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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

DATE: June 28, 2012
PLACE: Gunnison County Commissioners’ Meeting Room

1. 10:00am e Call Regular Meeting to Order; Determination of Quorum;
Verify Public Notice of Meeting

2. 10:05 e Agenda Approval

3. 10:10 e Introduction of New Member

4, 10:15 e Approval of May 16, 2012 Meeting Minutes

5. 10:20 e Approval of June 14, 2012 Special Meeting Minutes
6. 10:25 e Committee Member Comments/Reports

7. 10:35 e Lek Access Policy — Annual Review

8. 10:45 e Rangewide Plan Steering Committee

9. 11:00 e Meeting with USFWS — Follow-up discussion

10. 11:15 e (added) A Different Perspective on Sage-grouse

Conservation

11. 11:30 e USFS — Stereo Imagery Project

12. 12:00 e Lunch

13.  12:30 e Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA)
14. 155 e Future Meetings

15. 2:00 e 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 TAKEN ON ANY ITEM. Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken. Two or more
Gunnison County Commissioners may attend this meeting. For further information, contact the County Administration at
641-0248. If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior to the meeting.






GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
May 16, 2012

The May 16, 2012 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was held in the
Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the Courthouse at 200 E. Virginia, Gunnison CO 81230.

Committee Members Present:

Voting:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS)

J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA)

Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)
Peter Caloger, Public At-Large

David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community

Liz With, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Alternate

Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) Alternate

Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)

Dan Reinkensmeyer, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Alternate

Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Non-voting:

Russell Japuntich, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Alternate
Kathy Griffin, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Alternate
Lee Spann, Public At-Large Alternate

Staff Members Present:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 111

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the May 16, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison
Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:00 am.

DETERMINATION OF QUORUM: Stahlnecker confirmed that a quorum was present.

PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED: Stahlnecker verified that proper legal public notice had
occurred.

AGENDA APPROVAL: Cochran informed the Committee that he received a phone call from
Corey Wong with the Forest Supervisor's office in Delta. Cochran informed that there is a
disagreement within the agencies, and therefore there is nothing to present to the Committee
today. Agenda Item #8 was removed from the agenda. Cochran informed that the Forest
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Service will not be going further with their sage-grouse land acquisition discussions until the
disagreement is resolved. Agenda stands as modified.

APPROVAL of April 19, 2012 MEETING MINUTES: Vasquez pointed out one change to the
April 19, 2012 minutes. On page 2 change Deer Creek to Beaver Creek and Lost Canyon.
Moved by Chamberland to accept the April 19, 2012 meeting minutes as amended, seconded
by Navy. Motion carried.

IN THE AUDIENCE:
e Ramon Reed, Planning Commission Chair
e Charlie Sharp, — USFWS
e Susan Linner, USFWS

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS and REPORTS:

USFS: Vasquez announced there is a Remote Sensing Proposal Kick-off meeting on May
23", The meeting will discuss Virtual Point Cloud Technology that can measure
vegetation heights from aerial photos. The USFS proposal is one of six that have been
accepted.

BLM: Japuntich announced that the BLM gates are open, including the gate south of the
power line at Hartman’s. Wiens informed the Committee that the signs they put up were
effective. Japuntich opined that the public was much more compliant with road closures
this year than in previous years.

FEATHER COLLECTION: Cochran passed out an email from Nathan Seward. The email
informed the Committee about protocols for feather collection.

NRCS: With announced that a gentleman from Arkansas is going to fill John Scott’s
position. He is anticipated to be in Gunnison on July 2.

USFWS: Reinkensmeyer announced that he has submitted his resignation to the
USFWS. He does not have updated information on when the USFWS is publishing the
Proposed Rule.

HANG GLIDING ACCESS — REQUEST FROM THE PUBLIC: Matt Brown and Eric Kay with
the Crested Butte Soaring Society were present for the discussion.

Brown informed the Committee that there is a hang gliding site at Big Mesa that has been used
around 35 years, and the site is only 2-3 acres. He informed the Committee that hang gliders
would like to gain access to this hang gliding site during the road closure season, and that they
would stay north of the power line. Brown mentioned that they are willing to look at alternate
access routes. He commented that the hang gliders would only be at the site when the weather
is favorable.

Japuntich commented that the road to get to this hang gliding site goes through 2 active leks,
and the reason access was denied in the past was due to this. Brown informed the Committee
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that there are only 15 hang gliders in Gunnison, and they are fully insured. Brown informed the
Committee that this is an afternoon sport, and they would not go up if the roads are
wet/muddy.

The Committee discussed parameters and conditions of allowing the hang gliders access for
recreational purposes. The Committee discussed the possibility of the need for emergency
access for medical attention.

Cochran suggested placing this discussion on a future agenda. Wiens offered to continue this
discussion with BLM and Brown to keep this discussion rolling. The Committee concurred to
have Wiens take the lead on this subject, and bring an update to the Committee.

RANGEWIDE PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE: The Committee reviewed the draft agenda
items identified at the last meeting. St. George added to the draft agenda: weed species,
habitat and habitat guidelines. The Committee wants to draft a letter to send to the Steering
Committee and ask Griffin to deliver the message. The Committee discussed keeping the
agenda specific to Predator Control and inviting all of the working groups. The Committee
agreed to discuss setting the meeting before July. The Committee will draft a letter to be
addressed to the Director of CPW and send invitations to working group chairpersons if a
meeting is scheduled.

JUNE MEETING PLANNING — REQUEST FROM USFWS: Susan Linner with the USFWS
Regional office was present for this discussion. Linner informed the Committee that the
Proposed Rule has been place on hold in Washington, DC. The Regional Director for the USFWS
would like to set up a meeting on June 15, 2012 with the Strategic Committee to communicate
what can be done or what is not being done to improve the status of the species. Linner
informed the Committee that they might conduct a “road trip” after the Proposed Rule is
released and meet with representatives. Linner asked that the various agencies inform their
agency heads that the USFWS Regional Director will be coming. Linner informed the Committee
that if the Secretary of Interior comes to this meeting, Linner will send out invitations. Cochran
informed Linner of the preliminary agenda he thinks would benefit the discussion:

Preliminary Agenda List:

e CCAA

e CCA

e Conservation Easements

e Post Listing - Habitat Conservation Plan
e Habitat Prioritization Tool

Linner gave clarification on the upcoming meeting. Linner commented that it depends on who is
attending the meeting from the Department of the Interior. USFWS wants to be sure that
everything that can be done for the Gunnison Sage-grouse is being done and to amend all plans
as necessary to accomplish this. The USFWS wants to find out what can be done, and what is
being done to affect the listing of the species. Linner will compile all of the Committee’s
comments into a preliminary agenda, and will work with Cochran to set up this meeting with
the Regional Director.
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CCA: Samantha Staley was present for the discussion. Staley and St. George gave a quick
overview on the CCA. The Committee reviewed the Fatal Flaws addressed at the last meeting:

Fatal Flaws: Comments Further Work |
Define Agency authorities to | Addressed in the Authorities | Participating agency review  of
enter into a CCA section of the CCA individual authority section;

Participating agency through review
to ensure conformance with existing
authorities/plans and policies

Reference to disturbance caps | Made minor additions to clarify
needs more definition as to: | that triggers include new agency

who, when, how, why, etc. policy, and must meet full
agreement by the implementing
agencies to this CCA
Triggers for adaptive | Should be address by Adaptive
management Management section in the CCA
Offsite mitigation Section now clearly identifies | Strategic Committee — agreement to
conformance with BLM policy and | take on the task of developing offsite
defines off-site mitigation. mitigation system to be ready to
implement approximately one year
from date of signed CCA

Staley and St. George informed the Committee that BLM will not be holding a formal public
comment period; instead they will request comments targeted toward the key stakeholders and
specific constituencies for strategic comments and feedback.

MOVED by St. George and seconded by Peterson, that the Committee support the Draft CCA as
ready for final review by each member’s constituencies. (There will be a cover sheet with the
draft CCA explaining this.) Committee members need to provide comments back to Staley by
June 15". Cochran will send the Final Draft to the Committee by May 17™. June 28™ comments
will be addressed in summary form and the CCA Final Document will be provided. Anticipate
signing the Final CCA document by July 2012. Motion passed.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date 7Time Notes

June 15, 2012 thd Meeting with Regional Director USFWS (tentative)
June 28, 2012 10-2  Regular Meeting
July 19,2012  10-2  Regular Meeting

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
The May 16, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee adjourned
at 2:14 pm.

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson
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Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 111

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee 5
Minutes of May 16, 2012
Approved June 28, 2012





		GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

		REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

		May 16, 2012

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		Others present as listed in text.

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the May 16, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:00 am.

		CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

		Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

		Greg Peterson, Secretary




GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES
June 14, 2012

The June 14, 2012 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee special meeting was held
in the Van Tuyl Room of the Fred R. Field Western Heritage Center, Gunnison Colorado.

Committee Members Present:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS)

J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Connie Rudd, National Park Service Alternate

Liz With, Natural Resources Conservation Service Alternate

Linda Joseph, Saguache County Board of County Commissioners (Saguache BOCC)
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA)

Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)

Allen Roper, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA) Alternate

Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)

Hap Channell, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) Alternate
Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

Russell Japuntich, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Alternate

Kathy Griffin, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Alternate

John Murphy, United States Forest Service (USFS)

Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) Alternate

Peter Caloger, Public At-large

Eric Ferchau, At-large, Development Community

David Wiens, At-large, Recreation Community

Staff Members Present:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 111

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Staff Present:
Mike Thabault, Assistant Regional Director, Ecological Services, Mountain-Prairie Region
Susan Linner, Colorado Field Supervisor, Mountain-Prairie Region

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the June 14, 2012 special meeting of the
Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 9:06 am.

DETERMINATION OF QUORUM: Stahlnecker confirmed that a quorum was present.

PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED: Stahinecker verified that proper legal public notice had
occurred.
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AGENDA APPROVAL: No modifications to the agenda were requested. The agenda was
approved as circulated.

INTRODUCTORY SESSION: Stahlnecker introduced everyone and announced this meeting is
between the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) to explain and discuss actions that can be taken to conserve the sage-grouse.
Stahlnecker explained to everyone that the focus is on the big picture and gathering ideas. The
purpose of this meeting is not to discuss why in the past we did or did not do certain things. He
explained that if the grouse is listed that will be a discussion for a later date and it is not the
purpose of today's meeting. Stahlnecker introduced Mike Thabault, Assistant Regional Director,
Ecological Services, for the Fish and Wildlife Service and Susan Linner, Colorado Field
Supervisor for the Fish and Wildlife Service.

People who would like to be recognized in the audience introduced themselves. Please
reference the meeting recording for names and organizations.

BACKGROUND/STATUS OF THE SPECIES: Thabault explained that the current status of
the sage-grouse is a candidate species on the USFWS list. He explained the Multidistrict
Litigation (MDL). The Service was being litigated in 19-20 different federal courts due to the
USFWS failing to list 250+ different species (Gunnison sage-grouse included). They reached a
settlement agreement with the plaintiffs to make decisions on species on the candidate list. The
USFWS must either withdraw the species from their list or propose them for listing. The USFWS
must also propose critical habitat at the time of the proposed listing, as the other half of their
settlement, resulting from previous failures to designate critical habitat. The USFWS is obligated
to make a decision on the Gunnison Sage-grouse by September 30, 2012. They are in the
process of completing 90-day findings to determine if the information provided is substantial
and then will have a 12 month finding process for a final determination. Within the next six
years the USFWS must determine whether or not the remaining species on the list of candidates
should be listed or not.

Susan Linner, Colorado Field Supervisor, FWS: Linner gave a quick overview of ESA
Section 4 listing process. She explained that species are proposed for listing as threatened or
endangered in a Proposed Listing Rule, and critical habitat will be proposed in the same rule.
There will be a public comment period and economic analysis. 12 months after the proposed
rule a final ruling will be made. If there is a proposed rule September 30" there will be a final
listing decision by October 1, 2013, unless there is information provided during the listing
process that can alter the outcome. They must consider factors that may be affecting the
species.

Linner explained the following threats listed by the USFWS:
o Historical loss of sagebrush habitats
e Ongoing habitat loss and fragmentation due to residential development, roads,
powerlines, improper grazing management and climate change
Predation effects, especially on small populations
¢ Inadequate regulatory mechanisms.
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Linner explained that these threats are based on future threats, looking into the future to avoid
those threats. Linner explained human-related fragmentation, recognizing that it results in
habitat loss due to human activities. Linner went over a number of charts and graphs in her
PowerPoint presentation.

COUNTY PLANNING ISSUES: Chamberland informed the USFWS that Gunnison County has
been proactive in trying to preclude the listing of the bird. He explained that Gunnison County
has attempted to keep residential growth near residential areas where infrastructure is already
installed, and not developing in the grass lands. Chamberland opined that recreation is a major
reason why people come to Gunnison, and there is big push to increase amenities. Wiens
agreed that recreation is important for retention, relocation and recruiting. Chamberland
informed the USFWS that the County has been trying to be proactive about the listing process
and have created guidelines for all permit applications that come before the Planning
Commission. Chamberland reviewed the regulations regarding mitigation technigues, which
were developed to help support habitat and to reduce fragmentation.

Thabault commented that there is one thing that jumped out at him was the 6/10 of a mile. He
commented that it would be helpful to know if these regulations have been waived and how
often have they been implemented. Thabault informed that they need information on the
effectiveness of regulations and the history on if they have been effective, and what we need to
do moving forward. Cochran informed the USFWS that the 6/10 of a mile came from the Range
wide Conservation Plan. Cochran explained that the regulations came out in 2006, and were
adopted as a part of the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution in 2007. Cochran informed that
he has reviewed approximately 360 building permits in sage-grouse occupied habitat in
Gunnison County, and majority of the permits have been for modifications to an existing
structure. Cochran explained that the county enforces this control with a goal of avoiding leks
and avoiding or minimizing impacts to other priority habitats. Cochran explained the County
process and how they are attempting to help conserve the grouse. Chamberland explained that
mitigation is difficult, and that the County has struggled with how to perform mitigation that is
fair. The Committee discussed how they have taken on the task of helping with the Candidate
Conservation Agreement (CCA) and developing a mitigation plan.

Navy commented that the County is limited in its ability to deny requests to build in occupied
habitat by lack of funds, and that mitigation isn’t as beneficial as habitat conservation.

St. George asked about the effectiveness of measures, and commented that it is difficult to
measure the effectiveness of conservation measures. What is the next step, does there need to
be a mitigation approach/plan? Thabault commented that there needs to be a level of certainty;
is there a conservation strategy in place and will it be carried out and be effective? How can we
identify these areas, then how do we do it with all the organizations involved?

St. George informed the USFWS about the difficulties with the CCA and that the agencies have
tried to develop good conservation measures and created the Habitat Prioritization Tool (HPT)
to identify different quality landscapes. St. George asked the USFWS how, with limited money
and limited resources, do we convince the USFWS that Gunnison is committed to the
conservation of the bird and what are the mitigation steps? St. George commented that we
need to demonstrate that our actions are effective, but how do we demonstrate this within 12

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee 3
Minutes of June 14, 2012
Approved ????





months? Thabault commented that they are taking into consideration all of the work the
County has done, the work on the CCA, and giving due diligence and credit to those who have
been working on the sage-grouse.

There was a discussion about how important it is for other counties to get on board and be
involved. Linner commented that they do recognize what Gunnison has done to help, and if the
species is listed, other counties will need to focus on improving the status of the species in their
locations and how we are going to bring those populations back. Thabault commented that
Gunnison Basin is a large portion of the listing decision, but in other locations the USFWS may
need to review different threats than those in the Gunnison Basin.

St. George informed the USFWS that the CCA document is not just a BLM CCA. There was
discussion that the Committee has taken leadership of the CCA, and there is close coordination
with the member organizations to work together to accomplish the CCA. The CCA is a tool the
Committee is using for federal lands, and it is not easily transferred over to private property.

Warren Wilcox with the Gunnison County Planning Commission commented that there are 70
years of inventory of private parcels already approved. He commented that people are
concerned about the speed of growth of Gunnison, but he is concerned with the opposite. He
commented that the trend is showing that growth has slowed or even moved backwards.
Wilcox explained to the USFWS that this is an isolated area with severe weather which impacts
the rate of growth. He pointed out areas that have been around since the 1800s (Ohio City and
Pitkin) have not had much growth and he doesn't see much growth in the coming years.
Thabault responded that all historical information is helpful. Growth rates and projections are
important information for making the listing decision. Linner commented that the concern is
parcels in high quality grouse habitat.

Steve Westbay with the City of Gunnison informed the USFWS about the 3 Mile Plan IGA
between the City and County. Westbay explained that 85% of recent development has occurred
within 3 miles of Gunnison, and the plan addresses sage-grouse in development, utilities, and
annexation agreements.

Pelletier gave a presentation on the Habitat Prioritization Tool (HPT). Pelletier & Cochran
explained how the HPT was created and the buffers that have been applied. The HPT and CCA
were developed based on the Rangewide Conservation Plan.

There was discussion on predator control. Chamberland questioned how much flexibility will the
USFWS have if the grouse is listed in an area that has tried to be proactive for the bird?
Thabault commented that counties all have different priorities, and the USFWS may be more
concerned with the species, not what the county/community has tried to do. Thabault informed
the Committee that predator control permits are issued on a scientific basis, and they would
need to justify the issuance of those permits. Thabault explained the more targeted you can
make the request, the more likely you are to get a permit.

PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ISSUES: There was a discussion on the “improper grazing
management” mentioned on Linner's slide show. St. George commented they have
management guidelines and do not perform improper grazing management. St. George
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explained the CCA document to the USFWS. St. George opined that the fenceline of private and
public land is being ignored due to the tension and un-comfortableness of trying to manage that
area. St. George explained that the CCA demonstrates that BLM is managing public land
grazing. Grazing causes a temporary reduction of vegetative cover for grouse and we need to
know what the level of impact is. We need a greater level of monitoring on the ground during
grazing to know if it is affecting the habitat. The CCA is helping address these questions and
how to respond when we are not meeting those guidelines. Thabault informed the Committee
that the Colorado Cattlemen’s Association asked him to review the CCAA and CCA and make
sure they integrate well.

Doug Washburn, public/grazing permittee, commented that grazing does not always mean
cattle. Washburn is concerned that elk have been above herd objectives, and that there is
inadequate control on the elk grazing in Unit 54. Wenum commented that the CPW has
adjusted their regulations to increase elk harvest in Unit 54, and that in the most recent year
the harvest numbers were above normal. Wenum commented that the CPW is working on
controlling elk harvest on private land. Wenum informed that the CPW has taken steps to
improve this situation, and significantly greater elk harvest is occurring than in past years.

St. George commented that drought may affect management, and asked what the USFWS is
using to measure take and adverse impacts? Linner commented that research has been ample
on the Greater Sage-grouse, yet there is a lack of measurable information regarding the impact
of grazing on Gunnison sage-grouse. Linner informed the Committee that if the bird is listed
there will be measurable criteria given, and in the future they need to determine these numbers
more scientifically. Thabault opined that population estimates are hard to achieve, and the
science is not perfect.

St. George asked if the population viability and trends are something we should measure.
Thabault commented that he doesn’t think you can set a population number; instead you have
to set objective criteria, and set breeding population numbers for birds for a certain number of
years. He informed that there needs to be review of reproductive success on the landscape, and
chick survival. Linner commented that the bottom line is the status of the species, which is
measured by habitat and species numbers. Thabault commented the main issues are to list or
not list. He suggested to the Committee that managing the habitat where the grouse is located
will help its success in keeping it from being listed. The USFWS needs the existing information:
what are the mechanisms, what are we basing the habitat condition on, and evaluate if we are
achieving results. He commented that the USFWS cannot base the listing decision on science
that has not yet been developed.

Nathan Seward with CPW commented that once the Gunnison Basin population is stable we can
move onto other outlying populations. He informed the USFWS that the RCP specifies the
population goal for birds in the Gunnison Basin. Since 1997 Gunnison has averaged 3,600 birds
for the average population. Seward commented that with the severe droughts and winters, the
population viability analysis of >3,000 has a 1% chance of the Gunnison Basin population
becoming extinct. Linner commented the population has been stable and the numbers are
sustainable, yet the threats analysis in the future is what is concerning, primarily future
development. Linner stated that the USFWS concerns lie in the future, and what it may hold.
Linner opined that if Gunnison can maintain what it has now, there would not be concern for
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the Gunnison population, but there needs to be regulatory mechanisms in place. Thabault
commented that if a portion of the species is threatened they must list the whole species; they
cannot list a portion of the species.

The Committee inquired: What level of certainty does the USFWS need for comfort on the CCA
for regulatory certainty? Do they need signatures? How do we identify regulatory certainty with
the CCA because this is all they can get between now and September? Thabault responded
that the CCA will need to protect 70% of the habitat to protect the species. Thabault explained
to the Committee that the USFWS needs to know how much habitat Gunnison needs to protect
and what mechanisms need to be in place to protect that habitat, and whether there is enough
confidence in those regulations to convince the USFWS that this bird doesn’t need to be listed
(CCA, CCCA, County regulations, etc.) Thabault explained that the Committee needs to work on
how all of the referenced documents are going to knit together, and questioned whether they
can convince the USFWS that there is commitment to the conservation of the species. Linner
informed that the goal of the ESA is to make sure the population persists into the future and
can be maintained in the future regardless of disease, drought, and threats that impact the
populations. Thabault commented that there will be 18 months to discuss what percentage of
habitat is needed to protect the species.

Pelletier informed the USFWS that the Gunnison County recently completed a Land Use Analysis
which discusses human development patterns in Gunnison County, and where the County has
grown /not grown. Pelletier suggested that the USFWS review this document before the listing
decision.

St. George commented that we do not know the impacts of recreation. The CCA tries to identify
where recreation can occur in the landscape and become something that is long term and
meets demand. He opined that the public is beginning to comply because they are beginning to
understand the message that there are recreational opportunities provided along with sage-
grouse conservation. Wiens commented that there is a desire for more recreational
opportunities near town, and that recreation creates happier and healthier communities. He
informed the USFWS that his organization has broadcast the conservation message to
recreational users and informed the community which has been impacted; they want to help
with conservation. St. George commented they are trying to reduce fragmentation in
recreational areas and still increase recreational opportunities. St. George informed the USWFS
that the USFWS has been a partner in all of the discussions on the CCA.

COMPREHENSIVE REGULATORY MECHANISMS DISCUSSION (LISTING FACTOR D):
Linner explained that when the rule is proposed there will be a follow up meeting where
working groups can participate. Linner gave a PowerPoint presentation and explained that
CCAA’s will no longer be available if the grouse is listed. Safe Harbor Agreements can be done
with local landowners or across geographic area, documenting the baseline conditions then
identifying additional conservation measures after the species is listed. At the end of permit
(could be 20-30 yrs) a landowner can take property back to the baseline condition. If the
grouse is listed it does not mean all the efforts previously done don’'t mean anything— they are
helpful.
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS/OTHER DISCUSSION TOPICS:

Thabault explained that the process to get the bird delisted is to develop a recovery plan.
Thabault commented that they cannot consider CCAA’s. Peterson commented that there is no
incentive for the landowner to withdraw from a CCAA because it is a win-win situation for the
landowner. Landowners will see value in the CCA and CCAA. Thabault commented that they are
determined that CCAA Certificates of Inclusion (CI) in process will be finalized before the final
determination and encouraged the Committee to finalize them before the listing. Linner
explained to the Committee that the more documents they (USFWS) can review that show there
is commitment will help with the decision. They need to focus on threats identified and prove
there are regulations for control.

Jeff Wilkerson with Mackenzie Grace Mining Co. commented that his business obeys the 9 am
rule, but the public does not. Wilkerson is concerned that if the bird is listed it will interfere
with their right of way to the mine, and them accessing their mining site. Thabault commented
that the USFWS cannot preclude their use of the road.

Linner commented the USFWS has reviewed the RCP, and has developed their maps based on
the parameters of the RCP. She commented that the HPT can be considered into the decision if
it is provided in time before the listing decision. Thabault informed the Committee that they will
be happy to meet with the other working groups in a different location to inform them of what
has been discussed.

Tom Spezze, Southwest Regional Manager, CPW complimented the Committee for doing what
they have to preserve the grouse.

Joe Oglesby from Crawford was concerned that the bird will be listed without addressing the
predator problem. Thabault informed Oglesby that the USFWS will manage predation but they
will not perform predator control. The USFWS will be looking at predation in the proper context
and it will be managed appropriately.

WRAP-UP SESSION: Thabault commented that everyone has worked to develop the HPT to
help identify high priority grouse habitat. The Committee needs to find out how much of this
needs to be conserved to ensure viable populations and decreased threats and predation.
Thabault commented that the core question that needs to be addressed is how we mesh the
CCA and CCAA documents to ensure that they work together. There needs to be certainty that
the bird will survive. Thabault commented that we need to collectively pull together all of the
different documents intended to conserve the grouse. Wilcox informed the USFWS that there is
fear in the community that if the bird is listed they will be regulated out of their living.
Chamberland informed the USFWS that it would be beneficial to know what will happen if the
bird is listed, because we need to communicate what is expected of the public.

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
The June 14, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee adjourned
at 1:10 pm.
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		GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

		SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES

		June 14, 2012

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		Susan Linner, Colorado Field Supervisor, Mountain-Prairie Region

		Others present as listed in text.

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the June 14, 2012 special meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 9:06 am.

		CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

		Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

		Greg Peterson, Secretary




Jim Cochran

From: david wiens [daveonpine@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2012 4:30 PM

To: Jim Cochran

Cc: Pat Magee; Dave Wiens

Subject: Sisk-d-ee Funds

Jim,

Please let the record show that Sisk-a-dee passed along $438.87 to Gunnison Trails. These funds are earmarked for
Sage-grouse conservation efforts/programs/education etc., subject to the approval of.....someone. You? The

Strategic Committee? Other? I just want to be fully disclosed that Gunnison Trails is holding these funds. Thanks.
Dave

Dave Wiens
Director - Gunnison Trails, Inc. <http://gunnisontrails.com/> Gunnison, Colorado

970-275-0485







Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Process
Spring 2012

The following process is available for non-commercial and commercial users wishing to access Gunnison
Sage-grouse leks in the Gunnison Basin for the purpose of photography, audio recording, or other
activities. This process is intended to assist with education and research opportunities that contribute
to Gunnsion Sage-grouse conservation efforts. No more than two applications will be selected in any
one year, with the realization that any or all lek access has the potential to be curtailed based on Sage-
grouse conservation needs or due to outside influences, such as weather, landowner permission, agency
discretion, lack of bird attendance, etc.

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee — Technical Subcommittee will review applications
and provide recommended applications to the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
(Committee) for final approval and coordination with appropriate agencies and landowners to facilitate
these types of opportunities. The application must be submitted by February 1, 2012, for consideration
in the 2012 lek season. Applicants must provide two professional references, identify the proposed
project, and the relevance of the project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation. Successful applicants
are required to submit a one page summary of their activities within 30 days of the project visit and
must contribute products to the committee, including copies of all photographs, video, or audio
recordings of the grouse. These will be made available to the local conservation community and to the
general public for projects promoting grouse conservation.

An existing database of Gunnison Sage-grouse photographs and other media is available for public use
(as long as the original artists are credited). Any proposed project that could be accomplished by using
existing media will not be considered.

Lek access will be recommended by the Committee after reviewing submitted applications in late
February. Human activity on leks during the mating season may potentially cause disturbance to the
grouse and therefore only projects that will contribute significantly to the conservation of Gunnison
Sage-grouse by users that are willing to follow lek viewing protocols will be recommended for access.
Successful applicants will be accompanied in their blind by a viewing guide to help monitor the proposed
activity and its possible impact to the grouse. It is illegal to harass wildlife and violators may be cited by
the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife. The program involves the cooperation of willing landowners
and specific requirements of the users may change depending on the agreement made with a
landowner. Landowners cooperate with the committee to establish specific rules and to communicate
with users. The viewing guides are the onsite decision maker and communicator with the fandowner
during the access opportunity. No dogs are allowed on the lek or in the user’s vehicle.

User access will be limited to only one or two days, within a two to three day window at the discretion
of the viewing guide, and specific agreements in place with landowners, to minimize disturbances to the
birds. Further, users are required to follow specific rules developed by the committee and the
landowners. Users must arrive the afternoon before the project initiation date and meet with the
viewing guide to determine access routes and other specifications relevant to a site including distance
the blind will be placed away from the lek center. Users are required to arrive at the lek at least 2 hours
before sunrise and they must not leave the lek until all grouse have departed for the day. Users must
supply their own blinds. There will only be one person in the blind with the viewing guide. Successful
applicants will be expected to walk at least one-haif mile to the blind location from their vehicle. They






must minimize all noises and disturbances that may flush or alter normal grouse breeding behaviors. No
flash photography is permitted.

All leks selected for this program are located on private lands. More specific protocols/restrictions may
be established based on consultation with landowners.

The complete application packet includes: 2012 Lek Access Application (feel free to elaborate beyond
the space provided on the application), list of two references, and an example of previous work. Submit
to:

Jim Cochran, Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Gunnison County

200 East Virginia

Gunnison, Colorado 81230

970-641-7604

Electronic submissions can be submitted to Jim Cochran at jcochran@gunnisoncounty.org

Applications must be submitted by February 1, 2012,






Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Application
Gunnison Basin

Spring 2012
Application deadline: February 1, 2012
Name:
Street Address:
City: State: Zip code:
Phone: Celiphone:
E-mail address:
Request Type (please circle}): Photography, Video, Audio recording, Other (specify: )
Applicant type (please circle): commercial user non-commercial user

Project Name:

Project Goals:

Significance of project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation:

Justify why you need original photographs, audio recordings or other products? (Note that we have many of these
resources available for public use, contact CDOW at 970-641-7060):

Applicant Credentials:

Previous experience (please include as attachments examples of work):

Explain your approach for reducing impacts on Gunnison Sage-grouse when you are on or near the lek:

Note that a protocol was developed for lek activities including the number of days you will be allowed to access the lek.

Indicate dates you are available:

Indicate your willingness to share the products you secure with the Gunnison community:

Explain any special needs that you might require:
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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
Phone: (970) 641-7600, Fax: (70) 641-3061
COLOR ADO Website: www.GunnisonCounty.org

Director Rick Cables

Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife
6060 Broadway

Denver, CO 80216

Dear Director Cables:

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee has recently had several public discussions
regarding the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan {RCP) relative to ongoing and
new conservation activities in the upper Gunnison River Basin. The RCP was published in 2005 as a
multi-agency effort by the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Steering Committee. The former Colorado
Division of Wildlife assumed the responsibility for implementation of the Plan by a Conservation
Agreement dated May 3, 2005. It is our understanding that the Division also assumed responsihility for
coordination of the Steering Committee after the RCP was completed.

At the time it was published, the RCP was the most complete, rigorous, science based Gunnison Sage-
grouse conservation planning tool available. It continues to be the primary guidance for conservation
planning and implementation for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Often it is mentioned as the basis for a
Recovery Plan should the Gunnison Sage-grouse be listed under the terms of the Endangered Species
Act,

As with all planning documents, new research and other information begins to date the document,
potentially limiting its usefulness. The purpose of this letter is to invite Colorado Parks and Wildlife, as
the custodian of the RCP, and the RCP Steering Committee to a targeted meeting in the near future to
discuss issues of concern regarding the RCP. The Strategic Committee considered a number of issues
they would like to discuss, but in order to focus the subjects, at least initially; we suggest that the issues
be limited to the following:

1) Predator control triggers (Predation, Objective #1; RCP Page 243)
2) Current science and information synthesis (in the context of how to keep the RCP current)

We know that other working groups may be interested in these discussions, and will likely want to bring
other concerns and thoughts to the table. We are suggesting that they be invited to this first meeting,
but the subjects be limited to those above. It may be appropriate and productive to have another
meeting with the other working groups in the fall that will include a broader range of topics.

With a listing decision imminent for the Gunnison Sage-grouse, we believe a meeting with appropriate
CPW staff and the RCP Steering Committee is timely and necessary. We appreciate your thoughts and
guidance and look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Ko K phons

Ken Stahlnecker, Chair

200 E. Virginia Avenue « Gunnison, CO 81230







Scoping Document

Project: Development of Remote Sensing Assessment and Monitoring Methods
for Gunnison Sage-Grouse Habitat

Contacts:
e Primary Contacts; Matt Vasquez, Mark Hatcher
» Project Leader (RSAC): Jeremy Webb
¢ RSEAT Program Leader (RSAC): Haans Fisk

Management Need

The Gunnison sage-grouse is a candidate for listing under the Endangered Species Act. Major threats to
the species are habitat loss and fragmentation from human infrastructure (residential developments,
roads, etc.), and non-native plants. As such, it is becoming increasingly important to have accurate and
up-to-date information about land cover and vegetation condition. Researchers have identified three
distinct seasonal habitats: nesting, summer-fall (includes brood-rearing), and winter. Researchers have
also identified specific habitat guidelines for these seasonal habitats. Habitat capability and quality can
be quantified based upon the canopy cover and height of sagebrush, graminoids and forbs. Identifying
specific seasonal habitats and moenitoring all habitats in the Gunnison Basin with field crews is cost
prohibitive. :

Project Objectives

Project cooperators expressed a much greater level of need than could be realistically addressed with the
available resources for this collaborative effort. However, the most important information requirements
were identified. The primary objective of this project is to investigate the feasibility of using newly
developed software (ERDAS eATE) to derive vegetation height and canopy cover information from stereo
photography. The derived canopy surface model (CSM) could filf an important information gap in
characterizing sage-grouse habitat. A secondary objective, if time and funding allow, is to map vegetation
types including shrub, herbaceous, and bare ground. Another possible endeavor is to separate black
sagebrush (Artemisia nova) from other shrub types {mountain and Wyoming big sagebrush) using the
height and possibly spectral data. Additional needs were identified but fall outside the scope of this
project. If appropriate, a follow-on proposal that addresses these additional needs could be submitted to
the Remote Sensing Steering Committee (RSSC) next year.

Constraints

The RSSC allocated 13 weeks of RSAC staff time to this project. The forest is acquiring new stereo
aerial imagery later this year, but may not be available for use until early 2013. Interagency project
partners are considering the pursuit of independently securing funds for acquiring stereo aerial imagery
over the entire Gunnison Basin — beyond Forest Service administrative boundaries.

Next Steps

Once agreement is reached concerning the project scope, RSAC will develop a project plan. Meanwhile,
RSAC and other collaborators will continue to compile the existing datasets, as well as explore the
available methods for processing the data. Preliminary project activities will include processing a subset
of aerial photography acquired in 2005 to demonstrate the ability to extract shrub height. Existing Lidar
data would also be processed. Project cooperators will assemble existing data sources and geospatial
data products for the Gunnison Basin study area and make them available to RSAC.
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