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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

DATE: July 18, 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. 10:15 e Approval of June 28, 2012 Meeting Minutes

4, 10:25 e Committee Member Comments/Reports

5. 10:35 e Report — NRCS Conservation Easement Meeting

6. 10:45 e Rangewide Plan Steering Committee

7. 11:00 e USFWS Rangewide Project Screening

8. 11:20 e Letter to local governments outside the Upper Gunnison
Basin

9. 11:30 e Wildlife Commission Meeting — August

10. 11:50 e Predator Control Meeting Planning

11. 12:00 e Lunch

12. 12:30 e Conservation Banking

13. 155 e Future Meetings

14. 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
June 28, 2012

The June 28, 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:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS)

J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Liz With, Natural Resources Conservation Service Alternate (NRCS)

Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA)

Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS) Alternate

Peter Caloger, Public At-Large

Lee Spann, Public At-Large Alternate (non-voting after Mr. Caloger arrived)
Eric Ferchau, At-large, Development Community

David Wiens, At-large, Recreation Community

Patty Gelatt — US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

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

Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)

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

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 June 28, 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: No modifications to the agenda were requested. The agenda was
approved as circulated.

In audience:
e Charlie Sharp, USFWS
¢ Nathan Seward, CPW
o Barb Hawke, Wilderness Society
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INTRODUCE NEW MEMBER: Patty Gelatt with the USFWS. Regular member, approved by
the BOCC. Patty introduced herself. She took over Al Pfister’'s position as the Western Colorado
Supervisor for Ecological Services. The Committee introduced themselves to Gelatt.

APPROVAL OF MAY 16, 2012 MEETING MINUTES: The Committee discussed
amendments they would like made to the minutes. Moved by Chamberland to accept the May
16, 2012 meeting minutes as amended, seconded by Navy. Motion carried.

APPROVAL OF JUNE 14, 2012 MEETING MINUTES: Cochran commented that these
minutes should have taken longer to review before submittal to the Committee, but all of the
other working groups asked to see them as soon as possible. The Committee discussed
amendments they would like made to the minutes. Moved by Wenum to accept the June 14,
2012 meeting minutes as amended, seconded by Navy. Motion carried.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS:

GUNNISON COUNTY LAND PRESERVATION FUND: Navy informed the Committee
the Land Preservation Board Committee representing the Reauthorization Initiative is
Citizens Protecting Our Heritage, Open Space, & Economy. Navy informed the
Committee that she has a slide show to provide at a future meeting. The Committee
discussed that this is one of the action items in the Action Plan.

NRCS: With informed the Committee that the new District Conservationist is Chris
Bove. With provided a press release for the Sage-grouse Initiative, which is money to
help with sage-grouse habitat. There was a discussion on the report With handed out.
There is a problem finding funding, not finding projects. With will try to get a dialog
started with the state director.

CPW; LEK COUNT NUMBERS: Seward gave the final lek count numbers from 82 leks
that were visited. The final report will be available soon.

FINAL LEK COUNT 2011 2012
Males 763 832
Females 233 138

FINAL LEK COUNT FORMULA TOTALS TOTAL

Rangewide Conservation Plan Population 4,082
Formula
Local Conservation Plan Formula 3,327

BLM; FIRE SUPPRESSION: St. George informed the Committee that there were
1,000 lightning strikes in the last 2 days in Gunnison County. He informed the
Committee that BLM's policy with fire in sagebrush is immediate and complete
suppression.
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BLM; TRAVEL MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION: St. George informed the
Committee that BLM has an Environmental Assessment dealing with travel management
implementation out for review and comment. He explained that the basin will be divided
into zones, and by doing this they will not have to write a NEPA document every time
they have a route closure.

PROPOSAL TO CPW: Ferchau informed the Committee that he submitted a proposal
to the CPW for a large parcel in Tier | habitat for a client. He commented that if this
gets attention and through screening, he will follow up with the Land Preservation
Board, Mitigation Committee, Foundation & the Committee. This proposal is for a
conservation easement for good access and hunting, which is roughly 600 acres up Ohio
Creek. Wenum informed the Committee that the proposal made the RFP deadline, and
CPW will evaluate the proposal before the end of July.

USFS; ROAD CLOSURES: Vasquez passed around a map that indicated access points
for seasonal closures, and the number of violations. He informed the Committee that the
USFS will be installing new gates to replace ones that were ruined and removed. He
handed out a poster that demonstrates what the signs will look like.

SAGE-GROUSE FESTIVAL FUNDS: Cochran informed the Committee that Sisk-a-dee
transferred the remaining funds to Gunnison Trails. Cochran referenced the email
provided in the packet.

CPW; CCAA: Seward informed the Committee that 3 draft Cls have been submitted to
the USFWS for their review, 2 Cls have been signed by CPW and the USFWS and are
awaiting landowner signature. 6 Cls are close to being finalized for submittal to the
USFWS.

LEK ACCESS POLICY — ANNUAL REVIEW: Cochran informed the Committee that they
wanted to review this again this June, and that is why it is on the agenda. Cochran informed
that there were no applicants, but some photographers went straight to landowners and
negotiated their own access with those landowners. Seward informed the Committee that
landowners are aware of the process and are following the protocol pretty well. Wenum
explained that CPW does not consider taking photographs as harassment. Moved by Peterson
and seconded by Laurie to approve the lek process for another year and review the process
again in June 2013. Motion carried.

RANGEWIDE PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE: Wenum informed the Committee that he has
not received a response. Wenum will continue to pursue a response.

MEETING WITH USFWS — FOLLOW-UP DISCUSSION: There was a discussion regarding
corvids. Caloger informed the Committee that he received a few comments from people who
were in the audience at that meeting. The comments he received urge the Committee to
continue a dialog with USFWS regarding corvids, to avoid listing the sage-grouse. Caloger
stated that the USFWS needs to establish or eliminate predation as a reason, not just push it
aside. Moved by Caloger and seconded by Ferchau to remove the USFWS from all predation
discussions. The Committee discussed the motion made. Ferchau opined that the USFWS
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avoided the predation issue and failed to support the urgency or entertaining the issue. The
Committee discussed that they cannot deal with the predator issue unless the USFWS is on
board.

Chamberland commented that he took from the meeting that even if we protected 100% of the
habitat we currently have, the bird will still be listed. Chamberland commented that he is
preparing for the bird to be listed because even though our community is being proactive, other
communities are not.

Wenum commented that if predation were the main cause then it would have been taken care
of years ago. Wenum explained that Miramonte is an experimental area and a process-driven
study that Mike Phillips had done on nesting success and hen recruitment. The experiment was
expensive. Wenum opined that our community is very involved and proactive, outlying
populations are the ones that will cause the bird to be listed.

The Committee discussed that they need to finish the CCA, figure out how to market the
conservation targets, and explain/sell to the USFWS what the Committee will do to avoid listing.
There was a discussion that the population numbers do not indicate predation as a cause,
instead habitat conservation appears to be the key issue. The Committee discussed encouraging
other counties to place regulations and address this concern about the sage-grouse being listed
because it will affect them as well. Caloger & Ferchau withdrew their motion.

A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE ON SAGE-GROUSE CONSERVATION: Spann handed out a
report regarding sage-grouse. Spann asked the Committee to review the articles regarding the
sage- grouse and the spotted owl because it has a different perspective than what we normal
hear.

USFS — STEREO IMAGERY PROJECT: Vasquez gave a presentation on Stereo Imagery
Acquisition. He explained that the aerial flight will result in high resolution photographs which
will help the USFS assess vegetation in the Gunnison Basin and can be viewed in 3D. USDA
Farm Services Agency Aerial Photography Field Office contracted with AERO- Graphics. Vasquez
informed the Committee that the remote sensing proposal that was submitted in March was
accepted. Vasquez opined that the goal is to use these photos for long term monitoring; the
primary objective for this project is to measure sage brush heights and canopy cover, and
identify vegetation types and bare ground. Vasquez explained that this will not be available until
early 2013, and RSAC is working on developing a project plan and compiling existing data. Once
datasets are compiled and reviewed, project partners will work with RSAC to identify pilot study
areas in the Gunnison Basin. The benefits if this project is successful are the long term
monitoring, to update and improve the Habitat Prioritization Tool (HPT), and mapping seasonal
habitats for sage-grouse (nesting and winter habitat).

CANDIDATE CONSERVATION AGREEMENT: St. George recapped the Committee’s meeting
with the USFWS and the discussion regarding the CCA, and that voluntary measures do matter.
He commented that the CCA has an influence to help avoid listing the sage-grouse. He informed
the Committee that BLM received comments, and has completed the 2™ round of review and
response to the comments. St. George opined that he received good feedback that we need to
clarify the scope, the intent and what we are trying to accomplish, and clarify roles and
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responsibilities. St. George encouraged the Committee to continue to try to review comments
from their constituency. The Committee discussed some of the key concerns that were received
from the various organizations. The Committee discussed that the target is to achieve
signatures in September and to submit a biological assessment to the USFWS. Gelatt informed
the Committee that it may be to the Committee’s advantage to have a consultation. Sharp
informed the Committee that the formal consultation period is roughly 135 days. Gelatt
informed the Committee that the USWFS will wait to sign the CCA until after the consultation
process.

Timeline:

e July: 3" round of review
July & August: Complete the CCA document (Review & Revise)
September: Sign by September 1% and ready for USFWS consultation process
September — December: In the consultation process with the USFWS
January: Receive a conference opinion (Revisions from the USFWS)

The USFWS changes may occur during the Biological Assessment. St. George anticipates that
the changes will be included in the document.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date ul Notes
July 18, 2012 10-2 Regular Meeting
August 23, 2012  10-2 Regular Meeting

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
The June 28, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee adjourned
at 2:08 pm.

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 111
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		GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

		REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

		June 28, 2012

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		Others present as listed in text.

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the June 28, 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




Jim Cochran

From: Seward, Nathan [Nathan.Seward@state.co.us]

Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2012 3:39 PM

To: Jim Cochran; Wenum, J

Subject: FW: Minutes of USFWS meeting with Gunnison working group
Attachments: 5G2012-06-14 Minutes.pdf

Jim &,

Is there a way | can start reviewing the minutes of past Strategic Committee meetings before the day the minutes are
discussed for approval. Several times now I've wanted to make clarifications about some of my statements and have
not been able too. A good example follows:

Approved minutes from June 14" meeting:

Nathan Seward with CPW commented that once the Gunnison Basin popt
move onto other outlying populations. He informed the USFWS that
population goal for birds in the Gunnison Basin. Since 1997 Gunnison ha:
for the average population. Seward commented that with the severe dro
population viability analysis of >3,000 has a 1% chance of the Gunr
becoming extinct. Linner commented the population has been stable

What it should really state:

Nathan Seward with CPW questioned the USFWS comments about the Gunnison Basin population not being stable and
that we need to secure the Gunnison Basin population before investing resources in other outlying populations. He
informed the USFWS that the RCP population goal for the Gunnison Basin is 3,000 birds. He stated that since 1997 the
Gunnison Basin population has averaged 3,600 birds, above the RCP population goal, even while experiencing times of
severe drought and harsh winter conditions. According to the population viability analysis (PVA) performed for the RCP,
a population of 3,000 birds in the Gunnison Basin has <1% chance of extinction in the next 50 years. Seward feels that
the Gunnison Basin population is stable and has fluctuated as predicted in the RCP PVA.

Is it too late to make these revisions and can | start getting a copy of the minutes from Bobbie directly?
Thank you - Nate

Nathan W. Seward

Wildlife Conservation Biologist - Gunnison
Colorado Parks and Wildlife

(970) 641-7882

From: Doug Homan [mailto:doug.homan3@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2012 2:02 PM

To: Abby Swarbrick; amanda clements@blim.gov; arobinsong@paonia.com; billday@paonia.com; Brad Hart; Diamond,
Brandon; Chris Lazo; Danguole Bockus@nps.gov; Daniel Huisijen@blm.gov; dennisgarrison@hotmail.com;
guywildstorm@aol.com; Wenum, J; jaylene@theaspencapitalgroup.com; Jim Cochran ; Joe Oglesby;

karen tucker@blm.gov; Griffin, Kathy; Ken Holsinger; Ken StahInecker; Banks, Kyle; Larry Kontour; Leigh Robertson
(new); lynae rogers@blm.gov; Melissa_Siders@blm.gov; Seward, Nathan; ourend@usgs.gov; rallen@allentool.com;
Robbie.Levalley@colostate.edu; 'Robin Schiro'; Samantha Staley; Santana, Christina - Gunnison, CO;






Tanya.Banulis@co.usda.gov; Theresa Childers@nps.gov
Subject: Minutes of USFWS meeting with Gunnison working group

Attached are the minutes in a much more concise form then what | would have produced thanks to the Gunnison group.

Also, note that a potential meeting with the other working groups is mentioned. That meeting time and date is being
worked on by Kathy Griffin with the time and place to be announced.






Jim Cochran

From: dowinsider.wildiife@state.co.us

Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 3:22 PM

To: Jim Cochran

Subject: Gunnison Deer Management Plans Being Revised

Colorado Pag_l;:gi & Wildlife
Tinsiideir

GUNNISON DEER MANAGEMENT PLANS BEING REVISED

GUNNISON, Colo. — Big game managers for Colorado Parks and Wildlife are in the initial stages of
revising management plans for the three mule deer herds in the Gunnison Basin, and are seeking
input from the hunting and non-hunting public.

These management plans are generally revisited every 10 years and take into consideration
biological factors such as population performance and habitat condition, as well as social factors such
as hunter preferences and conflict issues.

Management plans are specific to big game populations within certain geographic areas known as
Data Analysis Units. A DAU may consist of one or more Game Management Units. The three DAU
plans being updated in the Gunnison Basin are D-21, West Elk herd, consisting of GMU 54, D-22,

Taylor River herd, which includes GMUs 55 and 551; and D-25, Powderhorn herd, which includes

GMUs 66 and 67.

To initiate the public input process, Parks and Wildlife has developed three on-line surveys,
one for each herd, which may be accessed through the agency web site,
http://wildlife.state.co.us/Pages/Home.aspx, or by using these

links: https://www.research.net/s/D21DAUplan; https://www.research.net/s/D22DAUplan;
https://www.research.net/s/D25DAUplan.

The surveys will be posted through Aug. 10, and should only take a few minutes to complete.

Parks and Wildlife will also send out nearly 4,000 postcards to hunters and landowners who have
applied for deer licenses in these units, informing them that the surveys are available and that
management plan revisions are pending. However, anyone interested in completing one or more
surveys is welcome to do so.

In addition to the on-line surveys, two public meetings are also planned, one in Gunnison on July 26,
and one in Lake City on August 6. Both meetings will be held in the evening with locations and times
yet to be determined.

"We want to hear from a wide range of people -- local hunters, business owners, landowners,
Colorado hunters, non-resident hunters, and the general public -- about their perceptions of, and
preferences for mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin," said Brandon Diamond, terrestrial
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wildlife biologist in Gunnison. "The more input and information we receive from the public, the better
the plans we'll be able to develop.”

At this time, draft versions of the management plans are scheduled to be completed by early October.
Those will include a summary of the public process up to that point. They will be posted on-line and
the public will be able to review them and submit additional comments.

The final draft management plans will go before the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission for
consideration in January. The objectives described in the plans will guide management direction
beginning with the 2013 big game season.

For more information contact Diamond at: Brandon.diamond@state.co.us, or 970-641-7071.

Colorado Parks and Wildlife was created by the merger of Colorado State Parks and the Colorado
Division of Wildlife, two nationally recognized leaders in conservation, outdoor recreation and wildlife
management. Colorado Parks and Wildlife manages 42 state parks, all of Colorado's wildlife, more
than 300 state wildlife areas and a host of recreational programs. To learn more about Colorado's
state parks, please see: http://www.parks.state.co.us. To learn more about Colorado's wildlife
programs, please see: hitp://wildlife.state.co.us.

For more information about Division of Wildlife go to: http:/wildlife.state.co.us.

To opt out of future emails please visit
http.//dowlegacyapps.state.co.us/apps/DOWInsider/remove.aspx?userid=25458&email=jcochran@qu
nnisoncounty.org.











June 29, 2012

RULE-MAKING NOTICE
PARKS AND WILDLIFE COMMISSION MEETING
August 9 & 10, 2012

In conformance with the State Administrative Procedures Act, section 24-4-103, C.R.S., the Parks
and Wildlife Commission (aka the Parks and Wildlife Board, 33-9-101, C.R.S.) gives notice
herewith that regulations will be considered for adoption at their next meeting on August 9 &
10, 2012. The Parks and Wildlife Commission meeting will be held at the Western
State College, Aspinall-Wilson Center, 909 East Escalante Dr., Gunnison, CO 81231.
The following regulatory subjects and issues shall be considered pursuant to the
Commission's authority in sections 33-1-101 to 33-6-209, C.R.S. (the “Wildlife Act), and especially
sections 33-1-104, 33-1-106, 33-1-107, 33-1-108, 33-1-121, 33-2-104, 33-2-105, 33-2-106, 33-3-
104, 33-4-101, 33-4-102 and 33-5.5-102, 33-6-107, 33-6-109, 33-6-112, 33-6-113, 33-6-114, 33-
6-114.5, 33-6-117, 33-6-119, 33-6-121, 33-6-124, 33-6-125, 33-6-127, 33-6-128, 33-6-130, 33-
6-205, 33-6-206, 33-6-207, 33-6-208, 33-6-209, C.R.S., and in sections 33-10-101 to 33-33-113,
C.R.S. (the “Parks Act”), and especially sections 33-10-106, 33-10-107, 33-10.5-107, 33-11-109,
33-12-101, 33-12-103, 33-12-103.5, 33-12-106, 33-12.5-103, 33-13-103, 33-13-104, 33-13-106,
33-13-109, 33-13-110, 33-13-111, 33-14-107, 33-14.5-107, 33-32-103 and 33-33-105. C.R.S.

FINAL REGULATORY ADOPTION — August 9 & 10, 2012 beginning at 8:30 a.m.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF REGULATIONS approved during the August 2012 Parks and Wildlife
Commission meeting: October 1, 2012, unless otherwise noted.

FINAL REGULATIONS:

Chapter 5 - “Small Game - Migratory Birds” 2 CCR 406-5

Open for consideration of annual changes to 2012 waterfowl and migratory bird hunting
seasons for the Pacific and Central Flyway portions of Colorado and related provisions
including, but not limited to, season dates, hunting zones, bag and possession limits and
manner of take provisions, and other regulatory changes otherwise necessary to comply with
federal requirements imposed by, or to take advantage of opportunity afforded by, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and other controlling
federal laws.

DRAFT REGULATIONS:

No draft regulations have been identified for consideration as of the date of filing of this
notice.

ISSUES IDENTIFICATION:

No issues have been identified for consideration as of the date of filing of this notice.
Except for the time indicated for when the meeting is scheduled to begin, the order
indicated for each agenda item is approximate and subject to change when necessary

to accommodate the Commission's schedule.

Viewing of Proposed Rules: copies of the proposed rules (together with a proposed statement
of basis and purpose and specific statutory authority), will be available for inspection and





distribution at the Office of the Wildlife Regulations Coordinator, Division of Parks and Wildlife,
6060 North Broadway Denver, Colorado, at least five (5) days prior to the date of hearing. Such
copies, however, are only proposals to be submitted to the Commission by the Division of Parks
and Wildlife,

Modification of Proposed Rules prior to adoption: subject to the provisions of Section 24-4-
103, C.R.S., modification of these proposals may be made by the Division of Parks and Wildlife or
the Commission before the Commission promulgates final rules and regulations on the above
topics.

Comment deadlines: Comments will be accepted at any time prior to, or as part of the
meeting. However, to ensure sufficient time for consideration prior to the meeting, comments
hould | ided to the Divisi f Parl 1 Wildlife | the followi
date:
July 26, 2012, for mailing by the Division of Parks and Wildlife to the Parks and Wildlife
Commission on July 27, 2012.

Comments received by the Division after noon on July 26, 2012, will be provided to the
Commission on the day of the meeting.

Opportunity to submit alternate proposals and provide comment: the Commission will
afford all interested persons an opportunity to submit alternate proposals, written data, views or
arguments and to present them orally at the meeting unless it deems such oral presentation
unnecessary. Written alternate proposals, data, views or arguments and other written
statements should be submitted to the Division of Parks and Wildlife at 6060 Broadway, Denver,
CO 80216; e-mailed to CPWCommission@state.co.us, or faxed to the Division of Parks and
Wildlife at 303-291-7110.

Use of Consent Agenda:

In order to increase the Parks and Wildlife Commission’s efficiency and allow more
time for consideration of parks and wildlife policy and contested issues, some or all of
this regulatory agenda may be listed for action by the Commission as part of a
"Consent Agenda” for this meeting.

The process for placing matters on the Consent Agenda is as follows:

The Director identifies matters where the recommended action follows established policy or
precedent, there has been agreement reached or the matter is expected to be uncontested and
non-controversial. Staff will provide written memos to the Parks and Wildlife Commission
members explaining the matters on the Consent Agenda. Copies of the memos will be available
to the public.

Regulatory Matters on the Consent Agenda are noticed for hearing at the same time and in the
same manner as other consent agenda items. If a member of the Commission requests further
consideration of an item on the consent agenda, that item will be withdrawn from the Consent
Agenda and discussed at the end of the meeting or at the next meeting, The Consent Agenda
may be voted on without the necessity of reading individual items. Any Commission member
may request clarification from the Director of any matter on the Consent Agenda.

OTHER AGENDA ITEMS: The Parks and Wildlife Commission may consider and make policy,
program implementation, and other non-regulatory decisions, which may be of public interest at
this meeting. A copy of the complete meeting agenda may be viewed on the Division of Parks
and Wildlife's internet home page at www.wildlife.state.co.us, on or after July 30, 2012,










Market Based Approach for Restoring Rangelands and Critical Wildlife Habitat in
the Sagebrush Biome

Conservation Innovation Grant
Cooperative Sagebrush Initiative and Ecosystem Management Research
Institute

Tom Esgate, Project Director, CSI
Jon Haufler, Science Coordinator, EMRI

Descriptions of Demonstration Projects
February 2011 update
THIS DOCUMENT IS A PROGRESS REPORT THAT CONTAINS DRAFT MATERIAL

PROVIDED AS AN UPDATE OF PROJECT STATUS. INFORMATION IN THIS REPORT
SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED TO BE FINAL, AND SHOULD NOT BE CITED.





Introduction

The Cooperative Sagebrush Initiative (CS) is a collaborative effort of landowners, government
agencies, industry, academia, and conservation groups whose purpose is to provide leadership,
coordination, and funding for sagebrush conservation and recovery. CS| has a primary objective
of maintaining and improving sagebrush ecosystems and, in so doing, providing for sagebrush
associated species such as sage-grouse. CSI has recognized that mitigation, especially
associated with energy production activities will be important for maintaining sagebrush
ecosystems. Mitigation of energy developments can occur both on-site and off-site. A
challenge in the use of off-site mitigation is assuring that ecosystem services, including wildlife
habitat for sagebrush-associated species, produced by off-site mitigation are commensurate
with on-site impacts. If benefits produced by off-site mitigation can be quantified and shown to
be equivalent to impacts from developments or other activities, then it may be possible to
develop a credit trading system where landowners or agencies may produce benefits that
industry or other developers would be willing to purchase to replace resources lost on-site
through their development activities. CSI members were interested in such a credit trading
system, but required a reproducible and defensible tracking system based on appropriate
ecosystem service metrics in order for it to be potentially implemented. This project was
initiated to develop and evaluate a metric system for mitigation in sagebrush ecosystems and
to further evaluate the potential for development of a mitigation credit trading system based
on the metrics. The proposed metric system relied on the use of ecological sites as classified
and described by the Natural Resource Conservation Service as a basis for assuring equivalency
of sagebrush ecosystems and ecosystem services. The system also used an evaluation of
wildlife habitats to evaluate equivalency of benefits and impacts at landscape scales.

In this report, scientific names of all species are included in Appendix C. The report summarizes
findings in the main body, and includes more detailed data and maps in Appendices.

Objectives

The objectives of this project were to:

* Report on the effectiveness of NRCS ecological sites as a basis for mitigation metrics of
ecosystem services,

» Test a market-based offset system within working landscapes across western states,

* Develop opportunities for producers to realize economic benefits from habitat
management practices on private and grazing permit lands by accruing merchantable
credits while maintaining and enhancing forage productivity,

* Engage western industry, agriculture, conservation groups, and state and federal agencies
in a new economic relationship,

e Create demonstrations of habitat and species credit trading arrangements with broad
applicability to other regions and resource sectors, and

* Test and evaluate the capacity of market based incentives to recover populations of declining
species.










Metric System

The metric system used in this project requires that impact and mitigation sites be compared at
both the site and landscape scales to assure that sagebrush ecosystem services and sagebrush-
associated wildlife species are commensurately mitigated. The initial conceptual framework for
the metric system was described by Haufler and Suring (2008) as follows:

“The basic framework for quantifying services lost at impact sites and gained at mitigation sites
requires assessments of the following:

1. The existing level of services provided at the impact and mitigation sites prior to the
initiation of development and mitigation activities. These services are considered to be
influenced by both the characteristics of the specific impact and mitigation sites as well
as the surrounding landscape;

2. The resulting level of services expected at the impact and mitigation sites after the
impact development and mitigation activities are carried out, considering both site and
landscape effects;

3. The duration of the change (or period of time over which a change in services occurs) at
the impact and mitigation sites; and

4. The length of time before the mitigation is expected to be fully successful at the
mitigation site.

By assessing the above factors, it should be possible to design a metric system that allows
consistent quantification of mitigation required to offset expected impacts from a broad range
of development activities. The basic units proposed to quantify benefits associated with
mitigation activities or detriments associated with development impacts are really a variety of
ecosystem services lost or gained over time. They are calculated in the same manner, so that a
“credit unit” has an equal, but opposite, value as a “debit unit.” Thus, the benefits of credit
units produced are intended to fully and specifically offset the detrimental debit units from a
development.”

“In the case of the sagebrush biome, the number of credit units or debit units associated with
any activity should be a function of the following factors:

1. The area affected by the activity;
2. The ecological sites occurring in the affected areas;

3. The existing conditions within the area (essentially a measure of quality evaluated
relative to a baseline);










4. The extent of change (positive or negative) caused by the activity relative to the existing
conditions;

5. The spatial or landscape context in which the area is located (related primarily to habitat
quality for selected species); and

6. The timing and duration of the expected change.”

This metric system relies on NRCS ecological sites as an underlying framework to ensure that
ecosystem benefits produced by off-site mitigation are similar to those being impacted by
energy or other developments. The metric system measures impacts and mitigation benefits
based on comparisons to native sagebrush ecosystems for each ecological site, and
incorporating changes to conditions for wildlife species assessed at landscape scales. Haufler
and Suring (2008) described the use of ecological sites for this purpose.

“The area affected must be characterized in terms of its existing and inherent (potential)
conditions. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) ecological sites
(http://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov/) provide a classification system that can facilitate identification of
biotic and underlying abiotic drivers of ecosystem diversity that could provide consistency for
measuring ecosystem services and thus mitigation benefits. Ecological sites classify areas that
have similar soils and other abiotic and biotic conditions within defined precipitation zones
within a Major Land Resource Area (MLRA). MLRAs are geo-climatically defined areas
delineated by NRCS that have been mapped for the entire U.S. (NRCS 2006,
http://soils.usda.gov/survey/geography/mira/). Ecological site classifications have been
developed for most MLRAs, with ecological site descriptions developed for each specific
ecological site within these MLRAs. These sites are linked to soils, and are therefore mapped
wherever NRCS soils mapping has occurred.

For each ecological site, various plant communities described as specific “states” (may be
termed either states or plant communities) as influenced by natural or anthropogenic
disturbances have been identified. The dynamics of these plant communities or states are
incorporated into a state and transition model for each site. Changes among states are defined
as “transitions,” with some changes crossing “thresholds” that may make transition back to a
prior state difficult (Friedel 1991, Laycock 1991). Various states that might occur on each
ecological site have been described in ecological site descriptions (ESDs) for most MLRAs in the
Rocky Mountain West, with work proceeding on those areas not yet completed. Descriptions
of states for a specific ecological site should include all of the states that occurred historically
under historical disturbance regimes (historical states), and other states produced as a result of
recent (post-European settlement) anthropogenic influences including introduction of exotic
species (anthropogenic states). Past influences of Native Americans are incorporated as part of
the historical states. Some ecological site descriptions have not included descriptions of the full
range of historical states and transitions, so these may need further development for some
MLRAs. A full state and transition model for an ecological site should include descriptions of all










of the states that occurred historically as well as any currently common states produced by
anthropogenic influences.

Use of ecological sites as defined by NRCS assures that ecosystem services are being considered
in equivalent locations having similar abiotic environments. For example, two loamy ecological
sites within the same MLRA and precipitation zone should have the potential of supporting
similar states with similar potential productivity and thus have the potential to contribute
similar ecosystem services. The services they are producing at any time will be determined by
the existing plant community occurring at that time, but the potential of loamy sites should
basically be the same. A saline upland ecological site in the same MLRA and precipitation zone
would have different plant communities or states associated with it than the loamy ecological
site, as the different soil properties favor the occurrence of different plant species and support
different productivity, growth rates, and other factors. While both may contribute some similar
ecosystem services, such as contributing to the habitat of a certain species, they are

Northern Rolling High Plains MLRA 588, 10-14" Precipitation Zone
Loamy Ecological Site State and Transition Model
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Figure 1-State and transition model for loamy ecological sites within the 10-14” precipitation
zone of MLRA 58B, the Northern Rolling High Plains. States identified outside of the dashed
box did not occur historically but rather are the result of recent anthropogenic changes.

inherently different in their compositions, productivity, and other factors. For any one
ecosystem service, such as habitat for one species of interest, it may be possible to measure the
contribution of existing conditions for that one ecosystem service. However, other ecosystem
services provided by the site, for example grazing productivity, will be inherently different, so










that if the goal is to produce a system that tracks equivalent credit or debit units for a suite of
ecosystem services, then use of ecological sites can help assure that equivalent services are
capable of being provided. Other ecological classifications could serve a similar function.
However, other systems are not currently available within the sagebrush biome that consider
underlying site potential with the same level of development, mapping, and acceptance by
potential users as the NRCS ecological site classification system.

Ecological sites within an MLRA and precipitation zone have been described by NRCS in its ESD
process (http://esis.sc.egov.usda.gov/). While ESDs have been prepared for many MLRAs
within the sagebrush biome, others are still being prepared. NRCS has indicated that
completing the ESDs is a high priority, and these should be available in the near future. Where
ESDs are lacking, developers can produce their own descriptions of ecological sites if they have
the appropriate knowledge of the ecology of the area. Each ESD provides descriptions of the
site, its plant compositions and productivity, soils, and an array of other characteristics. In
areas where soils have been mapped, the specific ecological sites occurring on an impact or
mitigation area will also be available on a map. In areas where soils have not been mapped, on-
site sampling will be needed to determine the specific ecological sites of the impact and
mitigation areas based on the soils present in these areas.”

While ecological sites form the underlying framework for quantifying credits and debits at
mitigation and development sites, actual characteristics of existing or resulting vegetation
provide the actual data driving the metric system. Sites must be stratified not only by
ecological sites, but also by differences in existing and resulting vegetation. By characterizing
these conditions in comparison to reference communities developed for each ecological site,
the metric system determines the gains or losses associated with impacts or mitigation at the
site level.

Landscape level comparisons assess the overall value of impact and mitigation areas to selected
species of concern, and include consideration of total available habitat and cumulative human
impacts. Development impacts and mitigation benefits to wildlife species on two sites that
have the same ecological site and similar existing plant communities may differ from each other
because of landscape influences. Surrounding plant communities, terrain, human
developments, or other land characteristics may influence the value of each site to a particular
wildlife species and result in different effects. Wildlife population responses may also differ
due to different range distributions , presence of competing species, or other factors. For these
reasons, landscape level analyses are important to use as potential modifiers to site level
metrics. Various methods are potentially available for modeling habitat responses at the
landscape level (Beck and Suring 2008). In this metric system, we used an approach to habitat
modeling termed habitat based- species viability (Roloff and Haufler 1997, 2002) to compare
species responses to habitat changes resulting from impact or mitigation.

Methods

Project locations










The metric system was tested at 7 different sites where mitigation treatments were applied. A
map of these locations is shown in Figure 2. At each location, monitoring was conducted

pretreatment and then repeated for 1-3 years post-treatment, depending on when during the
project the treatments occurred.
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Figure 2. Locations of 7 project locations where mitigation treatments were conducted and
monitored using the mitigation metric system.

Site level methods














