter (November - April) during 2014/15 based on 


temperatures recorded at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) weather 


station, site 053662 Gunnison 1 N Colorado.  The average high and low temperatures were higher than 


normal in the 2014/15 winter.  The average high temperatures were below average in November and 


January and above average for December, February, March, and April.  The average low temperature 


was above average for all months except November (Table 1).  These above average temperatures, most 


noticeable in February and March, caused Gunnison sage-grouse breeding behavior to start 


approximately 10–14 days earlier. 


 


Table 1:  Gunnison 121-year average monthly temperatures (°F) versus Winter 2013/14 monthly 


average temperatures, courtesy of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration weather station, 


site 053662 Gunnison 1 N Colorado. 


Month High 24 Hr. 


Temperature °F 


Low 24 Hr. 


Temperature °F 


November 2014 43.1 8.3 


121 yr. avg.* 45.3 10.4 


December 2014 32.5 4.6 


121 yr. avg. 29.6 -2.6 


January 2015 23.6 -5.2 


121 yr. avg. 25.8 -7.3 


February 2015 39.3 6.7 


121 yr. avg. 31.1 -1.8 


March 2015 49.8 16.1 


121 yr. avg. 42.0 11.5 


April 2015 58.7 23.0 


121 yr. avg. 55.9 22.3 


  *monthly data from winter 1893/94 – 2014/15 


 


 


Weather data compiled from the 053662 weather station run by the NOAA, recorded 43.2 inches of 


snowfall for October 2014 through April 2015 (Oct. = 0.0”, Nov. = 7.9”, Dec. = 13.0”, Jan. = 5.3”, Feb = 


7.8", March = 3.9”, April = 5.3”).  There was 0” snow during the May 1–10 count period.  These 


snowfall amounts are from an in-town location, snowfall amounts varied around the basin with greater 


snowfall occurring in some areas depending on elevation. 
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The 121-year average snowfall recorded at NOAA site 053662 is 49.9″.  Snow accumulations have been 


below average from winter 1997/98 – 2014/15 except for the winters of 2000/01 (53″), 2007/08 (99”) 


and 2008/09 (67.7”).  The highest winter snowfall recorded at NOAA site 053662 from October through 


April was in 1955/56 with 101.3″.  The following two tables summarize snowfall amounts and 


temperature by month for years of interest.
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Table 2:  Temperature Averages & Snowfall for 1983/84, 1996/97, and years 2004/05–2014/15 from National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration weather 


station, site 053662 Gunnison 1 N Colorado.                                                           


 November December January February March April 


YEAR High Low Snow High Low Snow High Low Snow High Low Snow High Low Snow High Low Snow 


14/15 43.1 8.3 7.9 32.5 4.6 13.0 23.6 -5.2 5.3 39.3 6.7 7.8 49.8 16.1 3.9 58.7 23.0 5.3 


                   


13/14 42.5 13.7 1.6 22.5 -7.7 8.6 28.1 -6.0 3.5 31.9 4.9 15.6 41.4 12.6 4.5 54.5 22.1 1.4 


                   


12/13 49.3 8.6 0.2 28.7 -2.6 7.4 17.8 -15.4 3.6 27.6 -5.5 3.6 42.6 10.9 5.5 59.0 23.0 7.0 


                   


11/12 44.0 9.7 0.0 33.3 -1.7 2.4 35.2 -1.9 6.5 33.7 2.3 7.2 51.2 13.4 0.5 62.5 22.6 0.1 


                   


10/11 41.8 8.4 3.9 36.7 12.9 13.5 23.1 -8.9 2.6 26.7 -4.6 6.27 42.9 16.0 7.5 53.6 24.4 1.1 


                   


09/10 45.8 7.8 0 23.1 -10.9 6.3 27.2 -4.8 3.8 28.5 -4.0 9.6 41.9 10.7 3.43 54.5 23.1 1.92 


                   


08/09 45.8 11.2 3.7 25.8 -1.4 27.3 23.9 -5.5 5.5 30.4 -.09 8.0 42.7 13.2 5.9 52.4 20.9 16.7 


                   


07/08 50.2 7.7 T 19.8 -5 27.1 12.7 -17.6 31.9 24.1 -5.9        25.6 33.2 0.8  9.9 50.8 17.5 3.5 


                   


06/07 42.2 9.0 8.0 32.1 3.1 6.0 27.4 -9.4 4.5 39.1 9.25 6.0 49.8 14.2 2.25 56.8 23.8 1.0 


                   


05/06 45.4 13.7 4.5 19.8 -10.7 20 20.8 -12.2 10 23.5 -10.0 4.5 40.4 14.8 4.5 59.4 22.3 2.0 


                   


04/05 39.0 14.5 14 22.7 -6.4 2 27.3 1.4 18.5 30.3 2.8 6 41.8 14.7 4.8 56.5 21.6 2.7 


                   


96/97 45.5 16.2 7.1 26.4 -2.7 22.6 24.2 -2.4 19 22.2 -3.25 9.3 40.6 8.4 0.7 52.1 23.3 2.7 


                   


83/84 41.7 13.1 14.8 28.5 5.0 37.8 8.1 -17.7 2.5 18.9 -12.1 9.0 32.2 7.9 9.0 46.0 18.2 7.5 


Average temperatures for 04/05 thru 14/15 averaged directly from NOAA site 053662 weather sheets for Nov. thru April.  


Snow depth in inches, temperature in °F 
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Table 3:  Snowfall in inches per month for 1955/56, 1983/84, 1996/97, and years 2005/06–2014/15. 


 


 


                  


 


YEAR 


Oct Nov Dec Cum. 


Total 


Jan Cum. 


Total 


Feb Cum. 


Total 


March Cum. 


Total 


April Cum. 


Total 


2014/15 0.0 7.9 13.0 20.9 5.3 26.2 7.8 34.0 3.9 37.9 5.3 43.2 


             


2013/14 1.6 4.1 8.6 14.3 3.5 17.8 15.6 33.4 4.5 37.9 1.4 39.3 


             


2012/13 0.0 0.2  7.4 7.6 3.6 11.2 3.6 14.8 5.5 20.3 7.0 27.3 


             


2011/12 0.0 0.0  2.4 2.4 6.5 8.9 7.2 16.1 0.5 16.6 0.1 16.7 


             


2010/11 0.6 3.9 13.5 18.0 2.61 20.61 6.27 26.88 7.5 34.38 1.1 35.38 


             


2009/10 0.8 0 6.3 7.1 3.8 10.9 9.6 20.5 3.43 23.93 1.92 25.85 


             


2008/09 0.6 3.7 27.3 31.6 5.5 37.1 8.0 45.1 5.9 51.0 16.7 67.7 


             


2007/08 1.0 T 27.1 28.1 31.9 60  25.6 85.6 9.9 95.5 3.5 99.0 


             


2006/07 0.0 8 6 14 4.5 18.5 6.0 24.5 1.0 25.5 1.0 26.5 


             


2005/06 0.0 4.5 20 24.5 10 34.5 4.5 39.0 4.5 43.5 2.0 45.5 


             


1996/97 4.0 7.1 22.6 33.7 19 52.7 9.3 62.0 0.7 62.7 2.7 65.4 


             


1983/84 0.0 14.8 37.8 52.6 2.5 55.1 9.0 64.1 9.0 73.1 7.5 80.6 


             


1955/56 1.8 15.0 18.2 35.0 45.1 80.1 13.8 93.9 4.4 98.3 3.0 101.3 
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Snow partially covered the ground on some leks during the early and first count periods.  Snow, rain, low 


clouds, and fog reduced visibility and impacted counts during the second and fourth count periods.  Weather 


was identified as a factor impacting counts on 12 occasions during the four count periods.   


 


Table 4.  Weather summary from 22 March–10 May 2015 for the town of Gunnison, CO, courtesy  


of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration weather station, site 053662 Gunnison 1 N 


Colorado. 


  


March 22–31 April 1–10 April 11–20 April 21–30 May 1–10 


2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 


Avg. High (°F) 45.2 58.9 48.0 59.9 57.4 54.1 58.0 60.2 60.9 62.5 


Avg. Low  (°F) 15.2 19.9 19.7 21.5 22.5 21.0 24.2 26.4 24.3 34.7 


# Nights < 32°F 10 10 10 10 9 10 9 10 10 0 


# Nights < 0°F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


# Days w/ 


Precipitation 2 0 1 0 1 4 3 1 1 4 


Total Water (in.) 1.7 0 0.07 0 0.05 0.61 0.09 0.12 0.07 1.02 


Total Snow (in.) 0   0 0 0 0.1 5.3 0.3 0 0 0 


Snow or rain events occurred on April 16, 17, 19, 27, and May 4, 5, 6, 7, impacting counts and sometimes 


access, possibly resulting in fewer birds observed those mornings.  


 


 


Behavior 
 


Colorado Parks and Wildlife personnel observed 301 grouse during annual big game classification flights.  


Birds were observed from January 5 through January 10, 2015.  Areas of observations included Alder 


Creek, Bead Creek, Beaver Creek, Cabin Creek, Camp Kettle Gulch, Dry Gulch, Flattop, Goose Creek, 


Grafflin, Horn Gulch, Hot Springs Gulch, Kezar Basin, Leaps Gulch, Lost Canyon, Lower Sheeps Gulch, 


Parlin Flats, Sewell Gulch, Signal Peak, Stubbs Gulch, Sugar Creek, Watertank Gulch, and Woods Gulch.  


Number of grouse on winter range observed was higher in 2015 compared to 2014 (192 birds). 


 


Nine active leks have been traditionally counted during the last 10 days in March prior to the official count 


season.  South Parlin 1 was added in 2011 due to reports of grouse being present early in the season.  Above 


average temperatures in February and March likely caused grouse breeding behavior to start earlier in 2015.  


Male and female attendance was higher in 2015 (HMC=115, HFC=30) compared to 2014 (HMC=39, 


HFC=2) (Table 5 and 6). 


 


Table 5.  Early lek counts (March 22–31) with high male and female data. 


    


Lek Date Males Females 


  Almont 3/27/15 5 0 


  Hartman Gulch 3/27/15 37 9 


  Miller 3/31/15 6 0 


  N. Parlin South 3/28/15 1 0 


  N. Parlin North 3/28/15 8 0 


  Razor Creek 3/26/15 15 6 


  Razor Creek Divide 3/28/15 24 10 


  South Parlin 1 3/30/15 1 4 


  Stevens Creek East 3/25/15 6 0 


  Woods Gulch 3/24/15 12 1 


  Total  115 30 
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Area Use by Zone 
 


Doyleville Zone:  


No birds were observed during any of the four official count periods on Monson Gulch, Monson Gulch 


East Ridge, Needle Creek, Razor Creek 1 & 2, South Parlin 1, or South Parlin #3 leks this season.  One 


male and four females were observed on South Parlin 1 during the early count.  Double D lek (found 2006) 


had only one male during the third and fourth counts.  Males and females were observed at Razor Creek 


lek during the early and the first count periods.  Two hens were bred during the first count.  A coyote on the 


lek during the second count flushed most of the males.  Males were observed on Razor Creek Divide lek 


during the early count and all four official count periods.  Females were observed during the early, first, and 


third count periods.  Razor Dome 1&2 was active during all four counts.  Females were observed during 


the first three counts.  A grouse mortality was discovered during the first count.  A raven on the lek during 


the first count and coyotes howling during the third count elicited no response by grouse. A coyote hunting 


small mammals on the lek during the fourth count flushed grouse to another part of the lek.  South Parlin 


(Lower and Upper) leks were counted all four periods.  Males were observed during all counts at both South 


Parlin Lower (#1) and Upper (#2).  Females were not present during the fourth count on South Parlin 


Upper.  A bobcat observed on South Parlin Lower during the first count flushed one male to another part of 


the lek.  A hen was bred during the first count.  One or two mortalities were discovered during the second 


count. Vito lek was counted all four count periods with males observed during all counts.  No females were 


observed this year.  Ravens on the lek during the second count resulted in grouse stopping displaying and 


hunkering down.  Many elk on the lek during the third count did not have any effect.  Waunita was counted 


all periods with males present all counts and females in attendance during the first, second, and fourth 


counts.  Coyotes running through lek during the first and fourth counts apparently did not disturb the grouse.  


Waunita Northwest was counted all four count periods with males present all counts and females present 


during the second count.  A coyote on lek during the fourth count resulted in no response from grouse.  


Woods Gulch lek was counted all four official count periods and the early count.  Males were observed 


during all counts.  Females were observed during the early, first and second counts.  Copulations were 


observed during the first and second counts.  Barking dogs may have flushed grouse during the second 


count.  Four elk on the lek and a raven flyover had no impact on grouse during the third count, and 


jackrabbits on the lek, coyotes howling, raven and airplane flyovers had no impact on grouse during the 


fourth count. 


 


Gold Basin Zone:    


No birds were observed at Chance Gulch C, Gold Basin 1&2, South Six Mile Hupp, or Tyler's leks.  Big 


Mesa was counted all four count periods with males seen during each count.  No females were seen this 


year.  Six pronghorn on the lek and an airplane flyover during the first count had no impact on the birds.  


Dense fog during the fourth count disrupted observation.  Displaying males were in new areas off of the 


traditional lek site during the first three counts this year.  Chance Gulch lek was counted all four counts 


with males present during all counts and females present all except the second count.  Copulations were 


observed during the first and fourth counts.  Chance Gulch B and Chance Gulch C were counted the first 


three counts with one male in attendance on Chance Gulch B during the second count.  Ravens were seen 


flying over the lek at Chance Gulch B throughout the first count.  Chance Gulch E was counted three 


times with males in attendance the first and fourth counts.  Females were not present during any count. 


Since the lek does not meet the criteria for “active” or “inactive” status in 2015, lek status changes to 


annually/officially “unknown”.  Four ravens flyover, coyote howling, and dogs barking during the first 


count had no apparent impact.  Dutch Gulch was counted four times with males in attendance the first three 


counts and a single female was observed during the third count.  Waterbar and Tyler’s leks were counted 


three count periods with no birds observed at Tyler’s and one male observed at Waterbar during the first 


count.  Meyer’s lek was counted three times with males present all three counts and females present during 


only the first count.  Birds continue to use an area south of Meyer’s lek, as noted in the past years counts.  


Count sheet was updated in 2014.  McCabe Lane lek was counted all four count periods.  Males were 


observed during the first and second counts.  No females were seen.  Lek status changes back to “inactive” 
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for 2014.  Ridgeline lek was counted all four count periods.  Two males were present during the first count.  


No females were observed.  Lek status changes to "inactive".  South Beaver Creek lek was counted all four 


periods with birds in attendance.  Females were present during the first three counts.  Ravens disrupted lek 


activities during the first count.  Three to five inches of new snow affected observations during the second 


count.  South Six Mile Meadow lek was counted all four count periods with males present during first, 


third, and fourth counts and females were present for the first and third counts.  South Six Mile Ridge had 


males on the lek during all four count periods.  Females were present only during the first count.  Coyotes 


were heard howling near all three of the Six Mile leks during the first count, no grouse response was noted.  


Sugar Creek was counted during all four count periods with males observed during the first, third, and 


fourth counts and females were present the first count.   A golden eagle apparently kept all birds away from 


the lek during the second count.  


        


Lost Canyon Zone: 


Esty, Lost Canyon 1, Lost Canyon 2, North Parlin Hupp, Tomichi Village, and Waycamp had zero 


birds observed during all count periods.  Hippie Knob, counted all four counts, had males present the first 


and third count periods.  No females were observed.  Eight to ten inches of new snow resulted in no birds 


observed during the second count.  North Parlin Hupp lek has not been “active” for 17 years, but was 


considered “inactive” due to one year of “unknown” status.  This year of “inactive” status is the tenth year, 


thus, the lek‘s official status in 2015 becomes “historic”.  North Parlin North and North Parlin South 


were counted during the early count and all four count periods.  Both leks had birds present during the early 


count.  North Parlin South had two males present during the first count and only one male present during 


the third count.  Lek status remains annually “inactive”.  North Parlin North had males present during the 


first, third, and the fourth counts.  Lek status is “active” for 2015.  Scout lek was counted all four count 


periods this year with males present each count and females during the second and fourth counts.  Dogs at 


an adjacent private residence flushed birds but the birds returned quickly and ignored a vehicle during the 


second count.  Sewell Gulch, counted four times, had males present for the first, third, and fourth counts 


with one female present during the third count.  As noted for Hippie Knob, eight to ten inches of new snow 


resulted in no birds observed during the second count.   Signal Peak, an “inactive” lek, had two males 


present during the first count.  However, no birds were seen during two other counts. This is the tenth year 


of seasonally “inactive” status.  Lek status becomes “historic” for 2015.  Signal Peak West lek was counted 


four count periods with males present all four counts and females present during the first three counts.   


 


Ohio Creek Zone:   


No birds were observed at Almont West, Antelope South Substation 1&2 , Flattop, Haystack, Iola 1, 


Stevens Creek West, and Teachout 1&2.  7MB was counted all four count periods.  Three males were 


observed during the second count period and one male was observed during the third.  No females were 


seen.  Since two males were not seen for two count periods and there were two count periods without any 


birds, annual status for 7 MB is "inactive".  Deer were present on the lek during the first, second, and third 


count and a coyote was seen on the lek during the third count with no apparent impact on the birds.  7MB 


Hupp was counted five times with males and females seen during all counts.  Four counts were completed 


at 7MB Eagle Ridge lek with males present all four counts and females in attendance during the first two 


counts.  Elk on the lek during the second count had no apparent impact on grouse.  Coyotes and cows on the 


lek during the fourth count moved several males off the lek.  Allen Lane was counted three times with birds 


in attendance all three count periods. Females were present only during the first count.  Almont was counted 


all four count periods plus the early count; grouse were present during all except the fourth count.  Females 


were observed only during the second count.  Two coyotes flushed grouse during the third count.  Antelope 


North Blinberry Gulch, counted all four counts, was active with males all four count period and one 


female was observed during the first and second counts.  A golden eagle predation attempt flushed most 


birds during the third count.  Antelope Ridge was counted three times with males present during the first 


and second counts.  No females were observed.  Campbell lek was counted four times. There were males 


and females in attendance each count period.  Coyotes were howling or near the lek during the first and 


second counts with no apparent impact to grouse, but a deer on the lek during the fourth count flushed all 


birds.  Flattop Section 31 was counted four times with males and females present all except no females 
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during the fourth count.  Deer near the lek during the second count had no apparent impact on grouse.  


Hartman Gulch was counted all four official count periods plus the early count.  Birds were observed 


during all counts, females during all but the third count.  A northern harrier pushed birds off the lek during 


the early count.  A raven flyover had no impact and a coyote on the lek flushed a couple of grouse off the 


lek during the third count.  Henkel Road lek was counted four times with males present during the first 


three counts.  Females were observed during the second and third counts.  A coyote on the lek flushed most 


of the grouse during the first count.  Iola 2 was counted four times with one male on the lek during the first 


and second counts.  Miller lek was counted six times, including the early count.  Females were seen during 


all except the early count. Ravens on the lek harassed and disturbed the grouse during the early count.  


Coyotes on the lek during the first count rushed at and flushed two males.  But coyotes, a raven flyover, and 


a golden eagle in the area during the second count, and coyotes during the third and fourth counts, had no 


apparent impact on the grouse.  Deer and/or elk were present during all counts with no apparent disturbance 


to the grouse. Ochs/Redden/Teachout 4 had males present during all four count periods, but females were 


present only during the first count.  Coyotes were present on or near the lek during all four counts, flushing 


a male during the second count, but had no apparent impact on the grouse for all other counts.  Stevens 


Creek East was counted five times, including the early count.  Males were counted each of the count 


periods.  Females were seen only during the first count.  Taila’s lek was counted four count periods with 


males and females seen all counts except no females the fourth count period.  Two porcupines on the lek 


moved the birds into the sage brush during the first count.  Deer on the lek during the second count period 


had no impact on grouse.  Status for 2015 changes back to "active".  Teachout 3, 5, & 6 had males and 


females in attendance all four counts.  A heavy rain during the fourth count may have reduced the number of 


grouse counted.  A HMC of 142 during the third count and a HFC of 23 during the first count were the high 


counts of the season among all leks.  A red-tail hawk flew over during the second count causing 


approximately 40 males to flush to another part of the lek.  Grouse quickly returned to their original strutting 


areas after approximately 5 minutes. 


  


Sapinero Zone:   


Pine Creek Mesa (PCM) East, PCM South, PCM Powerline, and PCM Ute Ranch were not counted due 


to private land access issues.  These four leks are not used in the current data analysis since these leks could 


not be observed, and have not been counted for several years.  No birds were observed at Big Springs, 


Ninemile, Sapinero 10 Mile Spring (2), Sapinero Corral, and Willow Creek Mesa.  Big Springs and 


Ninemile, counted only once this year with no birds counted, remain with an “unknown” annual and official 


status.  Kezar Basin North & Hupp was counted during all four count periods with males present each 


count and five females present during the first count.  Three pronghorn on the lek during the first count had 


no apparent impact.  Kezar Basin South was counted all four count periods with males present during the 


second count. Sapinero 10 Mile Spring (2) was counted four times with no males or females present.  


Coyotes were heard howling near the lek during the fourth count.  Sapinero Powerline (1) and Sapinero 


South were each counted four times with males in attendance each time.  Females were present all but the 


second count at Sapinero South and only during the first count at Sapinero Powerline.  Sapinero Ridge was 


counted all four counts with males present all but the third count and females present during the first and 


fourth counts.  Snow and/or fog impacted visibility at the Sapinero leks during the second and fourth counts.  


Mule deer presence during the first and third counts and coyotes howling during the second count had no 


impact on grouse at Sapinero Powerline.  Elk on the lek during the first count and coyotes howling and 


ravens on the lek at Sapinero Ridge during the fourth count resulted in no response by grouse.  Coyotes 


howling during the first and fourth counts, and pronghorn on the lek during the fourth count at Sapinero 


South resulted in no response by grouse.  Willow Creek Mesa lek is officially “historic” and was visited 


once with no birds observed.   


 


Peak Lek Attendance    
 


The total number of males observed on all leks visited peaked during the first count period at 821 (Table 6).  


A total of 41 leks were determined “active.”  The peak male attendance per individual lek occurred during 
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the first count period with 23 leks having their highest male counts (Table 7).  Twelve leks peaked during 


the second count period, 17 during the third count period, and 9 during the fourth count period.  Eight leks 


had multiple periods when the same HMC was observed.  Female lek attendance peaked in the first count 


period with 161 individuals (Table 6).  Seven leks had multiple periods with the same peak female 


attendance.  Of leks determined “active,” three were counted three count periods, 38 were counted all four 


count periods.  Seventeen leks with males had no females observed.  One lek had a female with no males 


observed. 


 


Table 6. Number of individual Gunnison sage-grouse observed on leks in the Gunnison Basin from 22 


March to 10 May 2015, compared to 2014 counts.   


  22 – 31 March 1 – 10 April 11 – 20 April 21 – 30 April 1 – 10 May 


Year 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 


Males 39 115 452 821 605 632 604 782 629 651 


Females 2 30 153 161 178 52 50 46 32 19 


 


 


Table 7. Number of Gunnison sage-grouse leks that peaked per count period in the Gunnison Basin from 1 


April to 10 May 2015   


  1 – 10 April 11 – 20 April 21 – 30 April 1 – 10 May 


Males 23 12 17 9 


Females 28 8 6 2 


 
 


Copulations 
   


Fifteen copulations were observed this season during regular designated counts.  No copulations were 


observed during the early count.  In comparison, only four copulations were observed in 2014.  


 


Mortalities 
 


Two, possibly three, mortalities were documented at two different leks in 2015.  Mortalities were 


determined by observing and/or collecting bird remains.  Mortalities occurred at Razor Dome 1&2 and 


South Parlin Lower (#1) leks.  Although these mortalities are thought to be as a result of predation, type of 


predator is unknown. 


 


Count Data by Zone (Appendix D) 


 


Doyleville Zone:  


The Doyleville Zone consists of 16 leks that make up nine Lek Areas.  This year, nine leks were active, five 


inactive, and two historic.  The Official Status of the leks within this zone is nine active, two inactive, three 


unknown, and two historic.  Six leks saw an increase in the number of males observed this year in 


comparison with last year, five leks had a decrease in the number of males, and five leks were the same.  


Seven of the nine Lek Areas are “active” this year with two lek areas “inactive”.  The total number of males 


observed in this zone was 228, up from the 214 males observed in 2014.  The high female count was 63, 


down from 73 observed in 2014.  


 


Gold Basin Zone:   


The Gold Basin Zone consists of 17 leks that make up five Lek Areas.  This year there were eight active 


leks, seven inactive leks, one unknown lek, and one historic lek.  The Official Status of the leks within the 


zone is eight active leks, two inactive leks, four unknown leks, and three historic leks. Five leks decreased in 


the number of males observed this year compared with last year, seven leks increased, and five leks had no 
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change.  All five of the Lek Areas are officially “active”.  The total number of males observed in this zone 


was 174, down slightly from 176 observed last year.  The high female count was 25, down from 49 females 


observed in 2014. 


 


Lost Canyon Zone:   


The Lost Canyon Zone consists of 14 leks that make up four Lek Areas.  There were five active leks, six 


inactive leks, and three historic leks this season.  The Official Status of the leks within this zone are:  five 


active leks, three inactive leks, one unknown leks, and five historic leks.  Four leks increased in the number 


of males observed, four leks decreased, and six had no change.  All four Lek Areas are officially “active” 


this year.  The total number of males observed in this zone was 46, down from 47 males in 2014.  Five 


females were observed this year, the same number observed in 2014. 


 


Ohio Creek Zone:  


The Ohio Creek Zone consists of 26 leks that make up six Lek Areas.  This year there were 15 active leks, 


eight inactive leks, no unknown, and three historic leks.  The Official Status of the leks within the zone are 


15 active leks, two inactive leks, four unknown leks, and five historic.  Fourteen leks increased in the 


number of males observed compared with 2014, three leks decreased, and nine leks had no change.   All six 


Lek Areas are officially “active” this year.  The total number of males observed in this zone was 408, a large 


increase from the 274 males observed in 2014.  The high female count was 63, down from 86 observed in 


2014.   


 


Sapinero Zone: 


The Sapinero Zone consists of 10 leks that make up five Lek Areas.  The Pine Creek Mesa North and Pine 


Creek Mesa South Lek Areas are not included in this analysis.  The leks in these areas cannot be counted 


due to land access issues.  This year there were four active leks, three inactive leks, two unknown leks, and 


one historic lek that constitutes it own Lek Area.  The Official Status of leks within the zone are four active 


leks, five unknown leks, and one historic lek.  Four leks increased in the number of males observed this year 


compared with last year, one lek decreased.  Three Lek Areas are officially “active” this year.  The total 


number of males observed in this zone is 118, up from 100 males observed in 2014.  Eighteen females were 


observed this year, down from 26 observed in 2014.  


 


Population Estimate 
 


1997 Conservation Plan Model 


The high male count in 2015 is 974.  The estimated minimum male population of Gunnison sage-grouse for 


the known leks is 1,299.  The estimated minimum female population of Gunnison sage-grouse is 2,598 


(double the number of estimated males).  The population estimate for the minimum total number of 


Gunnison sage-grouse is 3,897 birds, up 653 birds from 2014 (Table 8).  A target level of 867 is the 


minimum spring male population goal established in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Conservation Plan 1997. 
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Table 8.  1997 Gunnison Sage-grouse Conservation Plan - Summary of population data from Gunnison 


sage-grouse lek counts in the Gunnison Basin, 1995–2015.  HMC = high male count, HFC = high female 


count, male population estimate = HMC/.75, female population estimate = (male population estimate) x (2), 


population estimate = male + female population estimates. 


Year HMC 


% ∆ in 


Males 


Est. Male 


Population* 


Relationship 


to Target 


Level (867)** HFC 


Est. 


Female 


Population 


Population 


Estimate 


1995 449 n/a 599 below  n/a 1,198 1,797 


1996 587 30.7 783 below  n/a 1,565 2,348 


1997 645 9.88 860 below  n/a 1,720 2,580 


1998 706 n/a 941 above 203 1,883 2,824 


1999 723 2.4 964 above 230 1,928 2,892 


2000 636 -12 848 below 179 1,696 2,544 


2001 712 11.9 949 above 154 1,899 2,848 


2002 617 -13.3 823 below 216 1,645 2,468 


2003 500 -19 667 below 156 1,333 2,000 


2004 498 -0.4 664 below 66 1,328 1,992 


2005 971*** 92.4 1,295 above 193 2,555 3,885 


2006 1061  9.3 1,415 above 165 2,830 4,245 


2007 941 -11.3 1255 above 148 2,510 3,765 


2008 748 -20.5 997 above 197 1,994 2,991 


2009 778 4.0 1037 above 215 2,074 3,111 


2010 745 -4.2 993 above 227 1,986 2,980 


2011 763 2.4 1,017 above 233 2,034 3,051 


2012 832 9.0 1,109 above 138 2,218 3,327 


2013 848 1.9 1,131 above 236 2,262 3,393 


2014 811 -4.4 1,081 above 239 2,163 3,244 


2015 974 20.1 1,299 above 175 2,598 3,897 


*Rounded prior to determining female population estimate 


**Target level is minimum spring male population determined by the Gunnison Basin LWG in the 


Gunnison Sage-grouse Conservation Plan (1997) needed to sustain a viable Gunnison sage-grouse 


population 


***includes count for Big Mesa lek in 2005 to present 


 


 


2005 Rangewide Conservation Plan Model 


The high male count in 2015 is 974.  The Basin-wide estimate of male Gunnison sage-grouse based on 


counted leks is 1,838 (number of males observed divided by 53%).  The target level (836) is modeled 


population capability for males in occupied, vacant, and potential sage-grouse habitat in the Gunnison 


Basin.  The estimated female population for the Gunnison Basin is 2,941 (multiply the estimated male 


population by 1.6).  The population estimate for the entire Gunnison Basin, calculated using known lek 


counts, is 4,779 birds, up by 801 birds from 2014 (Table 9).  The population target for the Gunnison Basin 


identified in the 2005 Gunnison Sage-grouse RCP is set at a long-term (10-year) average of 3,000 birds.  


The current 10-year average (2006–2015) population estimate is 4,171 birds, well above the 3,000 target. 
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Table 9.   2005 Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan - Summary of population data from 


Gunnison sage-grouse lek counts in the Gunnison Basin, 1995–2015.  HMC = high male count, HFC = high 


female count, male population estimate = HMC/.53, female population estimate = (male population 


estimate) x (1.6), population estimate = male + female population estimates. 


Year HMC 


% ∆ in 


Males 


Est. Male 


Population* 


Relationship 


to Target 


Level(836)** HFC 


Est. 


Female 


Population 


Population 


Estimate 


1995 449 n/a 847 above n/a 1,355 2,202 


1996 587 30.7 1,108 above  n/a 1,773 2,881 


1997 645 9.88 1,217 above  n/a 1,947 3,164 


1998 706 n/a 1,332 above 203 2,131 3,463 


1999 723 2.4 1,364 above 230 2,183 3,547 


2000 636 -12 1,200 above 179 1,920 3,120 


2001 712 11.9 1,343 above 154 2,149 3,492 


2002 617 -13.3 1,164 above 216 1,863 3,027 


2003 500 -19 943 above 156 1,509 2,452 


2004 498 -0.4 940 above 66 1,503 2,443 


2005*** 971 92.4 1,832 above 193 2,931 4,763 


2006 1,061 9.3 2,002 above 165 3,203 5,205 


2007 941 -11.3 1,775 above 148 2,840 4,615 


2008 748 -20.5 1,411 above 197 2,258 3,669 


2009 778 4.0 1,468 above 215 2,349 3,817 


2010 745 -4.2 1,406 above 227 2,250 3,656 


2011 763 2.4 1,440 above 233 2,304 3,744 


2012 832 9.0 1,570 above 138 2,512 4,082 


2013 848 1.9 1,600 above 236 2,560 4,160 


2014 811 -4.4 1,530 above 239 2,448 3,978 


2015 974 20.1 1,838 above 175 2,941 4,779 


*Rounded prior to determining female population estimate  


**Target level is modeled population capability for males in occupied, vacant, and potential sage-grouse 


habitat in the Gunnison basin from the 2005 Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan 


*** includes count for Big Mesa lek in 2005 to present 
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Figure 1.  RCP (2005) Population Estimates for the Gunnison Basin from 1996–2015. 
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Three-Year Moving Averages 
 


Three-year moving averages of HMCs are used to assess the sustainability of Gunnison sage-grouse in the Gunnison Basin.  The three-year average for 


2013–2015 is 878 males, which represents a 5.8% increase from the 830 males moving average calculated for 2012–2014 (Table 10). 


 


 


Table 10.  Three-year moving averages of male Gunnison sage-grouse based on spring lek counts from 1996–2015*.  Also calculated is the percent 


change between yearly averages. 


 


Year HMC 1996-1998 1997-1999 1998-2000 1999-2001 2000-2002 2001-2003 2002-2004 2003-2005 2004-2006 2005-2007 2006-2008 


1996 587 avg = 646                             


 


        


 1997 645   avg = 691                         


 


        


1998 706 % ∆ = 15.3   avg = 688                     


 


        


1999 723     % ∆ = 7   avg = 690                 


 


        


2000 636         % ∆ = -0.4   avg = 655             


 


        


2001 712             % ∆ = 0.3   avg = 610         


 


        


2002 617                 % ∆ = -5.1   avg = 538     


 


        


2003 500                     % ∆ = -6.9   avg = 652          


2004 498                         % ∆ = -12     
  


avg =   839 


 


 


 


% ∆ = 28.7 


        


2005 


    


958**                             % ∆ = 21.1 avg = 


  


987     


2006 1061                                    avg = 916 


2007 941                                 


 


% ∆ = 17.6     


2008 748                                 


 


    % ∆ = -7.2 


 


 *continued on next page 


 **HMC does not include count for newly discovered Big Mesa lek
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Table 10 (continued).  Three-year moving averages of male Gunnison sage-grouse based on spring lek counts from 2007–2015.   


 


 


Year HMC 2007-2009 2008-2010 2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013 2012-2014 2013-2015    


2007 941 avg = 822                                     


2008 748   avg = 757                                 


2009 778 % ∆ = -10.3   avg = 762                             


2010 745     % ∆ = -7.9   avg = 


  


780                         


2011 763         % ∆ =   0.7   avg = 814                     


2012 832             % ∆ =   2.4   avg = 830                 


2013 848                 % ∆ =      4.4   avg=  878             


2014 811                     % ∆ = 1.9             


2015 974                         % ∆ =   5.8           
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Conservation Plan Objectives 


 


Males/Lek Area 
 


According to the 1997 Gunnison Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan, a minimum of 25 Lek Areas should be 


active with a minimum of 26 males per area in order to meet the minimum male population goal of 867.  


This year, 25 Lek Areas are active, which does meets the plan objective of 25, with an average of 39.0 


males/Lek Area  (974 total males divided by 25 Active Lek Areas).  The average number of males per 


area is up from the 33.8 males per Lek Area calculated in 2014.  Appendix J shows a revised table with 


corrected male and female numbers per Lek Area.  This table was not updated inadvertently in the 2014 


Gunnison Basin lek count report. 


 


Ungulate/Avian/Predator Disturbances 
 


Ungulates were observed 49 times on or near leks.  Antelope were recorded on or near leks sixteen times.  


Eight times there were antelope, but no birds.  Eight times the antelope had no effect on strutting birds. 


Pronghorn did not flush or disturb grouse on any occasion.  Deer were recorded seventeen times.  Deer 


were on the lek with no birds in attendance on one occasion.  Deer flushed or disturbed birds twice.  


Fourteen times deer had no effect on the birds.  Elk were documented thirteen times.  Elk had no effect on 


the birds on all thirteen occasions.   


 


Birds other than grouse which were noted over, on, or near leks included:  geese (1x), golden eagles (7x), 


northern harrier (1x), red-tail hawk (1x), rough legged hawk (1x), magpie (1x), and ravens (19x).  Golden 


eagles flushed or disturbed grouse three times, had no impact three times, and no grouse were present 


once.  Ravens flushed or disturbed a lek twice.  Ravens had no impact on grouse at the lek twelve times 


and on five occasions no grouse were present.  The northern harrier and red-tail hawk presence flushed 


the grouse, and the sharpshin and rough-legged hawks had no impact on grouse. The magpie was chased 


by a male grouse and the geese had no impact on grouse 


 


Coyotes on or near leks were documented 44 times.  Those observations yielded eleven instances of birds 


flushing, moving away from the lek, or stopped displaying, twenty seven times with no response noted, 


five times the coyote(s) were on a lek with no birds in attendance.  Coyotes were heard howling twelve 


times.  A bobcat flushed grouse once and an ermine running through a lek had no impact on grouse. 


  


Runners were observed near the lek at Hartman Gulch, no response was noted.  Vehicle activities were 


recorded twelve times, disrupting birds twice (both times at Waunita Northwest).  Porcupines were 


reported once, apparently disturbing grouse at Taila’s lek.  Jackrabbits were seen on leks three times with 


no apparent impact on grouse.  Cattle were reported on a lek twice with no response from the grouse.  


Dogs were heard barking or were on or near a lek on three occasions, with no response noted once and 


birds flushing twice.   


 


Research and Monitoring  
 


Colorado Parks and Wildlife continued an analysis of demographic and movement patterns of radio-


collared Gunnison sage-grouse in the Gunnison Basin.  Resource selection models based on seasonal 


habitats are being developed based on Dr. Mike Phillips’s research conducted between 2005–2011.  


Colorado Parks and Wildlife researchers, Drs. Tony Apa and Mindy Rice, are working on this effort after 


the departure of Dr. Mike Phillips.  No translocation of Gunnison sage-grouse from the Gunnison Basin 


to outlying populations occurred in the spring of 2015.  Biologists continue to monitor radio-transmitter 


equipped grouse in the Crawford, San Miguel Basin, and Pinon Mesa populations.   
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Photography 
 


The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee accepted applications from wildlife photographers 


wanting original photos of Gunnison sage-grouse for conservation projects (i.e., books, brochures, 


presentations) during the winter of 2014/15.  Applications were due February 1
st
 2015.  No applications 


were approved for the spring of 2015.  Colorado Parks and Wildlife would like to thank landowners that 


have participated in the program in the past by granting permission for guides and photographers to 


access leks on private lands for this unique opportunity.  A sub-set of grouse images are available for 


educational purposes by contacting Nathan Seward at (970) 641-7060 or at Nathan.Seward@state.co.us. 


 


Wildlife photographers interested in applying for access to a Gunnison sage-grouse lek in the spring of 


2016 should contact Nathan Seward or Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation 


Coordinator, at JCochran@gunnisoncounty.org or by phone (970) 641-7604 to discuss.  


 


Searches/New Leks 
 


In April and May of 2015, lek searches were conducted in areas previously suspected of having sage-


grouse strutting activity.  Areas checked were south of Camp Kettle (Section 9), west and south of Razor 


Dome, and Cochetopa SWA – Los Pinos Creek.  All potential leks were checked early morning for 


strutting activity.  One male and one female were observed at the Section 9 site on April 21 and two 


males and two females were observed on April 30.  Additional visits on May 1 and 6 resulted in no 


grouse observations.  It is suggested that this site be considered for regular counts (all four count periods) 


in 2016.  


 


Historic Leks (where birds were observed) 
 


Grouse were not observed on any “historic” lek in 2015. 


 


Inactive Leks (where birds were observed) 
 


Each year several leks receive an “inactive” designation, despite having male sage-grouse present during 


one or more of the four count periods.  For example, if one male was observed displaying on a lek during 


the first count period and none observed in subsequent count periods, the lek would not be deemed 


“active” because it fails to meet the definition outlined in the status protocols.   


 


In 2015, grouse were observed on the following “inactive” leks:  North Parlin West (1, 0, 0, 0)* and 


Waterbar (1, nc, 0, 0).  Their annual and official status remains "inactive".  Signal Peak (2, 0, 0, nc) had 


birds observed during the first count but 2015 is the tenth year of inactive status, its annual status is 


“inactive” and official status for 2015 becomes “historic”.   


* - number of males counted in each count period, nc = no count 


 


Unknown Leks (where birds were observed) 
 


If a lek had >2 males observed during a count period and zero or one male counted during consecutive 


counts, the lek would be classified as “unknown” if it did not meet the “inactive” criteria.  Additionally, if 


some leks can’t be counted every count period and/or have bad weather days, their status may be 


classified as “unknown”.  Data from the Waunita lek, accumulated everyday by both Sis-ka-dee and Jim 


Mendonca over the past several years has shown that inclement weather affects male attendance.  For 


example in 2007 the HMC recorded by Jim Mendonca was 42.  However, on inclement weather days the 


count dropped down between zero and two 2 males (April 10 = two males, April 24 = one male, April 28 



mailto:Nathan.Seward@state.co.us

mailto:JCochran@gunnisoncounty.org
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= zero males).  A lek would also be classified as “unknown” if it is not counted the appropriate number of 


times to determine its status.   


 


In 2015, grouse were observed on nine leks with an "unknown" status.  7MB (0, 3, 1, 0)*, Chance Gulch 


B (0, 1, 0, nc), Double D (0, 0, 1, 1), Iola 2 (1, 1, 0, 0), Kezar Basin South (0, 4, 0, 0), North Parlin South 


(2, 0, 1, 0), Ohio Creek A&C (0, 0, 1 female, 0), and Ridgeline (2, 0, 0, 0).  Their annual status becomes 


"inactive", official status remains "unknown" for all leks except North Parlin South which becomes 


“inactive”.  Antelope Ridge (4, 2, nc, 0) had birds observed with at least 2 males seen during two counts, 


the status for 2015 becomes “active”.   


* - number of males counted in each count period, nc = no count 


 


Active Leks (where an insufficient number of birds were observed) 
 


In 2015, three "active" status leks had an insufficient number of males counted to maintain an "active" 


status. McCabe Lane (3, 1, 0, 0)* was counted four count periods and South Parlin 1 (0, 0, nc, nc) was 


counted three times including the early count in 2015, but males counted were insufficient for active 


status.  Since zero males were observed during two count periods and these leks do not meet the criteria 


for “active” status (2 counts with at least 2 males each), these previously “active” leks change to 


“inactive” in 2015.  Their official status will be "unknown".  Chance Gulch E (1, nc, 0, 4) was counted 


three count periods in 2015 with males observed during only one count.  Since zero males were observed 


during only one count period and the lek does not meet the criteria for “active” status, annual and official 


status will be “unknown”. 


* - number of males counted in each count period, nc = no count 


 


Inactive and Historic Leks 
 


Three leks, Antelope South 1&2 Substation, North Parlin South, and South Parlin (#3), went from official 


status “unknown” to “inactive” because 2015 represents their fifth year of seasonally inactive status.  Five 


leks had ten years of seasonally inactive status in 2015.  The Almont West, Iola 1, North Parlin Hupp, 


Signal Peak, and Tylers leks official status is now “historic”. 


 


 


Recommendations 
 


If spring trapping occurs, continued coordination between trapping personnel and lek counters is key.  


Leks should not be counted the morning after trapping has occurred in these areas.  Explore the feasibility 


of trapping only during the fall. 


 


In 2015, coordinated counts continued as modified in 2013.  No additional changes were identified as 


needed.  Coordinated counts should be reviewed annually as to whether they are advantageous and 


provide usable information. 


 


In 2015, grouse were not displaying within the Antelope Ridge lek as displayed on the count sheet.  


Continued monitoring of the exact display locations for this lek should occur in 2016 and if needed, the 


mapped lek location should be adjusted. 


 


The potential new lek known as Section 9 should be counted at least all four count periods in 2016 to 


determine its lek status. 
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Discussion 
 


Gunnison sage-grouse breeding activity started earlier in 2015.  This was likely attributed to above 


average temperatures in late February and March.  Little to no snow cover provided good access to leks.  


Grouse distribution among leks was good with some higher elevation leks that are typically snow covered 


during the first count period having good grouse attendance.  Distribution of birds on leks appeared more 


widespread, possibly because of younger, less dominant birds participating around the periphery of the 


lek.  This may be an indicator that excellent range conditions observed during the summer of 2014 


enhanced chick survival and recruitment, and number of birds observed during this year’s lek counts.  


Other indices, such as the number of Gunnison sage-grouse observed during big game classification 


flights conducted in January of 2015, demonstrated that grouse numbers had increased compared to 


numbers observed in 2014.  Overall, the population trend of Gunnison sage-grouse in the Gunnison Basin 


is increasing slightly. 
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Appendices 
 


Appendix A:  Individuals involved with Gunnison sage-grouse counts in the Gunnison Basin during 2015.  


 


Name Affiliation  Contribution 


Curtis Allen Landowner Access 


John Alves CPW Lek Counter 


Gay Austin BLM Lek Counter 


Kristin Barker CPW Lek Counter 


Kevin Blecha CPW Lek Counter 


Andrew Breibart BLM Lek Counter 


Brian Brown BLM Lek Counter 


Rebecca Bruno BLM Lek Counter 


Theresa Childers NPS Lek Counter 


Jim and Pam Christian Landowners Access 


Creed Clayton USFWS Lek Counter 


Jim Cochran Gunnison County Keys/Gate Codes 


Reesa Conrey CPW Lek Counter 


Ronald Crist WSCU Lek Counter 


Maggie deLauter CPW Lek Counter 


Tara deValois BLM Lek Counter 


Brandon Diamond CPW Lek Counter 


Kathaleen Dixon CPW Office Support/ Lek Counter 


Jeff Ewert Volunteer Lek Counter 


Jessica Frey NPS Lek Counter 


Nick Gallowich CPW Lek Counter 


Burt and Sandy Guerrieri Landowners Lek Counters/Access 


Dakin Henderson Videographer/Photographer Lek Counter 


Lowell Inman Castleton Ranch Manager Lek Counter/Access 


Mike Jackson CPW Lek Counter/Coordinator 


Russ Japuntich BLM Lek Counter/Gates Codes 


Paul Jones CPW Lek Counter 


Pamela King NPS Lek Counter 


Pat Magee Sisk-a-dee, WSCU Lek Counter 


Tony Maldarella Landowner Lek Counter/Access 


Lucas Martin CPW Lek Counter 


Blane Mazzuca Gunnison County Keys/Gate Codes 


Marnie Medina BLM Lek Counter 


Sara Miller USFS Lek Counter 


Val Organek CPW Lek Counter 


Suzie Parker USFS Lek Counter 


Chris Parmeter CPW Lek Counter 


Greg Peterson Landowner Access 


Ryan Pringle Landowner Access 


Zenyth Propst Volunteer Lek Counter 


Brett Redden Landowner Access 


Logan Reese NPS Lek Counter 


Dan Schneider WSCU Lek Counter 


John Scott NRCS Lek Counter 


Nathan Seward CPW Lek Counter/Lead Biologist 


Reilly Seward Volunteer Lek Counter 


Mascel  Sudi WSCU Lek Counter 


Bill Trampe Landowner Access 


Brooke Vasquez NRCS Lek Counter 


Gavin Vasquez Volunteer Lek Counter 


Matt Vasquez USFS Lek Counter/Gate Codes 


J Wenum CPW Lek Counter 


Liz With NRCS Lek Counter 


Danny Zadra CPW Lek Counter 







26 


 


Appendix B:   Gunnison Sage-Grouse Lek Count Procedures 2015 
 


 


 
I would like to thank everyone for their cooperation in assisting with the Gunnison sage-grouse lek counts 


this year.  The following is a reminder of the lek count procedures and survey instructions for 2015. 


 


 


1. Visit your leks prior to your count date to insure that you know exactly where you need to go and 


what equipment (4 wheeler, snowmobile, spotting scope, binoculars) you will need. 


 


2. Attempt to arrive at the lek before sunrise and stay until all birds have left. 


 


3. If your lek(s) requires a gate code or key to access, please check with me or the appropriate 


agency and make sure that you lock the gate behind you.  


 


4. Attempt to use the observation point notated on the map/datasheet and notify me if you change it. 


 


5. Limit the amount of disturbance created by your presence – minimal noise, movement, etc. 


 


6. Counts should be taken and documented approximately every 5-10 minutes, differentiating 


between males, females, and unknowns. 


 


7. Please take note of weather, bird disturbances including predators, and bird movement (direction 


and time) off/on the lek.  If the weather is bad (windy, rainy, snowy, etc) or if the birds flush due 


to disturbance before you get an accurate count, try to conduct a second count for that count 


period. 


 


8. Record on the datasheets exactly what you saw as accurately as possible, especially if you were 


counting multiple leks simultaneously and combining them on the sheet.  For example, if you 


count leks A and B at the same time and you are using the same datasheet for both, make note of 


the high counts and abnormalities for each separately on the sheet.  This includes “use” areas 


close to the lek.   


 


9. If your birds have shifted from their “traditional” lek site, please note on the map where you 


actually saw the birds.   


 


10. A schedule and listing of leks and their observers will be posted in the CPW office copy room 


with a tray to hand in datasheets. 


 


11. Please look on the schedule or check your datasheets to see the “official” cumulative status of 


your leks (I will attempt to pencil in the status on data sheets this year) – this will help you 


determine how many times to count the lek: 


 


Active leks need to be counted at least once each 10-day count period starting April 1.   The 


count periods are:  4/1-10, 4/11-20, 4/21-30, 5/1-10 


 


Unknown leks must be counted once during each of the first two count periods starting April 1.  


If you don’t have any birds on both counts, you are finished.  However, if you find birds during 


only one count, you need to go out at least a third time.  If there are not at least two counts with at 


least two males, we cannot say that the lek is active. 
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Inactive leks need to be counted once during each of the first two count periods starting April 1.  


If you don’t have any birds on both counts, you are finished.   However, if you find birds during 


only one count, you need to go out at least a third time.  If there are not at least two counts with at 


least two males, we cannot say that the lek is active.* 


 


Historic leks need to be counted once during either of the first two count periods starting April 1.  


If you find birds at that count, please count at least two additional periods so that we can get an 


official designation.* 


 


* The official protocol is that a lek must be inactive (<2 males for 2 count periods) for 5 


consecutive years before we can officially say that the lek is cumulatively Inactive.  Therefore, if 


we only count a lek once, we have to say that it was “Unknown” and the leks cumulative status 


has to start over again at 0 years Inactive.  A lek must be Inactive for 10 consecutive years before 


we can officially say that the lek is Historic. 


 


12. If you are responsible for a Coordinated lek, please follow the posted schedule, birds from these 


leks potentially travel between leks and we don’t want to double count them (this is why you 


need to note bird movement (direction and time)).  The same rules that we use for the 


uncoordinated leks (number and timing) also apply to the coordinated leks.  An Inactive or 


Unknown coordinated lek only need to be counted on the first two dates listed on the schedule 


unless you find birds.  Please note, some leks have been dropped from the coordinated counts 


because of a lack of movement observed between nearby leks.  Please check your count sheet 


envelope, the count schedule, or call me to verify if your lek is part of a coordinated count. 


 


13. Please try to bring in the datasheets and mark off the lek on the schedule as soon as possible 


after you have completed the count. 


 


14. If, for any reason, you will not be able to complete a count for a given period, please let me know 


as soon as possible and I will try to find someone to cover that count.     


                                          


If you have any questions, comments, or suggestions, please feel free to contact me. 


 


 


Michael Jackson 


Lek Count Coordinator 


Work: 641-7060 


Cell: 970-275-5595 


mdjacks1@yahoo.com 


mike.jackson@state.co.us 


 


 



mailto:mdjacks1@yahoo.com

mailto:mike.jackson@state.co.us
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Appendix C:   Weather summary from 22 March–10 May, 2015 for the town of Gunnison, CO, 


courtesy of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration weather station, site 053662.  Note: As 


weather data is for the town of Gunnison, differences exist for actual lek sites (typically more 


precipitation and lower temperatures).  Also, measurements begin 24hrs before the date of 


collection at 8am, so data is realistically one day off.  M = missing data;  S = snow; T = trace 


amounts 
 


Month Date Max (°F) Min (°F) Water (in.) Snow (in.) 


  22 57 19 0 0 


  23 53 23 0 0 


  24 59 27 0 0 


  25 53 18 0 0 


March 26 45 13 0 0 


  27 56 14 0 0 


  28 63 22 0 0 


  29 68 23 0 0 


  30 68 21 0 0 


  31 67 19 0 0 


  1 69 25 0 0 


  2 62 28 0 0 


  3 57 23 0 0 


  4 50 12 0 0 


  5 59 19 0 0 


  6 63 27 0 0 


  7 64 21 0 0 


  8 62 21 0 0 


  9 59 18 0 0 


  10 54 21 0 0 


  11 61 21 0 0 


  12 63 19 0 0 


  13 61 14 0 0 


  14 66 18 0 0 


April 15 67 25 0 0 


  16 45 19 0.03 0.5 


  17 48 27 0.46 4.5 


  18 38 16 0 M 


  19 39 23 0.10 M 


  20 53 28 0 0 


  21 55 23 0 0 


  22 63 23 0 0 


  23 64 25 0 0 


  24 60 27 0 0 


  25 55 26 0 M 


 26 55 31 0 M 


  27 59 28 0.12 0 


  28 60 26 0 0 


  29 63 27 0 0 


  30 68 28 0 0 


  1 70 33 0 0 


  2 74 32 0 0 


  3 69 33 0 0 


  4 68 36 0.40 0 


May 5 64 40 0.02 0 


  6 50 41 0.54 0 


  7 60 35 0.06 0 


  8 61 33 0 0 


  9 64 32 M M 


  10 45 32 M M 
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Appendix D:  Gunnison sage-grouse lek count data in the Gunnison Basin in 2014 and 2015, organized by zone.  HMC=High Male Count, HFC=High Female Count 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females Lek Site 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


2014 


HMC 


2015 # 


Counts 


2015 


HMC 


2015 


HFC 


2015 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 


D
o
y
le


v
il


le
 


Cochetopa Dome 1 0 Double D I 2 4 1 0 I U April 22/no females 


Needle Creek 0 0 Needle Creek H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Razor Creek 28 16 


Razor Creek A 29 5 28 16 A A April 4/April 4 


Razor Creek 1&2 H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Razor Creek Divide 27 7 Razor Creek Divide A 25 5 27 7 A A April 2/April 2 


Razor Dome 31 4 Razor Dome 1&2 A 23 4 31 4 A A April 21/May 2 


South Parlin 58 27 


South Parlin Lower (#1) A 26 5 18 7 A A April 4, 21/April 4 


South Parlin Upper (#2) A 43 4 40 20 A A April 21/April 3 


South Parlin 1 A 11 3 0 0 I U no birds 


South Parlin (#3) I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Monson Gulch 16 0 


Monson Gulch I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Monson Gulch on East Ridge I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Vito A 12 4 16 0 A A April 9/no females 


Waunita 43 6 


Waunita A 7 4 24 4 A A May 8/April 13 


Waunita Northwest A 17 4 19 2 A A April 13/April 13 


Woods Gulch 24 3 Woods Gulch A 19 5 24 3 A A April 19/April 8, 19 


G
o
ld


 B
as


in
 


Chance Gulch 40 7 


Chance Gulch A 22 4 24 4 A A April 21/April 7 


Chance Gulch B I 0 4 1 0 I U April 16/no females 


Chance Gulch C I 0 4 0 0 I H no birds 


Chance Gulch E A 13 3 4 0 U U April 28/no females 


Tylers I 0 3 0 0 I H no birds 


Meyers A 9 3 10 3 A A April 1/April 1 


Waterbar I 0 3 1 0 I I April 1/no females 


Gold Basin 37 3 


South Beaver Creek A 24 4 37 3 A A May 8/April 29 


Gold Basin 1&2 H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


McCabe Lane 12 0 


Big Mesa A 7 4 7 0 A A April 8, May 7/no females 


McCabe Lane A 9 4 3 0 I U April 2/no females 


Ridgeline  I 1 4 2 0 I U April 8/no females 
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Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females Lek Site 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


2013 


HMC 


2015 # 


Counts 


2015 


HMC 


2015 


HFC 


2015 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 
G


o
ld


 


B
as


in
 


(c
o
n


t.
) 


Six Mile 33 13 


Dutch Gulch I 6 4 5 1 A A April 15/April 28 


South Six Mile Hupp I 1 4 0 0 I I no birds 


South Six Mile Meadow A 11 4 11 8 A A April 7/April 7 


South Six Mile Ridge A 16 4 17 4 A A April 26/April 7 


Sugar Creek 52 2 Sugar Creek A 57 4 52 2 A A April 7, May 8/April 7 


L
o


st
 C


an
y
o


n
 


Sewell Gulch/Hippie Knob 12 1 


Hippie Knob A 6 4 5 0 A A April 8/no females 


Sewell Gulch A 3 4 7 1 A A April 23/April 23 


Lost Canyon 21 2 


Esty H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Scout  A 25 4 21 2 A A April 27/April 20, May 9 


Waycamp I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


 Lost Canyon 1 H 0 2 0 0 H H no birds 


Lost Canyon 2 I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


North Parlin 7 0 


North Parlin Hupp I 0 4 0 0 I H no birds 


North Parlin North I 2 5 4 0 A A April 23/no females 


North Parlin South I 1 5 2 0 I I April 8/no females 


North Parlin West I 0 4 1 0 I I April 8/no females 


Tomichi Village 6 2 


Signal Peak I 0 3 2 0 I H April 9/no females 


Signal Peak West A 10 4 4 2 A A April 11/April 3 


Tomichi Village H 0 3 0 0 H H no birds 


O
h
io


 C
re


ek
 


Ohio Creek 208 33 


Allen Lane A 10 3 12 1 A A April 9/April 9 


Flattop H 0 2 0 0 H H no birds 


Flattop Section 31 A 15 4 25 6 A A April 21/April 6 


Ochs/Redden/Teachout4 A 22 4 29 2 A A April 9/April 9 


Ohio Creek East A & C I 0 2 0 1 I I no males/April 16 


Teachout 1 & 2 I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Teachout 3, 5, & 6 A 81 4 142 23 A A April 29/April 16 


Eagle Ridge 113 23 


Campbell A 9 5 16 4 A A May 4/April 2, 22 


Henkel Rd A 3 4 10 1 A A April 7/April 14, 24 


Miller A 27 5 22 2 A A April 21/April 10 


Taila's I 1 4 8 3 A A April 14, 24/April 7 


Triangle H nc 0 nc nc H H nc 


7MB U 2 4 3 0 I U April 14/no females 


7MB Eagle Ridge A 30 4 44 4 A A April 23/April 9 


7MB Hupp A 5 5 10 9 A A April 24/April 7 


Almont 8 2 


Almont A 9 5 8 2 A A April 20/April 20 


Almont West I 0 3 0 0 I H no birds 







31 


 


 


 


 


Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females Lek Site 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


2014 


HMC 


2015 # 


Counts 


2015 


HMC 


2015 


HFC 


2015 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 


O
h
io


 C
re


ek
 


(c
o
n


t.
) 


Antelope 31 1 


Antelope South Substation, 1, & 2 I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Antelope North Blinberry Gulch (3) A 17 4 27 1 A A April 13/April 7 


Antelope Ridge U 0 3 4 0 A A April 7/no females 


Hartman Gulch 36 3 Hartman Gulch A 29 5 36 3 A A April 8/April 8 


Iola 12 2 


Iola 1 I 0 2 0 0 I H no birds 


Iola 2 U 3 3 1 0 I U April 6, 15/no females 


Haystack I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Steven's Creek East A 11 5 11 2 A A April 6, 28/April 6 


Steven's Creek West H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


S
ap


in
er


o
 


Kezar Basin 42 5 


Kezar Basin North/Hupp A 32 4 38 5 A A April15/April 3 


Kezar Basin South U nc 4 4 0 I U April 14/no females 


Ninemile 0 0 


Big Springs U nc 1 0 0 U U no birds 


Ninemile U nc 1 0 0 U U no birds 


Pine Creek Mesa North nc nc 


Pine Creek Mesa East (2) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa Powerline (1&3) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa South nc nc 


Pine Creek Mesa South (5) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa Ute Ranch (4) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Willow Creek 0 0 Willow Creek Mesa H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Sapinero South 68 12 


Sapinero 10 Mile Spring (2) I 5 4 0 0 I U no birds 


Sapinero Corral (3) U nc 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Sapinero Ridge (4) A 5 4 5 2 A A April 5/April 5 


Sapinero South A 53 4 63 10 A A April 30/April 8 


Sapinero North 8 1 Sapinero Powerline (1) A 5 4 8 1 A A April 30/April 8 


     Shaded leks:  These leks cannot be counted due to private land access, and as of 2007 they are not used in data analysis.  
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Appendix E:  Gunnison sage-grouse high male counts on leks in the Doyleville Zone of the Gunnison Basin from 1998–2015. 
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Appendix F:  Gunnison sage-grouse high male counts on leks in the Gold Basin Zone of the Gunnison Basin from 1998–2015. 
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Appendix G:  Gunnison sage-grouse high male counts on leks in the Lost Canyon Zone of the Gunnison Basin from 1998–2015. 
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Appendix H:  Gunnison sage-grouse high male counts on leks in the Ohio Creek Zone of the Gunnison Basin from 1998–2015. 
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The following two graphs are a further breakdown of the previous graph: 
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Appendix I:  Gunnison sage-grouse high male counts on leks in the Sapinero Zone of the Gunnison Basin from 1998–2015. 
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      Willow Creek Mesa is Historic and PCM leks cannot be counted due to landowner access issues. 
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Appendix J:  Revised* 2014 Gunnison sage-grouse lek count data in the Gunnison Basin in 2013 and 2014, organized by zone.  HMC=High Male Count, HFC=High Female Count 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females* Lek Site 


2013 


Annual 


Status 


2013 


HMC 


2014 # 


Counts 


2014 


HMC 


2014 


HFC 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 


D
o
y
le


v
il


le
 


Cochetopa Dome 2 1 Double D A 4 4 2 1 I U April 1/April1 


Needle Creek 0 0 Needle Creek H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Razor Creek 29 17 


Razor Creek A 12 6 29 17 A A April 24/April 5 


Razor Creek 1&2 H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Razor Creek Divide 25 10 Razor Creek Divide A 37 6 25 10 A A April 22, May 6/April 23 


Razor Dome 23 1 Razor Dome 1&2 A 12 3 23 1 A A May 7/April 9 


South Parlin 80 28 


South Parlin Lower (#1) A 25 4 26 6 A A April 18/April 18 


South Parlin Upper (#2) A 38 4 43 4 A A April 30/April 9, 17 


South Parlin 1 I 0 5 11 18 A A April 4/April 4 


South Parlin (#3) I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Monson Gulch 12 1 


Monson Gulch I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Monson Gulch on East Ridge I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Vito A 20 4 12 1 A A April 23/April 13 


Waunita 24 9 


Waunita A 11 4 7 6 A A April 15/April 15 


Waunita Northwest A 23 4 17 3 A A May 8/April 9 


Woods Gulch 19 6 Woods Gulch A 7 6 19 6 A A April 24/April 10 


G
o
ld


 B
as


in
 


Chance Gulch 44 18 


Chance Gulch A 17 4 22 14 A A April 28/April 9 


Chance Gulch B I 1 4 0 0 I U no birds 


Chance Gulch C I 0 4 0 0 I I no birds 


Chance Gulch E A 14 3 13 2 A A April 14/April 14 


Tylers I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Meyers A 10 4 9 2 A A April 21/April 21 


Waterbar I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Gold Basin 24 3 


South Beaver Creek A 15 4 24 3 A A May 8/April 17, 24 


Gold Basin 1&2 H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


McCabe Lane 17 3 


Big Mesa A 5 3 7 1 A A April 24/May 10 


McCabe Lane I 2 4 9 2 A A April 9/April 21 


Ridgeline  A 3 4 1 0 I U April 29/no females 
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Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females* Lek Site 


2013 


Annual 


Status 


2013 


HMC 


2014 # 


Counts 


2014 


HMC 


2014 


HFC 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 
G


o
ld


 


B
as


in
 


(c
o
n


t.
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Six Mile 34 22 


Dutch Gulch I 1 3 6 5 A A April 17/May 4 


South Six Mile Hupp I 0 4 1 0 I I April 5/no females 


South Six Mile Meadow A 4 4 11 15 A A April 19, 30/April 19 


South Six Mile Ridge A 17 4 16 2 A A May 7/April 19 


Sugar Creek 57 3 Sugar Creek A 62 4 57 3 A A May 10/May 10 


L
o


st
 C


an
y
o


n
 


Sewell Gulch/Hippie Knob 9 3 


Hippie Knob A 5 4 6 2 A A April 15/April 15 


Sewell Gulch A 13 4 3 1 A A May 7/April 15 


Lost Canyon 25 0 


Esty H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Scout  A 25 2 25 0 A A April 30/no females 


Waycamp I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


 Lost Canyon 1 H 0 2 0 0 H H no birds 


Lost Canyon 2 I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


North Parlin 3 0 


North Parlin Hupp I 0 4 0 0 I I no birds 


North Parlin North I 0 5 2 0 I I May 7/no females 


North Parlin South I 2 5 1 0 I U April 15/no females 


North Parlin West I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Tomichi Village 10 2 


Signal Peak I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Signal Peak West A 10 4 10 2 A A April 18/April 18 


Tomichi Village H 0 3 0 0 H H no birds 


O
h
io


 C
re


ek
 


Ohio Creek 128 45 


Allen Lane A 14 4 10 2 A A April 17/April 17 


Flattop H 0 2 0 0 H H no birds 


Flattop Section 31 A 27 4 15 7 A A April 18/April 18 


Ochs/Redden/Teachout4 A 48 4 22 3 A A April 8/April8, 16 


Ohio Creek East A & C I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Teachout 1 & 2 I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Teachout 3, 5, & 6 A 74 4 81 33 A A April 29/April 16 


Eagle Ridge 77 27 


Campbell A 7 4 9 7 A A April 29, May 6/April 16 


Henkel Rd A 4 3 3 2 A A May 9/April30 


Miller A 31 6 27 12 A A April 17/April 17 


Taila's A 11 3 1 1 I U April 18/April 18 


Triangle H nc 0 nc nc H H nc 


7MB A 7 3 2 0 U U April 18/no females 


7MB Eagle Ridge A 50 4 30 3 A A April 29/April 16 


7MB Hupp A 4 3 5 2 A A April 30/April 18, 30 


Almont 9 5 


Almont A 6 6 9 5 A A May 6/April 7 


Almont West I 0 4 0 0 I I no birds 
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Zone Lek Area 


Lek Area 


Total       


Males / 


Females* Lek Site 


2013 


Annual 


Status 


2013 


HMC 


2014 # 


Counts 


2014 


HMC 


2014 


HFC 


2014 


Annual 


Status 


Official 


Status 


High Count Date                         


(Males / Females) 


O
h
io


 C
re


ek
 


(c
o
n


t.
) 


Antelope 17 0 


Antelope South Substation, 1, & 2 I 0 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Antelope North Blinberry Gulch (3) A 11 2 17 0 A A April 16/no females 


Antelope Ridge I 1 1 0 0 U U no birds 


Hartman Gulch 29 8 Hartman Gulch A 43 6 29 8 A A April 25/May 10 


Iola 14 1 


Iola 1 I 0 2 0 0 I I no birds 


Iola 2 I 0 3 3 0 U U April 4/no females 


Haystack U 1 2 0 0 I U no birds 


Steven's Creek East A 9 6 11 1 A A April 25/April 4 


Steven's Creek West H 0 4 0 0 H H no birds 


S
ap


in
er


o
 


Kezar Basin 32 0 


Kezar Basin North/Hupp A 30 4 32 0 A A April 22/no females 


Kezar Basin South U 0 0 nc nc U U no count 


Ninemile nc nc 


Big Springs U 0 0 nc nc U U no count 


Ninemile U 0 0 nc nc U U no count 


Pine Creek Mesa North nc nc 


Pine Creek Mesa East (2) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa Powerline (1&3) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa South nc nc 


Pine Creek Mesa South (5) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Pine Creek Mesa Ute Ranch (4) U NA 0 NA NA U U NA 


Willow Creek 0 0 Willow Creek Mesa H 0 1 0 0 H H no birds 


Sapinero South 63 17 


Sapinero 10 Mile Spring (2) I 3 4 5 0 I U May 8/no females 


Sapinero Corral (3) I 0 0 nc nc U U no count 


Sapinero Ridge (4) A 7 4 5 3 A A April 17, May 8/April 17 


Sapinero South A 50 4 53 14 A A April 17/April 28 


Sapinero North 5 9 Sapinero Powerline (1) A 15 4 5 9 A A April 10, 17, 28/April 10 


     Shaded leks:  These leks cannot be counted due to private land access, and as of 2007 they are not used in data analysis.  


2014 lek count data table Appendix D from “2014 GUSG Lek Count Report for Gunnison Basin” was incomplete.  Lek Area Total Males/Females 


column has been updated.
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Waunita Watchable Wildlife Subcommittee Report and Recommendation to the Gunnison 


Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee: 
 


This Subcommittee met on July 2. In attendance: 


  Greg Peterson, Chair 


  Peter Caloger, Member 


  Pat Magee, Member 


  Matt Vasquez, Member 


  J Wenum, Member 


  Jonathan Houck, Member 


  Nathan Seward, CPW Staff 


  Jim Cochran, Staff 


 


The Subcommittee reviewed the Final Report Gunnison Sage-grouse Watchable Wildlife Program 


Waunita Lek 2015, Dr. Patrick Magee and Daniel Joseph Schneider (Report). 


 


The Subcommittee also reviewed the lek count protocols used by CPW. They discussed how lek use 


polygons change and how this is addressed by CPW. 


 


The “traditional lek” in the meadow appears to be the lesser used of three lek use areas: 1) traditional 


lek; 2) East Ridge use area; 3) North Meadow use area. This is a recent change. At this time it is unknown 


if these are separate leks or part of a lek complex. 


 


The Traditional Lek was not used in a reliable or consistent manner in 2015. Only a few birds were 


viewed passing through the lek over the entire season. The East Ridge use area was used predictable 


throughout the 2015 lekking season. The North Meadow use area was used consistently but varied in 


grouse locations and viewing opportunities (Report, 2015). It should be noted that in 2014 the area 


immediately west of the traditional lek site was inundated with water during much of the lek season due 


to high flows in the creek.  The extent of this impact is unknown in relation to changes in grouse use in 


2014 and 2015. 


 


The Committee discussed, among other issues, being consistent, educational benefits of the Watchable 


Wildlife site and the extra-ordinary efforts of Sisk-a-dee and WSCU in operating the site, and the roll the 


USFWS has in conservation and management of the grouse. The latter was of considerable concern to 


the Subcommittee as the USFWS now has regulatory authority over the Gunnison Sage-grouse but does 


not have a formal member on the Strategic Committee nor has participated in a meaningful discussion 


on the continued operation of this Watchable Wildlife Site. Two USFWS staff did visit the site this spring. 


 


Acknowledging the need for a controlled opportunity to view Gunnison sage-grouse, and for the 


continuation of the considerable educational efforts provided at this site, The Waunita Watchable 


Wildlife Subcommittee makes the following recommendations to the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse 


Strategic Committee. These recommendations, if adopted, are intended to be forwarded to the 


responsible entity as noted: 


 







 


1. Reduce Site operations to 5 days a week in 2016 (it has been open 7 days previously) (CPW, 


Sisk-a-dee, WSCU) 


a. Work to accommodate current reservations for the 2016 season within this transition to 


a 5 day/week schedule. This may mean a non-consistent 5 day/week schedule in 2016. 


(Sisk-a-dee) 


b. Begin a specific 5 day/week schedule in 2017. Schedule shall be 5 continuous days open, 


2 continuous days closed. (CPW, Sisk-a-dee) 


 


2. Monitor human (lek viewing) response during the 2 closed days. (Sisk-a-dee, WSCU, CPW) 


 


3. Close Gunnison County road 887 to parking for a minimum period of March 15 to May 15 for a 


distance to be determined in consultation with CPW and Sisk-a-dee (Dr. Pat Magee). (Gunnison 


County) 


 


4. Provide additional signage at the site noting that lek viewing outside of the established 


Watchable Wildlife Site and associated protocols is harmful to the grouse. (Gunnison Basin 


Sage-grouse Strategic Committee, CPW, Sisk-a-dee, WSCU) 


 


5. No minimum grouse male attendance threshold for this lek complex be established at this point 


in time. (CPW, Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee) 


 


6. The Strategic Committee review the Waunita Watchable Wildlife Site Final Report annually and 


take any action (in the form of recommendations to the appropriate entity) deemed necessary. 


(Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee) 


 


 








APPENDIX A. Integrated Weed Management: Preventing the Spread of 
Invasive Plants 


A. Background 


Weeds are identified as a “moderate+” threat to GUSG by the USFWS, with the likelihood of 


“indefinite increases due to increased human presence and climate change.” And much research 


indicates that ground disturbance caused by construction and maintenance activities, as well as 


unclean equipment, contributes heavily to the spread of invasives. 


Recognizing that many weed prevention and management efforts are underway in the region, and 


many BMPs are already incorporated into standard operating procedures, nonetheless, the 


participants to early discussion – listed above – identified room for improvement across the 


agencies and counties.  


Participants recognize that integrated weed prevention and management measures not only 


contribute to grouse habitat conservation, but contribute to better resource management in 


general. 


B. Best Management Practices: Road Maintenance & Ground Disturbance 
Operations 


In order for a signatory to receive coverage under the CCA and conference opinion, the signatory 


will apply these best management practices to the extent feasible for work within Gunnison sage-


grouse habitat on and through federal lands, including signatories’ contractors and right-of-way, 


easement, and permit holders. 


 


Including but not limited to crown or slope reconstruction; clearing ditches, culverts and 


catchments; replacement of road surface, roadside mowing operations, and dust abatement. 


SCHEDULE & TIMING 


1. Plan work from non-infested areas to infested areas, as practicable. Plan work with Basin 


Weed Coordinator or Agency Weed Specialist, using existing weed inventories along 


planned route. 


2. If heavily infested areas are known along planned routes for grading or mowing, work 


with Basin Weed Coordinator/Agency Weed Specialist to identify sections where it may 


be appropriate and practical to lift grader’s blade or mower deck. 


3. Minimize operations of equipment during conditions when mud can accumulate on 


equipment. Generally, these types of conditions exist when damage to the road resource 


can occur. 







4. When scheduling allows, schedule activity when seeds or propagules are least likely to be 


viable and to be spread or when grading/blading/mowing could reduce the vigor of the 


weed infestation.  


o Contact Basin Weed Coordinator or Agency Weed Specialist and refer to 


Gunnison Basin Weed Inventory GIS database (to be developed).  


o Generally grade roads early in the spring before grasses develop seed heads or 


late in the season after grasses have set seed and become dormant.  


MOBILIZING EQUIPMENT: EQUIPMENT CLEANING 


1. Clean all heavy equipment and mobilizing equipment
1
 before entering Gunnison County 


and West Saguache County. 


2. Power-washing is the most effective method of cleaning. 


3. Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, vegetation, and other such debris when 


a visual inspection by operator or staff does not disclose such material on the 


undercarriage, cross members, frame, skid plates, belly pans, wheels, treads, tracks, 


suspension, bumpers, wheel wells, radiator grills, and the ledges on the inside of rear and 


front bumpers.  Disassembly of equipment components or specialized inspection tools is 


not required. 


BETWEEN-SITE OPERATIONS: EQUIPMENT CLEANING 


1. Clean all heavy equipment before entering each project area if: 


o Equipment is covered with mud, plants, or other foreign materials and/or  


o Previous operation site was infested with invasive plant species. 


2. Power-washing is the most effective method of cleaning, when available. Mechanical 


removal via “brooming” may be appropriate when in the field.  


o Ideally, equipment should be washed between each route within Gunnison sage-


grouse habitat and/or in between infested areas and non-infested areas. 


o Yet the infrastructure – portable power-washing stations—is not yet available in 


the region. 


o Cleaning equipment arriving from outside of the Basin is a good step but not 


sufficient.  


o A practical compromise is that equipment should be cleaned via following 


methods: 


 Commercially washed whenever movement between sites takes operators 


through towns with commercial facilities; 


 Hose-washing in staging area/area with drain may suffice;  


 In the field: mechanical removal may be appropriate in the field. 


 


3. Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, vegetation, and other such debris when 


a visual inspection by operator or staff does not disclose such material on the 


undercarriage, cross members, frame, skid plates, belly pans, wheels, treads, tracks, 


suspension, bumpers, wheel wells, radiator grills, and the ledges on the inside of rear and 


front bumpers.  Disassembly of equipment components or specialized inspection tools is 


                                                           
1
 earth-moving equipment; does not include pickup trucks and personal vehicles. 







not required. 


ON-SITE OPERATIONS & OPERATOR EDUCATION 


1. Locate and use weed-free project staging areas.  


2. Avoid acquiring water for road dust abatement where access to the water is through 


weed-infested sites.  


3. Only use gravel, chip seal, soil, sand or other types of imported road/fill materials from 


sites that have no weed infestations.   


o For agency/County work, these sites should be identified or inspected by the 


Gunnison Basin Weed Coordinator or Agency Weed Specialist prior to 


mobilization. 


o For contracted work, a list of agency or County-recommended sources will be 


provided and recommended to contractor.  


o In the future, should a state or local weed-free certification program for road/fill 


materials be initiated, participating entities in the CCA will adopt the certification 


standards and require use of certified weed-free road/fill materials for their own 


and contracted work. 


4. Only grade the road or mow the shoulder when necessary for resource protection, safety, 


or function. 


5. As practicable, keep the grader’s blade 1 to 2 inches above the road surface when the 


primary goal is to remove rocks that have fallen onto the road. 


6. Annually, train operations and maintenance staff in the identification of invasive plant 


species and relevant weed BMPs. 


RESEEDING & RECLAMATION 


1. During the same growing season that the ground disturbance takes place/within 30 days 


following completion of construction, revegetated the newly disturbed sites with 


approved seed mixes. 


o Identify party responsible for revegetation work if work is contracted. 


o If ground disturbance occurs after late August/average date of first frost, generally 


delay reseeding until October 1/average date of consistent frost to ensure 


seedlings remain dormant and viable until following growing season (NRCS 


guidance, Scott pers comm).  Date may vary depending upon elevation. 


o Consult Agency Weed Specialist, Botanist, or Ecologist for approved seed mixes.   


The agencies and/or the Weed Commission will work together to provide suitable 


seed mixes.  


o For surfaces that are annually graded and cleaned, including the road prism
2
 and 


water bars, revegetation would not be appropriate.   


o Culvert installation and lead-out ditch construction should be revegetated. 


o Seeding shall be repeated if a satisfactory stand is not obtained as determined by 


the agency representative upon evaluation after the second growing season. 
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2. Use only weed-free (certified when available) erosion control devices, such as coir logs, 


erosion control blankets, straw, topsoil, and soil amendments. Wattles, jute mats, and rice 


straw are examples of weed- free products.  


 


3. Following ground-disturbing activities, treat infested areas with herbicides, hand pulling, 


or biological controls as deemed necessary by Basin Weed Coordinator or Agency Weed 


Specialist.  


o Unless otherwise agreed, surfaces that are annually graded and cleaned, including the 


road prism and water bars, do not require treatments.  


o Culvert installation and lead-out ditch construction areas should be treated. 


INVENTORY & MONITOR 


1. Agencies and Counties should inventory areas for invasive plants prior to their 


own/contracted road maintenance activities and ground-disturbing construction and flag 


these areas for avoidance or post-project treatment (see Treatments section, above). 


Inventories should include the following information: 


 Road number and mile markers 


 UTM’s 


 Infestation type, i.e. existing infestations 


 Infestation size 


 Cover class 


 Type(s) of species observed 


2. Update Gunnison Basin Weed Inventory GIS database at minimum once a year. 


o Gunnison Basin Weed Coordinator will annually coordinate with agencies to collect, 


compile, and make available most updated weed inventory information.  


3. Monitor sites between two and three years following all treatments, as practicable.  Prioritize 


monitoring in priority grouse habitat. 


o Unless the Weed Commission can absorb the work load, the agency will be responsible 


for monitoring.  


C. Terms and Conditions for Contractors, Rights-of-Way & Easement Holders 


In order for a federal signatory to receive coverage under the CCA and conference opinion, 


federal signatories will incorporate these terms and conditions into new and renewed individual 


right-of-way authorizations, easements and permits on federal lands within GUSG habitat. 


In order for non-federal and federal signatories to receive coverage under the CCA and 


conference opinion, signatories will apply these terms and conditions to both internal and 


contracted work to maintain and construct infrastructure within Gunnison sage-grouse habitat on 


federal lands.  


Unless otherwise agreed, to prevent the introduction of the seeds of noxious and invasive weeds 


onto lands within occupied Gunnison sage-grouse habitat on federal lands: 







CLEANING 


Contractor, utility, or individual operator shall ensure all heavy equipment moved onto lands is 


free of soil, seeds, vegetative matter, or other debris that could contain or hold seeds. 


1. Equipment shall be considered free of soil, seeds, vegetation, and other such debris when 


a visual inspection by operator or staff does not disclose any such material on the 


undercarriage, cross members, frame, skid plates, belly pans, wheels, treads, tracks, 


suspension, bumpers, wheel wells, radiator grills, and the ledges on the inside of rear and 


front bumpers.   


2. For equipment arriving from outside Gunnison County and West Saguache County, 


operator shall clean all heavy equipment and mobilizing equipment
3
 before entering 


Gunnison County and West Saguache County. 


3. Although power-washing is the most effective method, prior to moving between sites in 


the field, operator shall employ whatever cleaning methods necessary to ensure 


compliance with the terms of this provision. 


4. Movement between field sites that requires travel through or return to Gunnison/urban 


center shall be accompanied by power-washing at a commercial washing station, if one is 


available. 


5. Disassembly of equipment components or specialized inspection tools is not required.   


NOTIFICATION 


Contractor, utility, or individual operator shall notify agency representative prior to moving each 


piece of heavy equipment onto such agency-administered lands, unless otherwise agreed. 


1. If the agency representative requests an inspection, arrangements will be made to inspect 


equipment prior to it being moved onto agency lands. 


2. Use of contractors by individual private ROW/easement holder would require agency 


notification, with the following exceptions: 


o Private land access ROWs/easement holders operating own equipment are 


excepted from this measure, unless otherwise agreed. 


o Does not apply to snow removal equipment. 


SOURCING/STAGING 


When the agency/County specifically provides the necessary information, 


contractor/utility/individual operator shall: 


1. Use identified/mapped weed-free project staging areas.  


2. Use identified/mapped access routes and water sources for road dust abatement.  


3. Use only gravel, chip seal, soil, or other types of imported road materials from agency-


approved or inspected sources.  


4. Use identified/mapped turn-around locations. 
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APPLICABLE ONLY TO RIGHT-OF-WAY/EASEMENT HOLDERS 


1. The holder shall be responsible for weed control within the limits of the right-of-way. 


The holder shall be responsible for consultation with the appropriate agency 


representative for acceptable weed control methods. 


 


1. The holder shall revegetate all disturbed areas using a seed mixture specified by the 


agency representative within 30 days following completion of any construction. 


o If ground disturbance occurs after late August/average date of first frost, generally delay 


reseeding until October 1/average date of consistent frost to ensure seedlings remain 


dormant and viable until following growing season (NRCS guidance, Scott pers comm).  


Reseeding shall be completed prior to the following growing season. 


o Consult Agency Weed Specialist, Botanist, or Ecologist for approved seed mixes. 


o Seed shall be certified weed-free seed; exceptions to this requirement must be approved 


in writing by the agency representative. 


o The seed mixture container shall be tagged in accordance with State law(s) and the tag(s) 


submitted for inspection by the agency representative at least 14 days before the date of 


proposed seeding. 


o The seed mixture shall be planted in the amounts specified in pounds of pure live seed 


(PLS)/acre. 


o For surfaces that are annually graded and cleaned, including the road prism
4
 and water 


bars, revegetation would not be appropriate. 


o Culvert installation and lead-out ditch construction areas shall be revegetated. 


o Seeding shall be repeated if a satisfactory stand is not obtained, as determined by the 


agency representative upon evaluation after the second growing season. 
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APPENDIX B: Enhancing Ecosystem Resilience of Riparian/Wet Meadow Habitats 


In the Upper Gunnison Basin 


 
 


 
Final Report to Colorado Parks and Wildlife: December 15, 2014 


The Nature Conservancy and the Gunnison Climate Working Group 


 


1. CPW Ballantyne State Habitat Area, Chance Gulch, tributary of Tomichi Creek, 


Gunnison County. 


2. Moncrief Ranch, Kezar Basin, along West Smith Creek, a tributary of Cebolla 


Creek, south of Blue Mesa Reservoir. 


Restoration Sites: Upper Gunnison Basin (2012-2014) 
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3. Alluvial fan above unnamed tributary of Ohio Creek, West Flat Top Mountain, 
US Forest Service lands above Redden Ranch, August 2014.  


4. West Flat Top Mountain at Henkel Road, US Forest Service lands. 


Restoration Sites 
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5. Kaichen State Habitat Area, Wolf Creek, tributary of Cebolla Creek (photo by 
Claudia Strijek).  


6. Redden Ranch, West Flat Top Mountain, unnamed  tributary to Ohio Creek.


 


Restoration Sites 
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8. Ben Stratton, hydrologist, and Suzie Parker, biologist, US Forest Service, stake 


location for a one rock dam rock structure at West Flat Top Mountain, June 2014. 


 


 


  


7.  Bill Zeedyk evaluating restoration needs to address a head cut at Chance Gulch 


with BLM, WRV, NRCS and BIO-logic, June 2014 


Assessing Restoration Needs & Staking Structures 
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10. Gunnison Gravel front-end loader builds a low water crossing at Chance 


Gulch, August 2014. 


9. Gunnison Gravel delivering rock to staging area at Chance Gulch, July 2014. 


Hauling Rock to Restoration Sites & Low Water Crossing 
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11. Gay Austin, Bureau of Land Management, reads vegetation transect, while Wendy 
Brown, local volunteer,  inputs data onto iPad in Chance Gulch, August 2014. 


12. Renee Rondeau, Colorado Natural Heritage Program, and Gay Austin, Bureau 
of Land Management, identify a plant during the vegetation monitoring at Chance 
Gulch, August 2014. 


Monitoring Vegetation Response 
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Field Tour and Training for Partners & Field Crews 


13. Bill Zeedyk, restoration expert, leads field tour of Wolf Creek for representatives of 
Western State Colorado University, Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District, 
and others as part of training to kick off the field season, August 2014. 


14. Hands-on training by Bill Zeedyk with Western Colorado Conservation Corps 
youth field crew members and Chayla Rowley, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service engineer, August 2014. 
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16. Western Colorado Conservation Corps field crew complete one rock dam 
structure at West Flat Top Mountain on US Forest Service lands above Redden 
Ranch, consisting of locally collected volcanic rock, August 2014. 


WCCC Completes Rock Structures 


15. Western Colorado Conservation Corps, Nathan Seward, CPW, Bill Zeedyk and 


Shawn Conner celebrate completion of a Zuni bowl (center) with one rock dam 


(foreground) at Chance Gulch, August 2014. Photo: Andrew Breibart, BLM. 
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17. Stonefly Earthworks builds a “double bay plug and pond” structure at Moncrief 


Ranch, Kezar Basin, to rewet a meadow and reduce invasive species. NRCS planted 


native seed on the disturbed soil, September 2014. 


18. Ted Harter, Ranch Manager, Moncrief Ranch, inspects a drift fence, a line of 


fence placed across the stream channel, to reduce trailing and soil compaction by 


livestock and wildlife.  


Other Restoration Techniques 
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19. Gunnison High School Biology Class students and teachers build a one rock 


dam at Chance Gulch, Wildlands Restoration Volunteer event, September 2014. 


20. Wildlands Restoration Volunteers Crew Leader Mark Flower hauls rock with help 


of volunteers on West Flat Top Mountain, US Forest Service lands, September 2014. 


Community Multi-Day Volunteer Event 
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21.  Western State Colorado University Ecological Monitoring class completes a 


one-rock dam in Chance Gulch, directed by Nathan Seward, CPW (in background). 


Community Multi-Day Volunteer Event 


 
  


22. Wildlands Restoration Volunteer Crew Leader Clayton BonDurant (low center) 


and volunteers complete Zuni bowl to control a head cut on West Flat Top 


Mountain on US Forest Service lands, September 2014. 
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23. Bill Zeedyk explains the function of a one rock dam, a grade control structure, 


to volunteers and partners at West Flat Top Mountain during the Wildlands 


Restoration Volunteer five-day volunteer event, September 2014. 


24. Andrew Breibart, BLM hydrologist, leads a field tour of Chance Gulch restoration 


structures for Western State Colorado University Masters of Environmental 


Management students, August 2014. 


Community Multi-Day Volunteer Event & Outreach 
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25. Shawn Conner, BIO-Logic, explains the restoration techniques to the Western 


Colorado Conservation Corps field crews, US Forest Service, National Park Service 


and other partners at West Flat Top above Redden Ranch, USFS. August 2014. 


26. Bill Zeedyk and Liz With-NRCS lead field tour of Kezar Basin for Colorado State 


University graduate students, NRCS and the Gunnison Conservation District. 


Outreach Activities 
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27. Project team (from lower left): Andrew Breibart-BLM, Jim Cochran-Gunnison 


County, Matt Vasquez-USFS, Renee Rondeau: CNHP, Betsy Neely-TNC, Gay Austin-


BLM and Nathan Seward-CPW (with daughter Reilly). With Ian Davidson, NFWF 


(upper left). Photo by Luann Rudolph, TNC. 


28. Restoration experts Shawn Conner, BIO-Logic, Inc. and Bill Zeedyk, Zeedyk 


Ecological Consulting discussing placement of rock structures in Chance Gulch. 


Team Members & Restoration Experts 
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29, 20, 31. Before and after pictures of 


Kaichen State Habitat Area, Wolf Creek 


Ranch meadow showing building of media 


luna, one year later and two years later. The 


media luna was effective in spreading water 


across a drying meadow, increasing native 


wetland plants such as beaked sedge, and 


reducing invasive species such as Canada 


thistle. Photographs by Renee Rondeau, 


CNHP and Betsy Neely, TNC. 


Before and After Photographs 


2012 


2013 


2014 
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32, 33, 34. Photographs taken about 100 yards 


below a media luna, Kaichen State Habitat 


Area, Wolf Creek Ranch, along Wolf Creek, an 


intermittent tributary of Cebolla Creek. 


Photographs by Renee Rondeau, CNHP. 


 


 


2012: Sedges were limited to far left (top) 


 


 


 


 


 


2013: Sedges have increased towards the right 


(middle) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


2014: Sedges have increased all the way to the 


right and standing water was approximately 


one inch deep or deeper throughout the area 


(bottom) 


 


 


 


Photographs by Renee Rondeau, CNHP 


Before and After Photographs 
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Before and After Photographs 


35, 36. Repeat photograph of a meadow with drift fences built in 2013 across a meadow at 


West Flat Top on USFS lands. Preliminary results indicate that the fences are effective in 


diverting cattle from their trail, reducing trailing and soil compaction. Renee Rondeau, CNHP. 


2014 


2013 
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Before and After Photographs 


37, 38. Picture taken shortly after installation and one year later showing positive response to a 


Zuni bowl (above near fence), built to control a head cut, and a one rock dam (below), built to 


capture sediment to raise the bed of the channel, and recruit vegetation on West Flat Top 


Mountain on US Forest Service lands. Photographs by Renee Rondeau, CNHP. 


2014 


2013 


 


 


 


  







APPENDIX B: Enhancing Ecosystem Resilience of Riparian/Wet Meadow Habitats 


In the Upper Gunnison Basin 


19 
  


Before and After Photographs 


39-40. Control (transect placed above treatment area) on BLM lands at Wolf 


Creek, a tributary to Cebolla Creek. Photographs by Renee Rondeau, CNHP. 


2014 


2013 
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Before and After Photographs 


41-42, Redden Ranch: One rock dam before installation and one year later.  


Note the grasses are filling in above and within the structures. Photographs 


by Renee Rondeau, CNHP. 


2013 


2012 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


 


The National Park Service (NPS), Curecanti National Recreation Area, Bureau of Land Management 


(BLM), Gunnison Field Office, and U.S. Forest Service, Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison 


National Forests (GMUG) requests concurrence from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that 


the Upper Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-Grouse Brood-rearing Habitat Restoration and Weed 


Treatment activities may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect (NLAA), Gunnison sage-grouse 


and Gunnison Sage-grouse critical habitat. A description of the proposed action, the affected area, the 


effects to the species and critical habitat and the rationale for the action agency’s NLAA determination 


is provided below.  The NPS, Curecanti National Recreation Area is the lead agency in initiating this 


consultation.   


 


Threatened and endangered species are managed under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 


1973 (PL 93-205, as amended). This biological assessment conforms to legal requirements set forth 


under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (19 U.S.C. 1536 (c), 50 CFR 402.12 (f) and 


402.14). Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA requires federal agencies to use their authorities to further the 


conservation of listed species. Section 7(a)(2) requires Federal agencies to ensure that all actions which 


they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 


endangered or threatened species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of their critical 


habitat. 


 


Pursuant to section 7 of the ESA, this biological assessment (BA) analyzes the potential effects from 


implementing various habitat restoration techniques and non-native plant treatments in Gunnison sage-


grouse designated critical habitat within the Upper Gunnison Basin.  This BA describes a variety of 


federal actions and associated conservation measures and is intended to be a tool to screen these 


activities on federal lands for coverage under a streamlined programmatic concurrence from U.S. Fish 


and Wildlife Service.  The federal action agencies seek programmatic concurrence and as long as the 


federal agencies design and manage these specified activities and meet conservation criteria as 


described in this BA, the federal agencies will have met their ESA consultation requirements for those 


covered activities.   


 


The actions described in this BA are intended to be implemented for the benefit of Gunnison sage-


grouse and other wildlife species that depend on the sagebrush ecosystem.  While these actions may 


have small-scale, short-term direct and indirect effects during implementation, we anticipate long-term 


beneficial effects in terms of habitat improvement.  We fully expect that the long-term benefits will 


outweigh any short-term impacts that might occur during implementation.  We do not anticipate any 


adverse effects to the species or designated critical habitat from the proposed activities.     


 


 


II. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 


 


The goal of this project is to improve Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat on federally managed public lands 


throughout Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse designated critical habitat by: 1) restoring proper 


hydrologic function to degraded wet meadows, non-wetland swales, and perennial, intermittent, and 


ephemeral drainages, and 2) by reducing noxious and invasive weed infestations.  The National Park 


Service Curecanti National Recreation Area (NPS), Bureau of Land Management Gunnison Field 


Office (BLM), and United States Forest Service Gunnison Ranger District (USFS) plan to conduct 


mechanical, chemical, and biological weed treatment activities and to install natural erosion control 
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structures over the next 20 years.  The purpose of weed treatments is to protect natural vegetation 


communities by reducing or removing noxious and invasive weeds that compete with native 


vegetation.  The purpose of natural erosion control structures are to reconnect the water table to nearby 


dry meadows, slow the water flow during rain events, sequester sediment, stop headcut advancement, 


reestablish vegetation at headcuts, and restore sage-grouse brood-rearing habitat.  Specific erosion 


control objectives include:  


 


1. Disperse flows more widely across floodplain surfaces to maximize infiltration and increase 


bank storage during flood events;  


2. Stabilize eroded wet meadow soils to control head-cutting and reduce gully expansion thereby 


retaining bank storage and extending base flows;  


 


3. Expand the size, extent and distribution of riparian/wetland sites; and  


 


4. Increase health, vigor and density of riparian/wetland vegetation, such as native sedges, rushes, 


wet-loving grasses and forbs.  


        


Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatments 


 


Small scale mechanical, chemical, and biological weed treatments will be dispersed throughout the 


entire action area within all vegetative communities and will target all federal and state listed noxious 


and invasive weeds.  Mechanical treatments will include hand-pulling or mowing small or dispersed 


single plant infestations.  Mechanical treatments are labor intensive and are only effective for 


removing annual weeds and seed sources from small, isolated weed patches. Chemical weed treatment 


will be more extensively used throughout the project area.  Chemical treatments include spot 


broadcasts and aerial spraying.  Biological control methods use insects, pathogens, or other disease 


vectors to inhibit or control vegetation.  


 


The Bureau of Land Management-Gunnison Field Office, National Forest-Gunnison Ranger District, 


and the National Park Service-Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park/Curecanti National 


Recreation Area are proposing continuing Noxious Weed Control Programs in order to improve 


Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat.   In the 2014 Endangered Listing for the Gunnison Sage-grouse, 


USFWS identified invasive plants as an increasing threat to Gunnison Sage-grouse into the future.  


Cheatgrass was specifically identified as a threat as it expands its range and changes natural vegetation 


through shorter fire regimes coupled with expected climate change. 


 


Some of the main invasive plants targeted for treatment in Gunnison Sage-grouse Critical Habitat 


include Canada Thistle, Oxeye Daisy, Cheatgrass, Dalmation Toadflax, Spotted Knapweed, and 


Absinth Wormwood.  This practice may be applied to control or remove invasive and noxious weeds 


in order to restore native or desired plant communities and habitat for the bird consistent with the 


ecological site. It secondarily protects soils, controls erosion, reduces fine-fuels fire hazards, and 


improves air quality. 


 


For management and planning, the State of Colorado uses a noxious weed list which is updated on a 


regular basis.  Species are categorized by different levels of threat.  List A weeds are species identified 


for immediate eradication.  List B are species for which the State Commissioner, in consultation with 


the state noxious weed advisory committee, local governments, and other interested parties, develops 


and implements state noxious weed management plans designed to stop the continued spread of these 


species. List C species are species for which the Commissioner, in consultation with the state noxious 


weed advisory committee, local governments, and other interested parties, will develop and implement 
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state noxious weed management plans designed to support the efforts of local governing bodies to 


facilitate more effective integrated weed management on private and public lands. The goal of such 


plans will not be to stop the continued spread of these species but to provide additional education, 


research, and biological control resources to jurisdictions that choose to require management of List C 


species.  


 


The Agencies focus mainly on these species but other problem species such as Kochia or Pennycress 


may be targeted where high occurrences are found.  The Agencies also use discretion on targeting 


species that have the greatest chance of impacting Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, such as List C 


species cheatgrass. 


 


Colorado Noxious Weed Species (Updated December 30, 2014) 


List A Species 


African rue (Peganum harmala) 


Camelthorn (Alhagi maurorum) 


Common crupina (Crupina vulgaris) 


Cypress spurge (Euphorbia cyparissias) 


Dyer’s woad (Isatis tinctoria) 


Elongated mustard (Brassica elongata) 


Giant reed (Arundo donax) 


Giant salvinia (Salvinia molesta) 


Hairy willow-herb (Epilobium hirsutum) 


Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) 


Gaint knotweed (Polygonum sachalinense) 


Bohemian knotweed (Centaureax bohemicum) 


Meadow knapweed (Centaurea nigrescens) 


Mediterranean sage (Salvia aethiopis) 


Medusahead (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) 


Myrtle spurge (Euphorbia myrsinites) 


Orange hawkweed (Hieracium aurantiacum) 


Purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) 


Rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea) 


Squarrose knapweed (Centaurea virgata) 


Tansy ragwort (Senecio jacobaea) 


Yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitialis) 


 


List B Species 


Absinth wormwood (Artemesia absinthium) 


Black henbane (Hyoscyamus niger) 


Bouncingbet (Saponaria officinalis) 


Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) 


Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) 


Chinese clematis (Clematis orientalis) 


Common tansy (Tanacetum vulgare) 


Common teasel (Dipsacus laciniatus) 


Corn chamomile (Anthemis arvensis) 


Cutleaf teasel (Dipsacus laciniatus) 


Dalmatian toadflax, broad-leaved (Linaria dalmatica) 


Dalmatian toadflax, narrow-leaved (Linaria genistifolia) 
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Dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis) 


Diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa) 


Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) 


Hoary cress (Cardaria draba) 


Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale) 


Jointed goatgraa (Aegilops cylindrical) 


Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula) 


Mayweed chamomile (Anthemis cotula) 


Moth mullein (Verbascum blattaria) 


Musk thistle (Caruus nutans) 


Oxeye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare) 


Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) 


Plumeless thistle (Carduus acanthiodes) 


Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens) 


Russian-olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) 


Salt cedar (Tamarisk chinensis, T. parviflors, and T. ramosissima) 


Scentless chamomile (Tripleurospermum perforate) 


Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium, O. tauricum) 


Spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe) 


Sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla recta) 


Wild caraway (Carum carvi) 


Yellow nutsedge (Cyperus esculentus) 


Yellow toadflax (Linaria vulgaris) 


 


List C Species 


Bulbour bluegrass (Poa bulbosa) 


Chicory (Cichorium intybus) 


Common burdock (Arctium minus) 


Common mullein (Verbascum Thapsus) 


Common St.John’s Wort (Hypericium perforatum) 


Downy brome (Bromus tectorum) 


Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) 


Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) 


Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) 


Perennial sowthistle (Sonchus arvensis) 


Poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) 


Puncturevine (Tribulus terrestris) 


Quackgrass (Elymus repens) 


Redstem filaree (Erodium cictarium) 


Velvetleaf (Abutilon theophrasti) 


Wild proso millet (Panicum miliaceum) 


 


The program will be implemented for the lifespan of this biological assessment and includes chemical 


(herbicide) treatment of noxious weed and invasive plants on approximately 200 to 2,500 acres 


annually.  Acres treated per year can fluctuate greatly depending on targeted species, funding, and 


weather patterns.  Aerial spraying can also increase treated acreage rapidly so no maximum number of 


acres will be determined under this consultation.  Currently, the agencies weed programs are spraying 


limited acres (Table 1), but with the threats identified in the listing, priority to treating within Gunnison 


Sage-grouse Critical Habitat will be increased. 
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Table 1.  2014 Acres Chemically Treated in Gunnison Sage-Grouse Designated Critical Habitat 


Agency Acres Treated 


BLM 60 


Forest Service 25 


Park Service 32 


   


Other annual weed control actions include manual control, biological releases, and cultural control 


measures.  Invasive plant control evaluations, monitoring, and reporting criteria have also been 


identified for the proposed program.  Each of these control methods are discussed separately below. 


Chemical Weed Treatments 


Herbicide applications are scheduled and designed to minimize potential impacts to non-target plants 


and animals, while remaining consistent with the objectives of the program. The rates of application 


depend on the target species, the presence of non-target vegetation, soil type, persistence of chemicals 


in soil, presence of water sources, riparian areas, and special status plants, and requirements specified 


in integrated pest management plans and herbicide labels. 


Herbicides 


The agencies each have separate herbicide lists and application rates that may be used during 


application implementation. Herbicides are regulated by the E.P.A. and each Agency also does 


compliance on chemical use through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).   


Table 2 identifies examples of the most common used chemicals utilized by the Agencies within 


Gunnison Sage-grouse Critical Habitat: 


Table 2.  Herbicides Commonly Used by the Action Agencies 


Brand Name Active Ingredient Examples of Target Species 


Tordon T22 Picloram Russian knapweed, musk thistle, yellow 


toadflax 


Milestone Triisopropanolammonium Thistle, Absinth wormwood, scentless 


chamomile, oxeye daisy, knapweed 


Telar Chlorsulfuron Yellow toadflax, hounds tongue 


Escort Metsulfron methyl Yellow toadflax 


Overdrive Diflufenzopyr Yellow toadflax 


Plateau Imazapic Cheatgrass 


Roundup Glyphosate Annual and Perennial Invasives 


Vista XRT Fluroxypyr Kochia 


Curtail Clopyralid Knapweed, Thistle 


Garlon Triclopyr Russian Olive, Canada thistle 


2,4-D 2,4-D Thistle, Knapweed, Hounds Tongue 


 


Carriers 
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Carriers are used to dilute or suspend herbicides during application and allow for proper placement of 


the herbicide.  Water is the carrier that will be used during application implementation and is generally 


effective with a wide range of herbicides. 


Spray Additives/Adjuvants/Surfactants 


Spray additives can be included in formulated herbicides, or can be added to the spray mixture to 


improve mixture effectiveness.  Adjuvants are classified by their uses rather than their chemistry, 


although chemical properties determine their suitability for use with different herbicides. Adjuvants 


include surfactants, antifoaming agents, compatibility agents, crop oil or crop oil concentrates, 


activators, and drift control agents.  Name brand examples of surfactants commonly used are Noble, 


Cornbelt Soy-stik, Bio 90, and Activator 90. 


For ground application methods, surfactants are mixed at a rate of approximately 4 pints per 100 


gallons of tank mix.  Spot spraying is the main application but aerial applications would use 4 to 8 


pints per acre. 


Dye Additives 


Spray dyes are often added to the tank mix to colorize the spray formulation so the applicator can 


easily distinguish treated areas and see the spray pattern of the equipment being used. As needed, dyes 


will be utilized in sensitive areas to allow for more accurate application.  The dye is often a blue 


colorant which photo-degrades in a period of approximately a week.  The dye is added to the spray 


tank at approximately 8 fluid ounces per 100 gallons of spray.  A brand example is Highlight Blue.  


Dyes are an environmentally friendly benign food grade dye. 


Application Methods 


Herbicides will be applied either from the air or on the ground. Ground application will include both 


mechanized and hand equipment to either broadcast or spot treat sites.  Herbicide application rates 


have been analyzed by the Environmental Protection Agency and each Agency has already conducted 


NEPA in order to spray at Agency application rates, never above and generally lower than spray rates 


identified on product labels. 


Ground Based Application 


Examples of mechanized equipment used for ground based herbicide treatments include vehicle 


mounted tanks, ATV, and UTV mounted sprayers.  These sprayers usually have a tank capable of 15 to 


200 gallons.  They also have spray booms that can be used for broadcast application.  This equipment 


is also equipped with handguns used for spot treatments. The majority of all the acreage sprayed by 


ground methods are spot applications where operators use the hand gun to selectively apply herbicides 


to target vegetation. 


Ground based application will also use hand methods including horseback sprayers, backpack sprayers, 


hand pump sprayers, hand spreading granular application, painting, or injecting herbicides. 


Aerial Application 
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Aerial applications will be made from helicopters or small planes using boomed-mounted nozzles for 


liquids.  Aerial application is commonly used to treat larger infested areas and areas located in rugged 


terrain such as canyons.  Cheatgrass is the aerially targeted species within the Gunnison Basin.  In past 


aerial spray efforts, accurately mapped polygons were sprayed totaling 1,200 acres on BLM and 


private lands within occupied Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat. Areas are mapped with GPS, buffers to 


any sensitive/buffered areas are identified, and these files are downloaded to the navigational 


computer. Pilots can then accurately position themselves and avoid these sensitive/buffered areas. 


Surfactants are added and weather conditions must be met in order to reduce the amount of drift while 


applying. 


Manual Control 


Manual control treatments will be conducted on small acreages (15-20 acres) annually. Hand-operated 


power tools and hand tools are used in manual vegetation to cut, clear, prune, or pull herbaceous and 


woody species. This method is labor intensive and costly but it is highly species selective and can be 


used in areas of sensitive habitats or areas that are inaccessible to ground vehicles. 


Biological Control 


Biological control will include the use of insects, pathogens, or other disease vectors of the target 


plant. These methods use living organisms to selectively suppress, inhibit, or control herbaceous and 


woody vegetation.  The main use of biological control currently is release of insect agents which are 


parasitic which target noxious weeds such as Canada thistle.  This method does not eradicate weed 


species, but is used to reduce the target organism to which chemical treatment can be more effective. 


Cultural Control Minimization Standards 


The Candidate Conservation Agreement for the Gunnison sage-grouse, Centrocercus minimus 


Gunnison Basin Population (2013), which was signed by the three Federal Agencies listed within this 


biological assessment, contains weed spread minimization BMP’s for realty/ROW, recreation, and 


grazing actions that occur in sage grouse occupied habitat in the Gunnison Basin.  These BMP’s will 


be extended to Designated Critical Habitat through this BA. These BMP’s are listed in Appendix A. 


 


Erosion Control Restoration Structures 


 


This project is part of the Gunnison Basin Climate Change Working Group effort to build resiliency 


into riparian areas and wet meadows within the sagebrush ecosystem for Gunnison sage-grouse, based 


on climate change vulnerability assessment work that indicates Gunnison sage-grouse may be highly 


vulnerable to climate change impacts.  This project is a collaborative effort with The Nature 


Conservancy, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Bureau of Land 


Management, National Park Service, Western State Colorado University, Gunnison County, and 


private landowners.  This project builds upon restoration work completed from 2012 to 2014 on 


private, BLM, and USFS lands and will continue into the foreseeable future.   


 


Erosion control restoration methods include the design and building of small rock, log, fence, and 


earthen structures, following the methods described by Zeedyk and Clothier (2014).  Habitat 


restoration methods also include low water crossings and low-standard rural road management of 


unpaved roads on federal lands to address erosion issues caused by roads.  Road management 
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techniques will follow the concept of harvesting water from roads as an important aspect of 


maintenance activities, as described by Zeedyk (2010).  These habitat restoration methods will be 


implemented in degraded drainage, mesic sites and riparian areas in sagebrush habitats meeting one or 


more critical habitat primary constituent elements.  Erosion control structure installation involves 


numerous steps including: site selection and project design, procurement of rock or logs, transportation 


of materials to site, hand building structures and on-going monitoring and maintenance.   


 


Restoration techniques include grade control structures (one rock dams), flow dispersal structures 


(plug and spread, media lunas, filter dams, rock baffles, and worm ditches), and headcut control 


structures (log and fabric structures, Zuni bowls, rock rundowns, and laybacks) following methods 


from Zeedyk and Clothier (2014). One rock dams, media lunas, filter dams, rock baffles, rock 


rundowns, and laybacks are small hand-placed rock structures.  Log and fabric structures are made of 


logs and permeable commercial-grade black fabric that allows water to flow through the structure.  


Plug and spread structures consist of minor earthwork using a 200 series small excavator and/or a 


small skidster.  Worm ditches are small, shallow sinuous ditches dug by hand using a shovel.  Site 


conditions will influence the types of restoration techniques used.  Depending on the restoration 


structure used and site conditions, native seed may be spread at sites and willow plantings may be 


used.   


 


Restoration structures will be constructed under the supervision of USFS, BLM, and NPS employees 


in partnership with Natural Resources Conservation Service, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, and The 


Nature Conservancy (TNC) including several restoration specialists under contract with TNC.  Manual 


labor may be completed with a combination of federal employees, youth crews (Western Colorado 


Conservation Corps; Youth Conservation Corps), and volunteers including organized volunteer events 


with groups such as the Wildland Restoration Volunteers and local community members.      


 


Specific restoration methods are described below.  For examples of photos of these activities from 


work completed in the Gunnison Basin from 2012 – 2014, please see Appendix B.    


 


Rock Structures: Construction for the rock structures will be accomplished using imported loose rock 


hauled to previously disturbed areas that will be used as rock staging areas.  Staging areas will be 


along existing open roads.  Rocks would be moved from staging areas to restoration sites by truck, 


front-in-loader and UTV.  Native, local rock may also be used when rock is abundant on site.  Truck 


and front-in-loader use will occur primarily on established roads.  Cross-country travel by UTV may 


be needed to deliver rock to specific restoration site locations.  Rock structures are built by hand using 


manual labor and hand tools (shovels, Pulaskis).   Rock structures serve to slow runoff, increase soil 


moisture, recruit vegetation, and ultimately prevent headcuts from migrating further up slope.  


 


Log and Fabric Structures: This structure is used to control headcuts advancing through wet soil 


areas such as wet meadows and spring seeps.  The erosive action can be stopped if a healthy mat of 


wet soil vegetation can become established to hold the lip of the headwall in place.  This was 


successfully accomplished in 2013 on USFS lands on Flat Top Mountain on a headcut that eroded 60 


feet in a 20-year period from 1993 – 2013 (see pictures in Appendix B).  A log and fabric structure is 


built using geotextile fabric and logs arranged in tiers, or layers, stacked even with the lip of the 


headwall.  Log lengths range from four feet to 12 feet in length, with the longest logs at the bottom and 


shortest logs at the top. The geotextile fabric is placed between the log layers.  This method is 


described in detail by Zeedyk (2014).  
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Plug and Spread (formerly called plug and pond): The plug and spread structures may be 


constructed with a bulldozer, skid steer, 200 series small excavator, or a combination of latter two.  


These structures are limited in depth to 1.5 – 3 feet, do not stay flooded except during rain events or 


spring runoff from snowmelt, and are intended to fill in with hydrophytic vegetation within a year or 


two of being built.  The plug and spread is a means to plug gullies to raise the water table, increase the 


size of wetlands, and spread water over a larger area to reconnect the channels with their floodplains.  


They also function to counteract the effects of channel incision and restore hydrologic connectivity 


with adjacent wet meadows.      


 


Worm Ditches:  As described by Zeedyk (2014), one way to stop a headcut is to starve it of water.  


This is done by redirecting erosive flows to a well-protected entry point.  A worm ditch is a bypass 


channel dug around a headcut.  A worm ditch is an effective treatment for headcuts in wet meadows.  


Worm ditches help to spread water and re-wet meadows that are drying out due to headcuts causing 


incised gullies that no longer allow water to infiltrate the meadows as they once did.  It is not intended 


to be used on a stream.  Worm ditches are constructed as a meandering channel 12 to 18 inches wide 


and 6 to 12 inches deep.  Worm ditches would only be constructed where the following conditions are 


met: 1) there is a broad valley with sufficient space between the gully and the hill slope for the worm 


ditch; 2) there is a well-armored re-entry point downstream of the headcut; and 3) wetland soils are 


capable of supporting a dense growth of wetland plants such as sedges.  This can be an effective 


method to help maintain wet meadows for the benefit of Gunnison Sage-Grouse brood-rearing habitat.              


 


Road Management and Low Water Crossings:  Roads are a significant feature affecting hydrology 


across the landscape.  Where roads are contributing to or the cause of eroded channels and incised 


gullies, we may build low water crossings, re-grade roads to harvest water, or move portions of roads 


outside of wet meadows using Zeedyk’s methods for low-standard rural roads (Zeedyk 2006).  Low 


water crossings may be constructed or maintained to reduce sedimentation and erosion of streams at 


eroded stream crossings that have native surface material with inadequate drainage.  Low water 


crossings will also be constructed following methods described in Zeedyk (2006) to address altered 


water movement across the landscape causing concentrated and accelerated flow and causing soil 


erosion and gully formation. 


 


Drift Fences:  Drift fences may be constructed across meadows or riparian areas to prevent incisions 


and reduce soil compaction caused by livestock and big game traveling through sensitive areas.  Drift 


fences consist of a linear fence typically about 30 meters (100 ft.) in length constructed with wildlife-


friendly techniques consistent with methods described by Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Fencing with 


Wildlife in Mind (Hanophy 2009) and also consistent with the fence conservation measures described 


in the Gunnison Basin Candidate Conservation Agreement for the Gunnison Sage-Grouse.  Depending 


on the site, drift fence length could go up to 100 meters.  Drift fences will not exclude wildlife and 


livestock from areas, rather they will affect grazing and trailing behavior by causing animals to “drift” 


more to the adjacent upland areas instead of traveling on a consistent path in riparian areas and wet 


meadows that often results in soil compaction or incised gullies.     


 


Restoration Maintenance: There will be a need to re-visit the restoration sites each year to assess 


how the structures are functioning, to determine if they are functioning properly, and to maintain the 


structures.  Maintenance includes adding additional layers of rock as the structures accumulate 


sediments over time, until sites are considered restored.     


 


Monitoring: Due to headcuts, eroded channels, and incised gullies traditional wet meadow and 


riparian habitats within the sagebrush ecosystem are drying out and being encroached by upland plant 
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species.  This results in loss of high quality brood-rearing habitat for Gunnison sage-grouse, as well as 


important stopover sites for migratory birds and riparian dependent or obligate bird species.  Thus, 


vegetation monitoring will be designed to assess our ability to restore restoration sites such that they 


become more resilient and persist during drought conditions, and to re-establish conditions that existed 


prior to erosion degradation. 


 


Vegetation monitoring will be established to assess the following vegetation management objectives 


within the restored portion of the sites: 1) increase the average cover and density of native sedges, 


rushes, willows and wetland forbs; and 2) decrease the average cover of rabbitbrush, sagebrush and 


other upland species encroaching in riparian areas and wet meadows.  Vegetation will be monitored 


using the Line Point Intercept method across restoration sites and control sites.           


 


In partnership with the Audubon Society, Landbird population monitoring following the Rocky 


Mountain Bird Observatory landbird monitoring protocol (Hanni et al. 2014) will be conducted at 


erosion control restoration sites and control areas to assess songbird response to restoration treatments.     


 


Timing of Activities:  Rock delivery/staging, vegetation monitoring, and construction of restoration 


structures would take place between July 15 and October 30 each year, with most activities occurring 


in August.  Landbird population monitoring will be implemented May – June each year.  Field 


reconnaissance will take place late May through June at eroded stream channels, wet meadows and 


non-wetland swales along drainages, and riparian areas to assess site conditions and determine 


restoration methods that should be applied.       


 


Conservation Measures  


To minimize or avoid impacts to Gunnison sage-grouse, the Agencies would apply, at a minimum, the 


conservation measures listed below: 


 


Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatments 


 Avoid treatment activities during leking  (March 15-May 15
th


) 


 


 Do not aerially spray 2,4-D within 0.25 mile of occupied habitat.  


 


 Do not aerially spray clopyralid, diuron, hexazinone, picloram, or triclopyr in occupied habitat 


or in adjacent areas when aerial drift may occur.  


 


 If broadcast spraying bromacil, diquat, imazapyr or metsulfuron methyl in occupied habitat, 


apply at the typical, rather than the maximum, application rate. 


 


 If conducting manual spot applications of glyphosate, hexazinone, or triclopyr in occupied, use 


the typical, rather than the maximum, application rate.  


 


 The only herbicides that will be considered by the Agencies for aerial application within 


occupied or suitable sage-grouse habitat would be glyphosate and imazapic.  Application rate 


for glyphosate would not exceed 12oz/acre, for imazapic rates would not exceed 6oz/acre. 
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 For active restoration of occupied Gunnison sage-grouse aerial application of Glyphosate or 


Imazapic will be considered for plant communities that have ≥ 50% composition invasive 


nonnative annuals.  Only nonionic surfactants would be utilized in these scenarios. 


 


 Aerial spraying of imazapic and Glyphosate will be limited to fall season to reduce impacts to 


native vegetation. 


 


 For fire disturbances in occupied Gunnison sage-grouse aerial application of Glyphosate or 


Imazapic will be considered for communities that have ≥ 15% composition invasive nonnative 


annuals.  The full array of approved surfactants would be available for use. 


 


 Herbicide application records where Gunnison sage-grouse are involved would be provided to 


the Service annually.  


 


Erosion Control Restoration Activities 


 To protect breeding Gunnison sage-grouse, material transport and all surface-disturbing 


activities shall not occur from March 15 through July 15. This time frame protects birds during 


the lek, nesting, and early brood-rearing periods.  


 


 To minimize impacts on big game, sensitive species, and migratory birds, erosion control 


restoration treatments should occur between July 15 and October 30. 


 


 Gunnison sage-grouse often use relatively steep, rocky slopes as nighttime roost sites.  To 


minimize impacts to potential roost sites, when using local native rock sources do not harvest 


more than 10% of the rock available at any given location.  Spread harvesting evenly 


throughout the source area.      


 


 When using drift fences as one of the habitat restoration methods, avoid placement within 0.6 


mi of leks, unless there are topographic features blocking line of sight with the lek.  To avoid 


animal collisions and creating perch sites for raptors and corvids, install fences consistent with 


the direction in the Candidate Conservation Agreement for the Gunnison Sage-Grouse, 


Gunnison Basin Population (CCA page 23, section 4.4.3).     


 


 Off-site rock and logs will be weed-free.   


 


 All vehicular equipment and tools must be cleaned prior to entering public lands to avoid the 


risk of introducing noxious and invasive weeds in the action area.   


 


 When using vehicles (full-sized pick-up trucks, front-in-loaders, UTVs) are used to transport 


material (rock, logs, fence materials, hand tools), off-route travel will be minimized as much as 


possible and any off-route paths will be rehabilitated and reseeded with a native seed mix, as 


needed.   


 


 Treatment areas will be monitored for the establishment and spread of noxious and invasive 


weeds pre- and post-treatment and treated if needed. 
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In addition, the Agencies would develop and implement additional conservation measures, as 


necessary, during project-level planning. 


 


III. DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED AREA AND LOCATION: 


 


Across all land ownerships, there are an estimated 500,909 acres of occupied and 119,707 acres of 


unoccupied sage-grouse critical habitat in the Gunnison Basin (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014, 


Table 4).  Elevation within critical habitat ranges from 7,500 to over 9,500 feet.  Precipitation levels 


range from 7 to 16 inches depending on geographic area and elevation.  The majority of sage-grouse 


habitat within the basin receives less than 12 inches of precipitation annually. The majority of occupied 


critical habitat is sagebrush, but the area also includes cottonwood and herbaceous riparian, juniper, 


aspen, and coniferous forest vegetative communities.  Typical sagebrush types include mountain big 


sagebrush, Wyoming big sagebrush and black sage. Mountain big sagebrush occurs at higher 


elevations and at lower elevations containing moist sites. Wyoming big sagebrush is typically found at 


lower elevations and on drier sites. There is a hybrid of Wyoming and mountain in transition areas 


between the two. Black sage is also found on the dry gravel soils in lower elevations. Aspect is also an 


important factor influencing soil moisture content and the distribution of big sagebrush, with mountain 


big sagebrush often occurring on more northerly slopes and Wyoming big sagebrush occurring on 


more southerly slopes. There are many perennial and ephemeral streams within the sagebrush-steppe 


habitat that provide important brood rearing habitat throughout the Basin. Many of these streams have 


sagebrush encroachment as a result of down-cutting and entrenchment of the stream channel, leading 


to contraction of the riparian zone (RCP 2005).  


 


The action area for this biological assessment includes all federally managed lands within the 


Gunnison Basin critical habitat unit (described as Unit 6 in U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014).  The 


Gunnison Basin critical habitat unit occurs in portions of Gunnison, Saguache, Hinsdale, and Montrose 


Counties.  The small portion of this critical habitat unit in Montrose County is unoccupied.  We 


estimate the action area to be 480,977.4 acres (Figure 1).  We determined this area estimate for the 


action area based on tables 4 and 5 in the Final Rule for the designation of critical habitat for Gunnison 


sage-grouse (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014).  Table 3 below provides area estimates per federal 


agency.   
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Figure 1.  Action Area – All BLM, USFS, and NPS managed lands within the Gunnison Basin critical 


habitat unit.   


 


Table 3.  Gunnison Basin Critical Habitat Unit: Area Estimates by Federal Land Manager (acres) 


Status 


Land Manager 


BLM USFS NPS 


Occupied 300,476 83,650 12,172 


Unoccupied 63,497 11,861 8,832 


 


Existing Conditions 


 


While the project area includes all federally managed Gunnison sage-grouse critical habitat in the 


Gunnison Basin, only localized areas within the project area will be affected.  Weed treatments will 


occur in all vegetative communities within the project area.  Since most weed infestations occur in 


disturbed areas (soil disturbance or fire-impacted) and along roads and trails, most treatments, by 


definition, will occur in fragmented habitat.  However, protecting large patches of intact sagebrush and 


riparian habitat is a priority for all federal agencies and patches of weeds occurring in these intact 


communities will also be treated.   


 


This analysis represents the initial baseline data in which the agencies will use to determine how future 


actions affect the species and its habitat across the Gunnison Basin.  The following is a summary of 


existing conditions related to the threats to the species identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


that are relevant to this programmatic project. 


 


Historic Modification of Habitat  


Sagebrush communities in the Gunnison Basin have remained relatively intact compared to many of 


the large expansive sagebrush communities in the West that have been chained, chemically treated, 
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burned, converted due to invasive weeds, changing fire regimes, and converted to agricultural land.  


Fragmentation due to expansion of residential development, creation of Blue Mesa Reservoir which 


flooded a large area of sage grouse habitat, and expansion of hay meadows has resulted in the loss of 


some habitat in the Gunnison Basin.  With Federal lands in the Gunnison Basin, removal of sagebrush 


habitat has been minimal.  Contour plowing was done extensively across the sagebrush habitat during 


the 1940’s to attempt to preserve soil in response to the dust bowl.  Although total acreages of plowing 


are unknown, vegetation has returned to a natural sagebrush ecosystem, however, the alteration of 


contouring can still be seen.  Some conversion of native vegetation to non-native grasses on Federal 


lands has occurred during the 1960’s and 1970’s.  Crested wheat and Russian wild rye were planted to 


provide more robust forage for cattle.  These species cause a monoculture with few natives able to 


grow within these stands.  Most of these plantings are on BLM lands and total approximately 2,000 


acres.  Approximately 2,000 acres of sagebrush was treated using Tebuthiuron (Spike), a granular 


chemical that causes mortality to sagebrush.  This was done using test strips within the sagebrush at 


varying levels of treatment dosage.  Sagebrush was set back in these areas but many of these sites had 


cover above the maximum recommended cover for sagebrush so habitat was not reduced.  Both 


prescribed and wildfire has occurred in the Gunnison Basin.  Most prescribed fires were small patch 


burns within sagebrush as habitat improvement projects for wildlife species such as sage grouse and 


big game.  Between wildfire and prescribed burns, approximately 1,010 acres has been burned within 


sage grouse habitat in the Gunnison Basin on Federal Lands.  The largest wildfire in sage grouse 


habitat, the Wiley Burn (2004), has returned to fairly high quality sagebrush habitat. 


 


Despite these modifications to habitat, Boyle and Reeder (2005) note the rate of sagebrush loss in the 


Gunnison Basin was lower than other areas of sagebrush distribution in Colorado (U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service 2010; page 59813). It appears that 60-70% of potential historic habitat remains 


occupied in the Gunnison Basin, considerably more than USFWS’ estimated 7% of potential historic 


habitat currently occupied rangewide (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010, page 59813). 


 


Roads and Trails 


Within occupied Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-Grouse critical habitat, there are currently 1,349 


miles of roads accessible to 2-wheel-drive vehicles and 4-wheel-drive accessible roads, and trails used 


by motorcycles, bicycles, horses and hikers are heavily distributed throughout the area.  There are 


currently 1,274 miles of unpaved roads within 4 miles of sage-grouse leks on BLM and USFS lands in 


the Gunnison Basin.   


 


These roads and trails not only fragment sagebrush habitat, they serve as a conduit for weed 


transmission. Currently, weed infestations are common along all classes of roadways and are spread by 


vehicles.  Weeds occurring along roads fragmenting sage-grouse habitat have allowed for the incursion 


of invasive plants to native sagebrush habitat and negatively affects Gunnison sage-grouse habitat.  


Similarly, weeds are common along the margins of many trails and are often spread by recreationalists, 


pets, wildlife and domestic ungulates using those trails.  Where these trails bisect sagebrush habitat, 


weeds have spread and negatively impacted sage-grouse habitat. 


 


Existing roads and trails that are built in or adjacent to mesic sites and drainages have altered 


hydrologic regimes.  In many instances, improper water flow in, around and off of road surfaces has 


led to soil erosion or water channelization.  Where run off erodes soil, head cutting has occurred, 


resulting in deep channels and significant soil loss.  Many roads and trails that were not properly 


designed to cross mesic areas work to concentrate water flow on the downstream side, resulting in 


constrained water flow, and, ultimately, reduced herbaceous riparian habitat. 
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Livestock Grazing and Wild Ungulate Herbivory 


Domestic livestock grazing occurs throughout most of the occupied habitat in the Gunnison Basin and 


is expected to continue in the future. USFWS acknowledges that not all livestock grazing results in 


habitat degradation, and noted that “no studies have documented (positively or negatively) the actual 


impacts of grazing at the population level” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010; page 59823). They 


conclude that “habitat degradation that can result from improper grazing is a significant threat to 


GUSG now and in the foreseeable future” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010; page 59827).  


 


Currently, 65% of occupied habitat in the Gunnison Basin is actively grazed with federal grazing 


permits. All public land agencies manage for sage-grouse habitat and conservation, yet these efforts are 


monitored inconsistently across jurisdictional boundaries. Although the BLM maintains Land health 


data for its allotments, most Land Health data in the Gunnison Basin is several years old and therefore 


doesn't represent current habitat condition, and this older data did not capture information specific to 


sage-grouse habitat guidelines. Therefore, little data is available that characterizes the overall current 


condition of the habitat in specific relation to sage-grouse habitat guidelines in the RCP.  


 


Although sage-grouse guidelines from the RCP, BLM RMP, and Forest Service Forest Plan have been 


incorporated into grazing permits within occupied habitat, existing monitoring plans produce 


insufficient quantitative data to document habitat status relative to the sage-grouse guidelines. 


 


Many ephemeral streams and drainages in sagebrush habitat have become incised due to livestock and 


wild ungulate trailing.   Low-lying mesic areas and herbaceous riparian areas can also become incised 


by cattle and wild ungulates that concentrate near water sources.   Cattle and wild ungulates cause 


erosion by concentrating water run off along trails and by trampling banks (hoof shearing).    


 


Additionally, cattle and wild ungulates may help spread weeds often found in disturbed riparian areas 


and near other disturbed or trampled water sources.  Seed can be caught in fur and transported and also 


may be eaten and excreted elsewhere throughout the range.  Weeds are common in highly disturbed 


areas where cattle concentrate and along two track roads within grazing allotments. 


 


Invasive Plants 


Cheatgrasss (Bromus tectorum) and other noxious and invasive weeds are anticipated to increase in the 


Gunnison Basin in the future due to potential exacerbation from climate change and the limited success 


of broad-scale control efforts.  USFWS anticipates that impacts will likely be in the form of habitat 


degradation via the loss of native plants and altered fire regime.  The National Invasive Species 


Management System (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/weeds/nisims.html) identifies an 


independent weed population as one or more noxious or invasive weed plants in an area 40 feet or 


more from another population.  Currently, it is estimated that greater than 2,300 weed populations exist 


on public lands within rangewide Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat.  Most of these weed populations 


recorded were outside the Gunnison Basin.  Since 2009, 723 of those populations have been recorded 


as treated.  Of those treatments, 648 involved cheatgrass as the primary weed species.  BLM 


monitoring records indicates that these treatments are 95-99% effective for controlling cheatgrass.  


Currently, cheatgrass is present but not dominant in grazing allotments in occupied habitat. 


 


This project will address all non-native plants as weeds, although federal agencies focus treatment 


efforts on noxious and invasive weeds. The USFWS also identifies a number of weed species that are 


known to affect sagebrush habitats (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014b; page 69250).  Due to 


differences in sampling methodologies, incomplete sampling and inconsistencies in species sampled, 


there are no quantifiable estimates of acres of sage-grouse habitat affected by weed infestations.   



http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/weeds/nisims.html
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Climate Change 


Changes in the amount and timing of precipitation and seasonal temperature changes are expected with 


climate change.  However, there is a great deal of uncertainty regarding the magnitude of these 


changes and the effects of climate change on sagebrush plant community dynamics.  This uncertainty 


also makes it difficult to predict to what extent climate change will affect Gunnison Sage-grouse.  


However, USFWS has found that climate change is a substantial future threat to sage-grouse due to the 


potential of climate change to alter important seasonal habitats and food resources, the distribution of 


resources and the distribution and extent of sagebrush. 


 


Annual average temperature in west-central Colorado increased about 1.11
o
C (2


 o
F) in the last 30 years 


(Ray et al. 2008). The timing and amount of precipitation has also likely significantly changed over the 


last 30 years, but no documentation of these trends has been found.  While it is likely that climate 


change has significantly altered seasonal temperatures and precipitation, most of the concern of this 


analysis is addressing habitat function in order to adapt to future climate changes and enhance the 


resiliency of sagebrush habitat. 


 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified several threats to sage-grouse within the Gunnison 


Basin, many of which are relevant to this programmatic project.   These include historic modification 


of habitat leading to habitat loss and fragmentation, roads and trails, domestic grazing and wild 


ungulate herbivory, invasive plants and climate change.  This programmatic project addresses these 


threats throughout the Gunnison Basin by controlling noxious and invasive weeds and restoring proper 


hydrologic function. 


 


Description of the Species in the Affected Area 


 


A review of species and critical habitat protected or proposed for protection under the Endangered 


Species Act that may occur in the action area or be affected by the proposed action was conducted. 


Available information was reviewed on occurrence records and species habitat needs to conduct this 


analysis. Sources of information include Forest Service records (Gunnison Ranger District wildlife 


observation database; NRM- Wildlife – USFS corporate wildlife database), the State Natural Heritage 


Program database, state wildlife agency information (Colorado Parks and Wildlife), and the U.S. Fish 


and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) website 


(http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/).  Based on our review, Gunnison sage-grouse is the only species carried 


forward in our analysis.   
 


On November 20, 2014, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that protection under the 


Endangered Species Act (ESA) is warranted for the Gunnison sage-grouse, and finalized a rule to list 


the species as threatened (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014b). Critical habitat was designated on 


1,429,551 acres in southwestern Colorado and southeastern Utah (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


2014). Following is a summary of the current distribution of the species’ rangewide and an assessment 


of the Gunnison Basin population and trends. More detail on the species status is provided in 


aforementioned Federal Register notices. A detailed discussion of Gunnison sage-grouse taxonomy, 


the species description, historical distribution, habitat, and life-history characteristics can be found in 


the Service’s 12-month finding for Gunnison sage-grouse, published September 28, 2010 (75 FR 


59804). 
 


Gunnison sage-grouse currently occur in seven isolated populations in southwest Colorado and eastern 


Utah. The seven populations are; Gunnison Basin, San Miguel Basin, Monticello–Dove Creek, Pınon 


Mesa, Crawford, Cerro Summit–Cimarron–Sims Mesa, and Poncha Pass. This biological assessment is 



http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
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focused on the Gunnison Basin population, which comprises 87% of the Rangewide population. In 2014, 


the Gunnison Basin sage-grouse population was estimated at 3,978 birds and 23 active lek areas with a high 


male count of 811 (Jackson and Seward 2014). Preliminary population estimates for 2015 estimate a 


population increase from 2014 with a high male count of 974 (Colorado Parks and Wildlife 2015) but the 


official 2015 population estimate was not available at the time of preparing this biological assessment.   


 


Several of the conservation measures described above relate to timing restrictions coinciding with several 


of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse life history periods.  The following table details life history stages for the 


Gunnison Sage-Grouse.  As part of the habitat restoration and weed treatment activities described above, 


we want to ensure that our activities avoid or minimize effects that would negatively affect population 


recruitment.  As such, we consider the lek, nesting, and early-brood rearing life history stages the most 


critical time periods to avoid impacts.   


 


 
 


IV. Effects of the Action 
 


The effects of the action include the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed Federal action on the 


species and critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or 


interdependent with that action, that will be added to the environmental baseline (50 CFR 402.02). 


 


Description of the Effects of the Proposed Action on Gunnison Sage-Grouse  


 
Direct and Indirect Effects of Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatments  


The ground-disturbing activity associated with weed treatment may flush individuals within the 


vicinity and temporarily expose them to increased risk of predation although the majority of invasive 


plants are located in already disturbed areas, with many infestations associated with roadside corridors.  


These treatments are done fairly quickly with only one trip into the site so no repeated flushing will 


occur. 


 


Risks from direct spray and spills, indirect contact with foliage after direct spray, and ingestion of food 


items contaminated by direct spray are generally low or non-existent for terrestrial fauna such as sage 


grouse.  Since most treatments currently done are spot and broadcast of less than a few acres, the 


probability of direct exposure is extremely low.  For aerial treatments, these risks are elevated because 


of the broad area being sprayed.  In Gunnison, aerial sprays would focus on the treatment of 


cheatgrass.  The main chemical used to treat cheatgrass is Imazapic (Plateau).  Calculated risk 


quotients for terrestrial wildlife were all below the most conservative Toxic Levels of Concern of less 
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than 0.1, therefore not likely to pose a risk to Gunnison Sage-grouse.  In some cases during treatment 


of cheatgrass in the fall, Glyphosate is applied in order to target the newly growing cheatgrass when 


other species are dormant. Direct risks of Glyphosate on Gunnison Sage-grouse are low through 


ingestion of food items such as grasses and insects that have been treated and no risk to direct contact 


with spray (assuming a100% absorption of the chemical).  By late fall, sage grouse have transitioned 


their diets to primarily sagebrush since most forbs and grasses are senesced.  Glyphosate absorbs 


quickly into grasses and withers the plant within days, therefore the timing of application to when the 


plant will not be a desirable food source is very short so risks to sage grouse from infrequent fall 


exposures will be minimal. 


 


Direct and Indirect Effects of Erosion Control Habitat Restoration Activities 


 


Human presence and activities within seasonal habitats could have short-term impacts to sage-grouse 


(Gunnison Sage-Grouse Rangewide Steering Committee 2005, Appendix I).  Human-caused 


disturbances that induce stress on individuals or populations may cause potential loss or reduction of 


individual or species fitness (survival, reproduction and recruitment) within seasonally important 


habitats or areas during specific time periods.  With design features and timing restrictions 


implemented for this project, human presence and activity is restricted to late-summer to early-fall 


time frames when sage-grouse and chicks of the year are highly mobile, and likely to not be in the 


vicinity of the activities.  However, physical disturbances and noise-related effects due to human 


activity and equipment have the potential to cause incidental disruption of Gunnison Sage-Grouse, 


resulting in birds temporarily avoiding project areas.  We estimate human presence and activity at 


individual project areas to be: 


 


 A maximum of 20 days during a 3.5 month period (July 15 to October 30) when implementing 


habitat restoration activities.  We expect that the number of days will more commonly be 14 


days during a 2-month period from July 15 to September 15.   


 A maximum of 10 days per year for monitoring activities, some of which are likely to overlap 


the time period described above.   


 A maximum of 10 days per year for maintenance of restoration structures.  After they are built, 


structures may need to be maintained annually until sites meet restoration objectives.   


 


While the net effect of the physical disturbance may cause a temporary avoidance of otherwise suitable 


habitat, this effect will be localized to small project sites at a time (up to 20 acres in size along linear 


channels).  Affected individuals would likely be displaced to areas immediately adjacent or near 


project sites with suitable habitat that meets their needs.  Since our habitat manipulation activities will 


be focused within small areas at a time, outside of sage-grouse critical time periods (breeding, nesting, 


early brood-rearing or wintering), the likelihood of impacts to recruitment and individual grouse fitness 


is insignificant.  Brood-rearing habitat restoration activities are likely to result in a positive population 


response by Gunnison Sage-Grouse over the long-term, despite the potential for some level of 


temporary disturbance to the bird when habitat restoration activities are implemented.  We believe that 


the conservation measures described as part of the proposed action will result in avoiding adverse 


effects that would cause take.     


 


Long-term indirect effects of erosion restoration activities should be positive for Gunnison sage-grouse 


in terms of improvements to brood-rearing habitat.  Restoration structures should function to build 


sediments back up within incised gullies, retain water for a longer period of time during the spring and 


early summer, and spread water across meadows. We anticipate that over time, this will increase 


herbaceous plant species diversity and quality, resulting in increased insect abundance and forbs in 
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these areas. The Gunnison sage-grouse early brood-rearing period occurs during the spring and early 


summer. Chicks need to feed entirely on insects for protein during the first 2 - 3 weeks of their lives, 


after which their diet is a combination of insects and forbs. The early brood-rearing period is a time 


critical for their survival and recruitment for the population. After water flows through these streams 


following spring snowmelt, if the restoration structures succeed in maintaining wet meadows for an 


additional two weeks during this time period that coincides with the early brood-rearing period, this 


project can have significant benefits to Gunnison sage-grouse population recruitment.  


 


Description of the Effects of the Proposed Action on Gunnison Sage-Grouse 


Designated Critical Habitat 
 


This analysis describes restoration and weed treatment effects based on how treatment methods affect 


the critical habitat primary constituent elements.   


 


Primary Constituent Elements for Gunnison Sage-Grouse 


 


As described in the Final Rule for the critical habitat designation (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


2014), primary constituent elements (PCEs) are those specific elements of physical and biological 


features that provide for a species’ life-history processes and are essential to the conservation of the 


species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified the following PCEs: 


 


PCE 1 – Extensive sagebrush landscapes capable of supporting a population of Gunnison sage-grouse.  


In general, this includes areas with vegetation composed primarily of sagebrush plant communities (at 


least 25 percent of the land is dominated by sagebrush cover within a 0.9-mi (1.5-km) radius of any 


given location), of sufficient size and configuration to encompass all seasonal habitats for a given 


population of Gunnison sage-grouse, and facilitate movements within and among populations. 


  


PCE 2 – Breeding habitat composed of sagebrush plant communities that, in general, have the 


structural characteristics within the ranges described in Table 2 from the Final Rule (U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service 2014).  Habitat structure values are average values over a project area. Breeding 


habitat includes lek, nesting, and early brood-rearing habitats used typically March 15 through July 15 


(GSRSC 2005, p. H–3). Early brood-rearing habitat may include agricultural fields.  
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PCE 3 – Summer-late fall habitat composed of sagebrush plant communities that, in general, have the 


structural characteristics within the ranges described in Table 3 from the Final Rule (U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service 2014). Habitat structure values are average values over a project area. Summer-fall 


habitat includes sagebrush communities having the referenced habitat structure values, as well as 


agricultural fields and wet meadow or riparian habitat types. Wet meadows and riparian habitats are 


also included qualitatively under PCE 5.   


 


Table 2 from 79 FR 69312 – Breeding 


Habitat Structural Guidelines 
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PCE 4 – Winter habitat composed of sagebrush plant communities that, in general, have sagebrush 


canopy cover between 30 to 40 percent and sagebrush height of 15.8 to 21.7 in (40 to 55 cm). These 


habitat structure values are average values over a project area. Winter habitat includes sagebrush areas 


within currently occupied habitat that are available (i.e., not covered by snow) to Gunnison sage-


grouse during average winters (GSRSC 2005, p. H–3). 


 


PCE 5 – Alternate, mesic habitats used primarily in the summer-late fall season, such as riparian 


communities, springs, seeps and mesic meadows (GSRSC 2005, pp. 30, H–7; Schroeder et al. 1999, p. 


4; Connelly et al. 2000a, p. 980). 


 


Direct and Indirect Effects of Noxious and Invasive Plant Species Treatments 


 


Herbicide treatments are not expected to have substantial direct or indirect effects on the Gunnison 


sage-grouse because healthy sagebrush and mountain shrub communities, either occupied or 


unoccupied, would not be broadly sprayed with herbicides.  When looking at the Landscape Level 


PCE 1, none of our invasive plant treatments will eliminate or reduce sagebrush cover and treatment of 


invasive plants within the sagebrush ecosystem will lead to an increased natural vegetation cover 


indicative of healthy sagebrush plant communities.  When looking at site-scale primary constituent 


elements 2-5, removal of undesirable invasive vegetation could temporarily reduce hiding cover for 


grouse and temporarily expose birds potentially utilizing such habitats to higher levels of predation 


depending on the size of the treatment area.  For spot and broadcast spraying, areas are small in 


treatment size and it would not be expected to increase the probability of predation.  With aerial 


spraying of cheatgrass, the herbicides (glyphosate and imazapic) that would be used for such 


restoration treatments at low rates are very effective at removing invasive annuals without impacting 


desirable herbaceous perennials, sagebrush, or deciduous mountain shrub species so areas still offer 


Table 3 from 79 FR 69312 – Summer-


Late Fall Habitat Structural Guidelines 
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hiding cover.  Such treatments coupled with effective interseeding (where determined needed) of 


perennial grasses and forbs are expected have long term beneficial effects on habitat suitability for 


Gunnison sage-grouse.  Removing the composition of invasive annuals would provide the opportunity 


for disturbed sage cover types to develop the basic perennial vegetation requirements necessary to 


allow successional processes which are expected to have long term beneficial effects on habitat 


suitability for Gunnison Sage-grouse. 


 


Direct and Indirect Effects of Erosion Control Restoration Activities 


 


Direct effects include vegetation trampling, minor soil disturbances associated with rock placement, 


plug and spread construction, worm ditch construction, and water drainage work that could occur 


slightly outside of existing road prisms.  Disturbances at each restoration site will be negligible and 


confined to small, narrow channels.  Over the long-term the proposed action is expected to reduce the 


effects of fragmentation by facilitating the creation and restoration of habitat and the associated 


vegetative structure conducive to persistence of the species and its habitat needs (PCE 1). 


 


Restoration structures are designed to restore eroded channels and prevent future erosion.  Over the 


long-term we expect beneficial effects in terms of restoring degraded intermittent, ephemeral, and 


perennial stream channels, and increasing grasses, forbs, and riparian plant species.  There will be 


negligible amounts of sagebrush mortality where sagebrush has encroached into areas that were once 


wetter sites not capable of supporting big sagebrush prior to the eroded conditions that exist today.  


However, the restoration methods are designed to maintain and improve mesic sites that are important 


for Gunnison Sage-Grouse brood-rearing habitat.  The restoration activities will be beneficial to PCE 


5, and to the grass and forb structural components from PCEs 2 and 3.   


 


The proposed action will not destroy or adversely modify Gunnison Sage-Grouse critical habitat.  Any 


anticipated habitat impacts within critical habitat are not expected to permanently degrade or alter its 


conservation role for the Gunnison sage-grouse in any substantial way.  In fact, the proposed action is 


designed to improve the species’ Primary Constituent Elements (as defined by the Service in its final 


rule) over the long term. 


 


Cumulative Effects 
 


Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, tribal, local, or private actions that are 


reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this letter (50 CFR § 402.02). Future 


federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they 


require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA. 


 


The action area is confined to federal lands administered by the BLM, USFS, and NPS.  These lands 


occur in a large, relatively contiguous pattern mixed with a mosaic of private and State lands.  The area 


of analysis for cumulative effects is therefore federal and non-federal lands within the Gunnison Basin 


critical habitat unit of the Gunnison sage-grouse.  There are no tribal lands designated as critical 


habitat within the action area.  Approximately 20% (of critical habitat for the Gunnison Basin 


population is on private land, with 18% considered occupied and 29.3% considered unoccupied; and 


approximately 2.3% is on state land, with 2.8% considered occupied and 0.3% considered unoccupied 


(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014, Tables 4 and 5). 


 


Activities that occur on private and State lands within the Gunnison Basin population include: 


agriculture, including hay production and livestock ranching; residential and commercial development; 
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utility lines; roads; fences and recreation, including OHV use, hiking, and horseback riding. The 


human population within the action area has grown substantially from 1985 to 2012.  Between 1985 


and 2012, within the occupied habitat portion of the Gunnison Basin Gunnison sage-grouse population 


the human population in Gunnison County has grown by 48.9%; Saguache County by 43.3%; and 


Hinsdale County by 71.6 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014b; Table 2).   


 


As described in the Final Rule (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2014b, Table 4), these trends are 


anticipated into the foreseeable future.  As human populations increase, residential and other 


associated infrastructure development (roads, trails, utility corridors, fences) in Gunnison sage-grouse 


range is expected to increase to meet the demand of growing human populations (U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service 2014b).  This will result in increased pressure from residential development on 


private lands and recreation on both private and State lands. While the large amount of federal land 


ownership of occupied habitat in the Gunnison Basin reduces the potential impact of private land 


development, incrementally these activities will continue to affect the Gunnison Basin population of 


Gunnison sage-grouse through direct loss of habitat, through habitat modification, and through direct 


and indirect disturbances to birds due to increased use of public lands by recreationists.      


 


As described in the Existing Conditions section, there have been numerous modifications to Gunnison 


Sage-Grouse habitat across all land ownerships in the Gunnison Basin, particularly private lands.  The 


habitat improvement treatments described in this document are implemented holistically across public 


and private land ownerships and address the threat of noxious and invasive non-native plants and 


habitat degradation.  Thus, this action, when added to all past, present and future foreseeable non-


federal actions in the action area, is likely to reduce the cumulative effects of these specific threats for 


the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-Grouse population.   


 


V. Effect Determinations 
 


Effect Determination on Gunnison Sage-Grouse 
 


The proposed action may affect the Gunnison Sage-Grouse due to:  


 


Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatments: 


 Human disturbance associated with invasive weed spraying may temporarily displace 


individuals 


 Aerial spraying may cause direct spray of birds with chemical 


 Birds may ingest chemical through contaminated grass and insects 


 Temporary reduction of non-native vegetation may reduce hiding cover and expose birds to 


increased predation 


 


Erosion Control Restoration Activities: 


 Physical disturbance associated with habitat restoration activities may temporarily displace 


individuals.    


 


The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the Gunnison Sage-Grouse because weed 


treatment and erosion control restoration actions are for the purpose of improving habitat; and the 


conservation measures in place avoid or minimize negative direct and indirect effects to Gunnison 


sage-grouse, except incidental disruptive impacts, by: 


 


Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatments: 
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 Aerial spraying will only occur during the fall to ensure minimal impact on native grasses and 


forbs 


 Spraying will not be conducted during lek season 


 Chemicals will be used at or lower than label standards ensuring treatments are low risk to 


grouse through direct spray and ingestion of contaminated food sources 


 


Erosion Control Restoration Activities: 


 Restricting wet meadow and riparian restoration activities to outside of critical time periods 


(lek, nesting, early brood-rearing, and wintering time periods) 


 Monitoring for and treating any weed development in treatment areas 


 Restricting amount of native rock collected on site to no more than 10% 


 Reseeding/planting with local native plant species 


 Following existing Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-Grouse Candidate Conservation Agreement 


conservation measures for drift fence installations, consistent with requirements in the 


Biological Opinion issued by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the Candidate Conservation 


Agreement Biological Assessment 


 


The action agencies conclude that the proposed habitat improvement – noxious and invasive weed 


treatments and erosion control restoration activities “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” 


the Gunnison Sage-Grouse.   


 


Effect Determination on Gunnison Sage-Grouse Designated Critical Habitat 
 


The proposed action may affect Gunnison Sage-Grouse designated critical habitat due to:  


 


Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatments: 


 Temporary reduction of non-native vegetation cover 


 


Erosion Control Restoration Activities: 


 Direct effects from temporary vegetation trampling associated with restoration structure 


construction and material transport of rocks, logs, or fencing for drift fences 


 Indirect effects from long-term changes to vegetation species composition and structure, 


including anticipated changed conditions from drier, eroded sites currently having more upland 


plant species to wetter, restored sites shifting to more riparian plant species and increased 


herbaceous production.  We anticipate a negligible loss of sagebrush at restoration sites as sites 


become wetter and encroaching sagebrush dies and are replaced by species adapted for wetter 


conditions.   


 


The proposed action will not destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat because: 


 


Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatments: 


 Spot and broadcast treatments are small in size and target invasive populations.  Components of 


PCE’s are native vegetation which isn’t targeted. 


 Aerial sprays target cheatgrass and native grasses and forbs are dormant during spray 


operations allowing improvement of the PCE’s. 


 


Erosion Control Restoration Activities: 
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 Habitat restoration is designed to improve wet meadow, riparian, and other mesic habitats, 


which comprise PCE 5.   


 One of the purposes and goals of the restoration work is to improve grass cover, forb cover, 


grass heights, and forb heights, which are all components of PCEs 2 and 3.  


 We anticipate habitat restoration to restore sites to conditions that may have existed prior to the 


eroded conditions that exist today, and to build resiliency into wet meadow and riparian 


habitats within the sagebrush ecosystem such that these sites persist during drought conditions 


and during predicted climate changes that may occur in the foreseeable future.    


 


The action agencies conclude that the proposed habitat improvement – erosion control restoration 


activities and noxious and invasive weed treatments “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” 


Gunnison Sage-Grouse designated critical habitat.   


 


VI. Reporting 
 


Each year, the Agencies will report the following items to USFWS to ensure compliance with this 


consultation: 


 


Invasive Weed Treatments: 


 -Mapped Spray Locations 


 -Acres of Weeds Sprayed 


 -Chemical Use 


 -Weed Infestations Mapped 


 -Monitoring Associated with Spray Efforts (photo plots, transect data, Success Estimations) 


 


Erosion Control Restoration: 


 -Type of Restoration Activity 


 -Locations of New Structures 


 -Repair of Existing Structures 


 -Monitoring Reports    


 


VII. CONTACTS 


 


If you require any additional information please contact Theresa Childers, Wildlife Biologist at (970) 


641-2337 ext. 250 (Existing Conditions); Russ Japuntich, Wildlife Biologist at (970) 642-4949 


(Noxious and Invasive Plant Species); or Matt Vasquez, Wildlife Biologist at (970) 642-4401 (Erosion 


Control Habitat Restoration). 
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