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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

DATE:November 14, 2012
PLACE: Gunnison County Commissioners’ Meeting Room

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

10:00am

10:05
10:15
10:20
10:30
11:00
11:30
12:00
12:30
12:45
1:00

1:30

1:55

2:00pm

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

Agenda Approval

Approval of October 17, 2012 Meeting Minutes
Committee Member Comments/Reports

Hang Gliding Access

Gunnison Sage-grouse Festival

Mosquito Control Insecticide Impacts on Sage-grouse
Lunch

Local Government Survey

Low Standard Rural Roads

Gunnison Basin Deer Management Plans

Predator Control (discussion continued from last
meeting)

Future Meetings

Adjourn

NOTE: This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items
at any time. All times are approximate. Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded and
ACTION MAY 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
October 17, 2012

The October 17, 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), Regular

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

Greg Peterson, Secretary, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA), Regular
Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Regular

Linda Joseph, Saguache County Regular

Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA), Regular

Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC), Regular
Matt Vasquez, United States Forest Service (USFS), Alternate

Patty Gelatt, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Regular

Russ Japuntich, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Alternate

Peter Caloger, Public At-large, Regular

Eric Ferchau, At-large, Development Community, Regular

David Wiens, At-large, Recreation Community, Regular

Non-voting:

J Wenum, CPW Regular (attended afternoon session)
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Lee Spann, Public At-Large, Alternate

Visitors:

Christina Santana, NRCS

Nathan Seward, CPW, Gunnison

Doug Washburn, GCSA

Dr. Pat Magee, Western State Colorado University (WSCU)
Allen Moores, Gunnison County Public Works

Staff Members Present:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the September 19, 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.
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AGENDA APPROVAL: Cochran requested that agenda item #7 be amended to add a report
on the SGI Conference Report transition to a Conference Opinion. The amended agenda was
approved.

APPROVAL OF September 19, 2012 MEETING MINUTES: The Committee reviewed the
minutes. Stahlnecker noted that he did abstain from the vote on the Land Preservation Fund
resolution. The note requesting clarification is to be struck from the minutes. Moved by Navy,
seconded by Bove to approve the September 19, 2012 meeting minutes as amended. Motion
passed.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS:

Navy: Reported on the status of the Land Preservation Fund renewal ballot initiative.
The campaign is going well. Navy read a list of entities supporting the initiative.

Griffin: Reported that she attended the Poncha Pass Local Working Group (LWG)
meeting on October 16, 2012. Griffin provided the Committee with a Gunnison Sage-
grouse (GUSG) population summary that was part of her report to the Poncha Pass
LWG.

Seward: Reported that the CPW Gunnison Sage-grouse (GUSG) trap and transplant
project for this fall is complete. Eighteen birds (12 females, 5 males and 1 unknown (to
the transplant crew)) were radio collared and transported to the Glade Park area in the
Pinon Mesa population. A new radio transmitter and attachment harness was used on
some of the male grouse to help alleviate past transmitter slipping issues.

Laurie: Reported on the Poncha Pass LWG meeting. One new landowner attended.

Joseph: Reported that the Saguache County Planning Commission is meeting next
week. It will be discussing Gunnison Sage-grouse issues. Joseph invited Cochran to
attend the meeting to introduce Gunnison County GUSG related land use regulations and
to begin discussion on a “project screen” for land use related projects in GUSG habitat.

Cochran: Reported that he had received notice that the CPW draft mule deer
management plans for the Gunnison Basin Data Analysis Units (DAU) are available for
public comment. Cochran distributed the preferred alternative excerpts from the draft
plans. Cochran suggested that the Committee request a discussion with Brandon
Diamond at its November meeting. The Committee agreed that would be a good idea.
Japuntich provided information on the habitat discussion section of the plans. Seward
suggested that the Committee provide input on the deer DAU plans, but noted that the
potential for deer and elk to have impacts on GUSG habitat is understood by Diamond
and is reflected in his population objective numbers. Seward stated that the Committee
may be more interested in providing input in the future on elk DAU plans because elk
have been commonly viewed by the Committee as having the most impact on GUSG
habitat.

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee 2
Minutes of October 17, 2012
Approved ????





FIELD TRIP REVIEW: Cochran reported that the Redden Ranches portion of The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) Climate Change Adaption/Riparian/GUSG Brood Rearing Habitat
demonstration project was completed. The Wolf Creek part of the project has 8 to 10 structures
remaining to be installed. Finding volunteers for this last effort is proving difficult. The
Committee discussed the project. Members attending the field trip provided a positive report on
the project and its potential.

Navy asked how a private landowner might do this kind of project in the future. The Committee
discussed various options. Several Committee members asked if this type of project might be
extended out onto public lands. Japuntich and Vasquez both noted that it will be if it proves
successful.

The consensus of those Committee members attending the field trip was that the trip was
informative and useful.

CCA STATUS UPDATE: BLM has been in contact with CPW. CPW has not signed the CCA.
Griffin asked who within CPW might sign the document. Seward thought it likely would have
been the Southwest Regional Manager, but he retired in September. Japuntich reported that he
has been working on the Biological Assessment (BA). Peterson asked if the Committee will see a
draft of the BA before it is submitted to the USFWS. Japuntich replied that a draft may be
available for Committee review by the November meeting.

Japuntich also reported that because of the need to complete the CCA BA and because BLM has
been working closely with the USFWS since the last data call, they decided not to submit
additional information during the informal request for information that occurred because of the
Proposed Rule deadline extension.

WORKING LANDS FOR WILDLIFE INITIATIVE: Santana reported on the program. She has
attended several teleconferences on WLFW. The assurances mentioned in the program
information are not clearly understood by staff yet. WLFW is supposed to provide regulatory
predictability for NRCS practices undertaken by a landowner as part of a NRCS Conservation
Plan. As Santana understands the program, the regulatory predictability provided is far less
substantive than that provided by the CPW Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances
(CCAA) program.

Santana and Gelatt provided information on the Sage-grouse Initiative SGI Conference Report
that is being transitioned to a GUSG-specific Conference Opinion. The intent is to have the
Conference Opinion completed by the date of the Final Rule so that it can be transitioned to a
Biological Opinion. This will allow those NRCS practices specified in the Biological Opinion to be
implemented within GUSG Critical Habitat without further consultation by the USFWS.

COOPERATIVE HIGH RESOLUTION PHOTOGRAPHY UPDATE: Vasquez reported on the
project status. Photography flights were completed in mid-September. Data (photography) will
be available by mid-December. The USFWS remote sensing project officially began October 1,
2012 (FY 2013). Two study areas, including one BLM Lydar area and one USFS vegetation plot
area on Flattop Mountain will be used for initial sagebrush height/canopy cover measurement
methodology development as they both have ground-truthed height/canopy measurements.
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The remote sensing unit has 13 weeks of program time to develop the technology. If the
technology is determined feasible and useful, then a separate proposal will be submitted to
process the rest of the GUSG occupied habitat within the Gunnison Basin. A preliminary report
is expected by July-August, 2013 with a final reported expected by September 30, 2013.

The Committee complimented all the entities involved in making the project possible. Vasquez
was thanked for his diligence and persistence. Vasquez thanked Mark Hatcher, USFS, for
identifying this opportunity.

PREDATOR CONTROL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT: Peter Caloger, Subcommittee Chair, led
the discussion. He reported that the literature indicates that ravens and red fox are the two
primary predators likely impacting GUSG. He believes that reducing their numbers will allow
GUSG to increase in the basin.

Discussion on red fox ensued. Seward noted that most red fox don't occur in sage-grouse
habitat. Magee concurred. His studies on red fox have primarily been in and around urban
Gunnison and the University. Vasquez recommended that the Committee be cautious about
using red fox predation information based upon information from Greater Sage-grouse
populations. Caloger noted that the literature indicates that coyotes will not tolerate red fox.

Caloger reported that in his discussion with researchers working on raven predation, the
researchers recommended identifying a weak “link” in the life cycle of the raven. Caloger feels
that there is a need to study the local raven life cycle closely to determine if there is a weak link
that can be utilized to reduce raven numbers.

Moores provided information on the Gunnison County Landfill depredation permit for raven
control. All control activities have to occur within the fenced boundaries of the Landfill. The
permit allows the take of up to 250 ravens per year. Moores and 4 subpermittees are named on
the permit. Moores also noted that ravens identified nest markers placed near nests during a
research project in the Basin.

Caloger believes that ravens killed at the Landfill should have their gut contents tested for sage-
grouse DNA.

Moores opined that a project should be undertaken to reduce raven numbers for 3 to 5 years
and measure sage-grouse population response. He does not believe that current conservation
measures, including land use regulations and spring road closures have been effective.

Navy asked about raven birth control as a possible population control option.

Navy opined that predator control discussions always seem to be circular in nature, with no real
outcome. She believes that research is necessary to move forward.

Peterson noted that he doesn’t necessarily believe that Greater Sage-grouse predator related
research doesn’t apply to Gunnison Sage-grouse.
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Griffin stated that each area has its own predator community. To move ahead logically, one
needs to know what predators are impacting the grouse.

Peterson asked what degree of certainty would be required for CPW to accept predator
research as valid.

Spann stated that the Committee was formed to address issues impacting Gunnison Sage-
grouse. If his cows were “taking” grouse, he would be off of public land. The Committee needs
to say that predators are a problem and do something about it.

Santana opined that some of the work (research) already done should identify whether
predation has occurred and whether it is a threat to the grouse population.

Ferchau stated that land use regulation is approached without substantiation and that this is
inconsistent with the approach to predation. He believes that land use regulation should be
“backed off”.

Caloger recommended that Dr. Delehanty from the University of Idaho, and Dr. Peter Coates
from the U.S. Geologic Survey be contacted for advice because the Committee is at an impasse
as to whether raven predation is an issue in the Gunnison Basin.

Moores stated that he will find the Landfill MOA and provide the predator control language in
that document to the Committee.

Peterson asked at what level does the quality of the habitat not become a concern in
relationship to predators?

Chair Stahlnecker directed that the following items be included in the November meeting
information packet:
1) Process and time frame to expand they physical boundaries of the current County
Landfill Depredation Permit
2) Copy of MOA for Landfill
3) Copies of the USFWS and CPW predator control response letters

Moved by Peterson, seconded by Joseph, to send a letter to the Rangewide Plan Steering

Committee, through CPW, requesting a discussion on the predator control criteria in the
Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan. Motion approved.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date Time Notes

November 14, 2012 10-2 Regular Meeting

December 19, 2012 10-2 Regular Meeting
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ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.

The September 19, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
adjourned at 8:59 am.

FIELD TRIP:

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

James O. Cochran, Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
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		GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

		REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

		October 17, 2012

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the September 19, 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: Steve Westbay [swestbay@cityofgunnison-co.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2012 12:12 PM

To: Jim Cochran

Subject: City of Gunnison Non-Motorized Transporation Plan
Jim,

The city is conducting outreach for its draft Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. If the Strategic Committee would have
any interest in the plan, | would be glad to present it.

In January the draft plan will be presented to the Gunnison Trails Commission and | also plan to contact Kristi Murphy
(BLM) and inform her of the draft plan. 1 want to conclude the public outreach process in early January.

The following is a link to the draft plan which is located on the planning dept. home page found on the city’s web-site.
http://www.cityofgunnison-
co.gov/Community%20Development/planning department/planning_documents/draft nonmotorized transportation

plan 2012.pdf

Let me know your thoughts.

Thanks,

Steve Westbay

City of Gunnison

Community Development Director

970-641-8152
swestbay@cityofgunnison-co.gov
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Thoughts from Roger Haga, USFS, on the Gunnison Sage-grouse Festival generated as part of a
discussion on whether the Festival should be held in 2013:

| agree with Kristi that the GuSG Festival is the topic’s (and probably every agency’s) most significant
outreach tool regarding this topic. It seems to have 6 emphases:
e A platform for the CCA and other efforts
Live education brought to elementary students in the schools
A newspaper campaign reaching a mass audience
An event addressing the recreational and conservation communities
A university venue with potential (and unleveraged) ties to Western students
A visible and positive example of interagency collaboration

Questions for the Strategic Committee (and participating agencies):
e |[s there a pressing need surrounding the GuSG?
What is it?
Who are the primary stakeholders?
If there is a need, how is it best met?
If there is a need, does the GuSG Festival meet it?
Would taking a year off to think strategically impair any real or perceived momentum?
Are stakeholders participating at levels equal to their stake?
Is participation (diversion of people, resources and time) out of line with what is reasonable and
workable?
e (Can the concept be rescaled or leadership outsourced to make it more reasonable and
workable?

Roger
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A Good Road Lies Easy on the Land...

Water Harvesting from
| Low-Standard Rural Roads
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First Edition: April 2006
A Joint Publication of The Quivira Coalition, Zeedyk Ecological Consulting, LLC,
The Rio Puerco Management Committee — Watershed Initiative, and the
New Mexico Environment Department — Surface Water Quality Bureau

Second Printing: February 2010
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Bill Zeedyk addressing a water harvesting workshop on the CS Ranch, Cimarron, NM. October 2004

“A Good Road Lies Easy on the Land...”

“A road lies easily on the land if it is located on a landform where it can be readily
and effectively drained (neither too steep nor too flat); is functional when used as intended
(class of vehicle, season and suitable weather conditions); has appropriate drainage
features (closely spaced, properly situated and adequately maintained); preserves the
natural drainage pattern of the landform; conserves water; does not cause or contribute
to accelerated soil loss, lost productivity or water pollution; does not encroach on wetland
or riparian areas; and is scenically pleasing.

A road is not easy on the land if it collects, concentrates or accelerates surface or
subsurface runoff; causes or contributes to soil erosion; impairs or reduces the productivity
of adjacent lands or waters; wastes water; unnecessarily intrudes upon key habitats,
stream channels, floodplains, wetlands, wet meadows or other sensitive soils; and is
aesthetically offensive.”

—Bill Zeedyk
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ﬁ To Contact Us:

The Quivira Coalition
1413 Second St. Suite |
Santa Fe, NM 87505
Phone: 505-820-2544 Fax: 505-955-8922

admin@quiviracoalition.org
p lt

Zeedyk Ecological Consulting, LLC
PO Box 574
Sandia Park, NM 87047
505-281-9066

bzcreekz@att.net

Bureau of Land Management
Albuquerque Field Office
435 Montaiio NE
Albuquerque, NM 87107-4935
Phone: 505-761-8700 Fax: 505-761-891 |

New Mexico Environment Department ~
Surface Water Quality Bureau, Watershed Protection Section
1 190 South St. Francis Drive
PO Box 5469
Santa Fe, NM 87505
Phone: 505-827-1041 Fax: 505-827-0160
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Figure 11. D-21 Mapped Winter Ranges
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For many years, local resource managers have expressed concern about the current condition of big game
winter ranges in the Gunnison Basin. Data have been collected throughout the area by federal land
managers, but there remains a paucity of current and comprehensive anatysis. However, two habitat
assessment projects have been conducted in the Gunnison area over the last 10-15 years which are worthy
of mention,

Habitat Assessment Project:

In the late 1990’s, Roy Roath et al. (1999) attempted to quantify winter range condition in important winter
range areas within the Gunnison Basin. This project, referred to as the “Gunnison Basin Habitat
Assessment Project”, was intended to aid Colorado Parks and Wildlife in DAU planning efforts that were
underway at the time. There were a variety of facets to the project, but the main objective of the study was
to determine “whether the standing herd of grazing animals is in balance with the current forage resource
and whether current use is compatible with long term sustainability of that forage resource.” Due to
vatious constraints, the team was not able to assess all of the DAU’s in the Gunnison Basin and chose to
focus on GMU’s 54 & 55 north of Highway 50. The results of the assessment indicated that winter range
forage resources were not in good condition, and suggested that big game populations in the Basin had
exceeded winter range carrying capacity. Dry Mountain Loam range types, which made up the majority of
the study area, were in the poorest condition of any of the range types measured by the assessment team.
The results section of their report states, “The relative health and productivity of both species of sagebrush
are low. Many if not most of the sagebrush plants show little annual growth of leaves and new leaders.
Some sagebrush plants and nearly all of the palatable shrubs, like bitterbrush and mountain mahogany,
show excessive cumulative use.” The results of this project led to local contention; however they were
quite useful in fostering discussion regarding the inextricable link between big game populations, habitat
condition and the concept of carrying capacity.

16





Figure 11. D-22 Mapped Winter Ranges
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For many years, local resource managers have expressed concern about the current condition of big game
winter ranges in the Gunnison Basin. Data have been collected throughout the area by federal land
managers, but there remains a paucity of current and comprehensive analysis. However, two habitat
assessment projects have been conducted in the Gunnison area over the last 10-15 years which are worthy
of mention.

Habitat Assessment Project:

In the late 1990’s, Roy Roath et al. (1999) attempted to quantify winter range condition in important winter
range areas within the Gunnison Basin. This project, referred to as the “Gunnison Basin Habitat
Assessment Project”, was intended to aid Colorado Parks and Wildlife in DAU planning efforts that were
underway at the time. There were a variety of facets to the project, but the main objective of the study was
to determine “whether the standing herd of grazing animals is in balance with the current forage resource
and whether current use is compatible with long term sustainability of that forage resource.” Due to
various constraints, the team was not able to assess all of the DAU’s in the Gunnison Basin and chose to
focus on GMU’s 54 & 55 north of Highway 50. The results of the assessment indicated that winter range
forage resources were not in good condition, and suggested that big game populations in the Basin had
exceeded winter range carrying capacity. Dry Mountain Loam range types, which made up the majority of
the study area, were in the poorest condition of any of the range types measured by the assessment team.
The results section of their report states, “The relative health and productivity of both species of sagebrush
are low. Many if not most of the sagebrush plants show little annual growth of leaves and new leaders.
Some sagebrush plants and nearly all of the palatable shrubs, like bitterbrush and mountain mahogany,
show excessive cumulative use.” The results of this project led to local contention; however they were
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Figure 11, D-25 Mapped Winter Ranges
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For many years, local resource managers have expressed concern about the current condition of big game
winter ranges in the Gunnison Basin. Data have been collected throughout the area by federal land
managers, but there remains a paucity of current and comprehensive analysis. However, two habitat
assessment projects have been conducted in the Gunnison area over the last 10-15 years which are worthy
of mention.

Habitat Assessment Project:

In the late 1990’s, Roy Roath et al. (1999) attempted to quantify winter range condition in important winter
range arcas within the Gunnison Basin. This project, referred to as the “Gunnison Basin Habitat
Assessment Project”, was intended to aid Colorado Parks and Wildlife in DAU planning efforts that were
underway at the time. There were a variety of facets to the project, but the main objective of the study was
to determine “whether the standing herd of grazing animals is in balance with the current forage resource
and whether current use is compatible with long term sustainability of that forage resource.” Due to
various constraints, the team was not able to assess all of the DAU’s in the Gunnison Basin and chose to
focus on GMU’s 54 & 55 north of Highway 50. The results of the assessment indicated that winter range
forage resources were not in good condition, and suggested that big game populations in the Basin had
exceeded winter range carrying capacity. Dry Mountain Loam range types, which made up the majority of
the study area, were in the poorest condition of any of the range types measured by the assessment team.
The results section of their report states, “The relative health and productivity of both species of sagebrush
are low. Many if not most of the sagebrush plants show little annual growth of leaves and new leaders.
Some sagebrush plants and nearly all of the palatable shrubs, like bitterbrush and mountain mahogany,
show excessive cumulative use.” The results of this project led to local contention; however they were
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Mule Deer Forage Requirement Calculations
Gunnison Basin
Estimates by Jim Cochran
November 6, 2012

Assumptions:
1. Average mule deer weight: 125lbs

2. One deer equals 0.2 cattle aum (animal unit month — same as a domestic sheep)(this was not
used in the calculations, but if used would result in a larger deer weight than | used)

3. Average annual forage requirement/day: 2% (dry matter)

4. Average moisture content of forage: 60% (averaged over the year — subject to confirmation by

NRCS) ,
DAU 21 proposed objective (ave.): 5,250
DAU 22 proposed objective (ave.): 5,250
DAU 25 proposed objective (ave.): 5,650

16,150 deer

16,150 x 125Ilbs = 2,108,7501bs (live weight) deer

2,108, 750 x 2% body weight/day = 40,375lbs forage/day (dry weight)

40,375 Ibs + 60% = 67, 292 |bs forage/day (wet weight) (33.6 tons forage per day)

33.6 tons/day x 365 days/year = 12,264 tons (24,528,000 lbs) forage consumed by mule deer annually
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DAU D-21 (West Elk)
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
September 2012

Game Management Unit: 54

Land Ownership: 60% USFS. 22% Private, [1% BLM, 4% State, 3% NPS

Post-hunt Population:
Current Objective (2007): 6,500-7,500 Post-hunt 201 1 Estimate: 4,400
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 5,000-5,500

Post-hunt Sex Ratio:
Current Objective (2007): 40-45:100 Post-hunt 2011 Observed: 45:100
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 35-40 Bucks:100 Does

Figure 1. D-21 Post-hunt Population Estimates 1980-2011
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Figure 3. D-21 Post-hunt Sex Ratios 1980-2011
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Population
The current model estimates suggest that there was a larger deer population in D-21 during the early

1980’s, which declined as a result of the severe winter of 1983-84. Although not as high as pre-1983-84
levels, the deer population in D-21 increased to over 8,000 estimated animals during the late 1980°s before
experiencing a gradual decline during the first half of the 1990°s. Following statewide license limitation in
1999 and a series of exceptionally mild winters, the mule deer herd in D-21 increased substantially. More
recently, the population in D-21 has declined considerably as a result of the severe winter of 2007-2008.
Prior to the 07-08 winter, the population had hit a recent high and was actively being reduced through
sustained antlered and antlerless harvest. Since 2008, hunting license allocation has remained extremely
conservative, with no antlerless hunting occurring. The 2011 post-hunt population estimate for D-21 was
approximately 4,400 animals on a moderately increasing trend.

Sex Ratio

During the early to mid-2000’s, extremely conservative license allocation produced some of the highest
buck to doe ratios in the state, and hunting licenses became highly sought after. The ratio increased to an
observed high of 60:100 post-season 2004. The post-season 2007 sex ratio had been intentionally reduced
to 41:100, and was within the DAU plan objective range of 40-45:100. Mortality during the 07-08 winter
reduced the sex ratio in D-21 to 27:100 post-season 2008, well below the management plan objective. After
nearly five years of conservative license allocation, the observed buck:doe ratio post-hunt 2011 was
approximately 45:100.

Hunter & Harvest Trends

Between 1986 and 1998, the average number of deer hunters in GMU 54 was approximately 2,800 (buck
and doe hunters combined). The average number of hunters in D-21 between 1999 and 2011 was around
430. The average buck harvest from 1986 through 1998 was 473, with the total harvest averaging 585
animals. Between 1999 and 2011, the average buck harvest was 184, with a total harvest of 248. The
highest documented harvest in the DAU occurred in 1983 with 1,068 deer harvested, including 990 bucks.
The lowest annual harvest took place in 1999, with a total of 88 antlered deer taken. Success rates have
varied over time, but have averaged around 55% since 1999 across all seasons. In 2011, an estimated 121
bucks were taken by 296 hunters.

Model Revision

The previous DAU plan for D-21 was approved by the former Wildlife Commission in 2007; however
subsequent model updates post-season 2008 created a disparity between existing DAU plan objectives and
revised population estimates. This in turn has necessitated DAU plan revisions. CPW occasionally revamps
population models in order to produce the most defensible, science-based estimates possible. The downside
to this process is that management plan objectives often have to be revised, which typically leads to
considerable public scrutiny. Population models are subject to change over time; however, in most cases





those changes will not influence the on-going management philosophy for a given DAU, nor will they
change the actual number of animals “on-the-ground.” Although DAU plans are tied to a specific
population objective, it is often more productive to focus on population trends rather than specific year to
year variation.

Key Issues
Many issues surround mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin, and they generally fall into either a

biological or socio-political category. Many of the issues raised during this planning process are similar to
those discussed in 2006 during the previous planning effort. There are a number of important factors
influencing mule deer population dynamics in the Gunnison Basin other than hunter harvest. Some of these
factors include, but are not limited to, winter severity, habitat condition, competition with elk, and human
development. Wildlife managers are continuously monitoring and evaluating these factors in order to
incorporate them into management objectives and annual license setting processes as necessary.

Key Issue: Winter Range Carrying Capacity

Like many places in the Rocky Mountain west, spring and summer ranges in D-21 are much more
expansive than the limited winter range. Most winter range areas occur many miles from summer range and
can only be reached following lengthy migrations. Winters may be severe in the Gunnison Basin and the
quantity and quality of winter habitat clearly presents a potential bottleneck for herd productivity and
sustainability. Although superbly adapted to Rocky Mountain climates, mule deer in the Gunnison area are
periodically subjected to severe winters which may result in significant mortality. The winters of 1978-79,
1983-84, 1996-97, and 2007-08 are recent examples of how unforgiving winters may be in the area. In
general, dramatic population fluctuations are no longer acceptable to the general public and big game
hunters, based on the emotional response to seeing large numbers of animals die, and the potential impacts
to hunt quality and opportunity. The same may be said for local economic interests that rely on predictable
levels of wildlife related tourism. CPW maintains a policy pertaining to feeding big game animals during
severe winters, and supplemental feeding programs have been initiated during the four winters previously
mentioned with variable success. The winter of 2007-08 was particularly severe and has had lasting
repercussions locally. Mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin is ultimately constrained by severe
winters.

Key Issue: Hunter Opportunity

A key element of mule deer management is the public’s desired level of hunting opportunity. Some
hunters prefer to hunt every year, whereas others would wait five or more years in order to hunt in a highly
sought after unit. Some hunters forego multiple years of hunting in order to build preference points, while
others are willing to buy expensive landowner vouchers in order to hunt every year. Trophy mule deer
bucks remain one of the most sought after big game animals in the western United States, and hunters are
continuously seeking opportunities to hunt trophy deer. In 1999 there were 921 first choice applicants for
buck licenses in D-21. In 2007, there were 2393 applicants for either-sex and antlered licenses, which
amounted to more than a 250% increase. Demand for limited deer licenses in the Gunnison Basin has
declined since the winter of 07-08, however it is likely that there will be a resurgence of interest when
future management objectives are achieved. In 2011, there were 802 first choice applicants for buck
licenses in GMU 54. The potential trade-offs between quality management and hunting opportunity have
been discussed at length with the public during this planning process.

Public Process

Considerable public scoping has occurred so far in this process through meetings, on-line surveys, written
comments, emails, phone conversations, and face-to-face communications. As expected, the majority of
individuals engaged have been resident deer hunters. [nput on future management objectives has been
diverse; however there does appear to be a majority opinion regarding future management of this herd.
Population and sex ratio are discussed separately below:

Population: 1t is evident that most hunters are interested in seeing the D-21 deer population increase. This
is not surprising following the declines that resulted from the 2007-08 winter. The population is currentty
nowhere near where it was prior to 07-08 so there is certainly potential to grow the herd. CPW does not
support increasing this population back to mid-2000 levels, but would support a modest increase. The





those changes will not influence the on-going management philosophy for a given DAU, nor will they
change the actual number of animals “on-the-ground.” Although DAU plans are tied to a specific
population objective, it is often more productive to focus on population trends rather than specific year to
year variation.

Key Issues
Many issues surround mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin, and they generally fall into either a

biological or socio-political category. Many of the issues raised during this planning process are similar to
those discussed in 2006 during the previous planning effort. There are a number of important factors
influencing mule deer population dynamics in the Gunnison Basin other than hunter harvest. Some of these
factors include, but are not limited to, winter severity, habitat condition, competition with elk, and human
development. Wildlife managers are continuously monitoring and evaluating these factors in order to
incorporate them into management objectives and annual license setting processes as necessary.

Key Issue: Winter Range Carrying Capacity

Like many places in the Rocky Mountain west, spring and summer ranges in D-21 are much more
expansive than the limited winter range. Most winter range areas occur many miles from summer range and
can only be reached following lengthy migrations. Winters may be severe in the Gunnison Basin and the
quantity and quality of winter habitat clearly presents a potential bottleneck for herd productivity and
sustainability. Although superbly adapted to Rocky Mountain climates, mule deer in the Gunnison area are
periodically subjected to severe winters which may result in significant mortality. The winters of 1978-79,
1983-84, 1996-97, and 2007-08 are recent examples of how unforgiving winters may be in the area. In
general, dramatic population fluctuations are no longer acceptable to the general public and big game
hunters, based on the emotional response to seeing large numbers of animals die, and the potential impacts
to hunt quality and opportunity. The same may be said for local economic interests that rely on predictable
levels of wildlife related tourism. CPW maintains a policy pertaining to feeding big game animals during
severe winters, and supplemental feeding programs have been initiated during the four winters previously
mentioned with variable success. The winter of 2007-08 was particularly severe and has had lasting
repercussions locally. Mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin is ultimately constrained by severe
winters.

Key Issue: Hunter Opportunity

A key element of mule deer management is the public’s desired level of hunting opportunity. Some
hunters prefer to hunt every year, whereas others would wait five or more years in order to hunt in a highly
sought after unit. Some hunters forego multiple years of hunting in order to build preference points, while
others are willing to buy expensive landowner vouchers in order to hunt every year. Trophy mule deer
bucks remain one of the most sought after big game animals in the western United States, and hunters are
continuously seeking opportunities to hunt trophy deer. In 1999 there were 921 first choice applicants for
buck licenses in D-21. In 2007, there were 2393 applicants for either-sex and antlered licenses, which
amounted to more than a 250% increase. Demand for limited deer licenses in the Gunnison Basin has
declined since the winter of 07-08, however it is likely that there will be a resurgence of interest when
future management objectives are achieved. In 2011, there were 802 first choice applicants for buck
licenses in GMU 54. The potential trade-offs between quality management and hunting opportunity have
been discussed at length with the public during this planning process.

Public Process

Considerable public scoping has occurred so far in this process through meetings, on-line surveys, written
comments, emails, phone conversations, and face-to-face communications. As expected, the majority of
individuals engaged have been resident deer hunters. Input on future management objectives has been
diverse; however there does appear to be a majority opinion regarding future management of this herd.
Population and sex ratio are discussed separately below:

Population: 1t is evident that most hunters are interested in seeing the D-21 deer population increase. This
is not surprising following the declines that resulted from the 2007-08 winter. The population is currently
nowhere near where it was prior to 07-08 so there is certainly potential to grow the herd. CPW does not
support increasing this population back to mid-2000 levels, but would support a modest increase. The





reality, however, is that it will take several years to grow the population assuming average winter severity
and average or above average survival rates. Limited doe hunting will not be possible if management aims
to increase the D-21 population.

Sex Ratio: It appears, based on public comments, that an apparent majority of GMU 54 hunters are willing
to sacrifice hunting opportunity for high sex ratios, and that there is an interest in maintaining or increasing
the current buck:doe ratio. The sex ratio in D-21 is already quite high; therefore additional hunting
opportunity may already be possible. Future license allocation will be driven by management plan
objectives and the array of other factors influencing mule deer population dynamics. There has been
discussion during this planning process of creating three separate management “regimes” for the three
DAU’s in the Basin. Some have suggested one DAU be managed for maximum quality, one be managed
for maximum opportunity, and one be managed somewhere in the middle. The idea was certainly worth
considering, but after considerable discussion, CPW managers decided that maintaining a similar
management philosophy between the DAU’s provided the greatest degree of equity for constituents across
the board.

In conclusion, there are a multitude of objectives that could be selected for managing the D-21 population;
however after thorough consideration, CPW respectfully recommends the following alternatives:

» Post-hunt Population Objective = 5,000-5,500 (DRAFT PREFERRED)
» Sex Ratio Objective = 35-40 bucks : 100 does (DRAFT PREFFERRED)

Potential advantages:
» This management scenario will continue to provide high quality buck hunting and maintain older
age classes of males
» This management scenario is expected to maintain the balance between hunt quality and
opportunity
» Most survey respondents indicated they would prefer to hunt every five-years or less; this
alternative strives to achieve that public desire
> A slightly reduced sex ratio objective potentially allows for increased license allocation; this is
expected to help partially mitigate future preference point requirements
» Following severe winters, slightly shorter recovery periods are anticipated for restoring the male
segment of the population (ie. sex ratio objective)
Post-rut bucks may enter winter in better condition, thus increasing survival
Success rates will likely remain high across all seasons
This population level is expected to be well below the winter range carrying capacity during most
winters, thus reducing the overall utilization of key forage species

V VYV

Potential disadvantages:

» This scenario recognizes the public demand for a larger deer population, but will preclude
antlerless hunting until the objective has been reached and maintained

» National publicity is expected to keep preference point requirements at their current level;
however it is likely that point requirements may increase over time

»  Although reduced from the former plan objective of 40-45:100, restoring a buck:doe ratio of 35-40
following a severe winter will still require an extended recovery time

» Severe winters will result in reduced overall hunting opportunity for indeterminate periods of time

» Hunters should be cognizant that winter feeding programs are not sufficient for maintaining older
age classes of mule deer bucks, and should expect that the number of mature bucks will be
reduced as a result of severe winters; recovery times will be variable

» Many negative comments were received during public scoping related to the current landowner
voucher program, and other social issues. Selecting these management objectives is not likely to
result in changes to these programs or issues over time. Hunters should expect that both the
biological and social landscapes will look very similar to what they have over the last 10 years in
D-21
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DAU D-22 (Taylor Park)
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
September 2012

Game Management Units: 55 & 551

Landownership: 76% USFS, 12% BLM, 12% Private, <1% State

Post-hunt Population:
Current Objective (2007): 6,500-7,500 Post-hunt 2011 Estimate: 4,400
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 5,000-5,500

Post-hunt Sex Ratio:
Current Objective (2007): 40-45:100 Post-hunt 2011 Estimate: 32:100
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 35-40 Bucks:100 Does

Figure 1. D-22 Post-hunt Population Estimates 1980-2011
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Figure 2. D-22 Harvest 1980-2011
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Figure 3. D-22 Post-hunt Sex Ratios 1980-2011
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Population
Current model estimates suggest that the population experienced several population peaks; one during the

late 1980°s, and one more recently during the early 2000°s. Several significant population declines are
evident; one following the severe winter of 1983-84, and one following the winter of 2007-08. Following
statewide license limitation in 1999 and a series of exceptionally mild winters, the mule deer herd in D-22
increased substantially. More recently, the population in D-22 has declined as a result of the severe winter
0f 2007-2008. Prior to the 07-08 winter, the population was actively being reduced through sustained
antlered and antlerless harvest. Since 2008, hunting license allocation has remained extremely conservative,
with no antlerless hunting occurring. The 2011 post-hunt population estimate for D-22 was approximately
4,400 animals on a moderately increasing trend.

Sex Ratio

During the early to mid-2000’s, extremely conservative license allocation produced some of the highest
buck to doe ratios in the state, and hunting licenses became highly sought after. The ratio increased to an
observed high of 52:100 post-season 2003. The post-season 2007 sex ratio remained over objective at
48:100; however mortality during the 07-08 winter reduced the sex ratio in D-22 to 25:100 post-season
2008, which was well below the management plan objective of 40-45:100. After nearly five years of
conservative license allocation, the observed buck:doe ratio post-hunt 2011 was approximately 32:100.

Hunter & Harvest Trends

Between 1986 and 1998, the average number of deer hunters pursuing deer in GMUs 55 & 551 was
approximately 4300 (buck & doe hunters combined). The average number of hunters in D-22 between
1999 and 2011 was estimated to be around 600. The average buck harvest from 1986 through 1998 was
638, with the total harvest averaging 868 animals. Between 1999 and 2011, the average buck harvest was
261, with a total harvest of 378. The highest documented harvest in the DAU occurred in 1992 with 1330
deer harvested, including 789 bucks. The lowest annual harvest took place in 1999, with a total of 115
antlered deer taken. Success rates have varied since 1980, but have averaged around 59% since 1999
across all seasons. In 2011, an estimated 192 bucks were taken by 349 hunters.

Model Revision

The previous DAU plan for D-22 was approved by the former Wildlife Commission in 2007; however
subsequent model updates post-season 2008 created a disparity between existing DAU plan objectives and
revised population estimates. This in turn has necessitated DAU plan revisions. CPW occasionally revamps
population models in order to produce the most defensible, science-based estimates possible. The downside
to this process is that management plan objectives often have to be revised, which typically leads to
considerable public scrutiny. Population models are subject to change over time; however, in most cases
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those changes will not influence the on-going management philosophy for a given DAU, nor will they
change the actual number of animals “on-the-ground.” Although DAU plans are tied to a specific
population objective, it is often more productive to focus on population trends rather than specific year to
year variation.

Key Issues
Many issues surround mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin, and they generally fall into either a

biological or socio-political category. Many of the issues raised during this planning process are similar to
those discussed in 2006 during the previous planning effort. There are a number of important factors
influencing mule deer population dynamics in the Gunnison Basin other than hunter harvest. Some of these
factors include, but are not limited to, winter severity, habitat condition, competition with elk, and human
development. Wildlife managers are continuously monitoring and evaluating these factors in order to
incorporate them into management objectives and annual license setting processes as necessary.

Key Issue: Winter Range Carrying Capacity

Like many places in the Rocky Mountain west, spring and summer ranges in D-22 are much more
expansive than the limited winter range. Most winter range areas occur many miles from summer range and
can only be reached following lengthy migrations. Winters may be severe in the Gunnison Basin and the
quantity and quality of winter habitat clearly presents a potential bottleneck for herd productivity and
sustainability. Although superbly adapted to Rocky Mountain climates, mule deer in the Gunnison area are
periodically subjected to severe winters which may result in significant mortality. The winters of 1978-79,
1983-84, 1996-97, and 2007-08 are recent examples of how unforgiving winters may be in the area. In
general, dramatic population fluctuations are no longer acceptable to the general public and big game
hunters, based on the emotional response to seeing large numbers of animals die, and the potential impacts
to hunt quality and opportunity. The same may be said for local economic interests that rely on predictable
levels of wildlife related tourism. CPW maintains a policy pertaining to feeding big game animals during
severe winters, and supplemental feeding programs have been initiated during the four winters previously
mentioned with variable success. The winter of 2007-08 was particularly severe and has had lasting
repercussions locally. Mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin is ultimately constrained by severe
winters.

Key Issue: Hunter Opportunity

A key element of mule deer management is the public’s desired level of hunting opportunity. Some
hunters prefer to hunt every year, whereas others would wait five or more years in order to hunt in a highly
sought after unit. Some hunters forego multiple years of hunting in order to build preference points, while
others are willing to buy expensive landowner vouchers in order to hunt every year. Trophy mule deer
bucks remain one of the most sought after big game animals in the western United States, and hunters are
continuously seeking opportunities to hunt trophy deer. In 1999 there were 1854 first choice applicants for
buck licenses in D-22. In 2007, there were 3765 applicants for either-sex and antlered licenses, which
amounted to more than a 200% increase. Demand for limited deer licenses in the Gunnison Basin has
declined since the winter of 07-08, however it is likely that there will be a resurgence of interest when
future management objectives are achieved. In 2011, there were 1660 first choice applicants for buck
licenses in GMU’s 55 and 551. The potential trade-offs between quality management and hunting
opportunity have been discussed at length with the public during this planning process.

Public Process

Considerable public scoping has occurred so far in this process through meetings, on-line surveys, written
comments, emails, phone conversations, and face-to-face communications. As expected, the majority of
individuals engaged have been resident deer hunters. Input on future management objectives has been
diverse; however there does appear to be a majority opinion regarding future management of this herd.
Population and sex ratio are discussed separately below:

Population: 1t is evident that most hunters are interested in seeing the D-22 deer population increase. This
is not surprising following the declines that resulted from the 2007-08 winter. The population is currently
nowhere near where it was prior to 07-08 so there is certainly potential to grow the herd. CPW does not
support increasing this population back to mid-2000 levels, but would support a modest increase. The





reality, however, is that it will take several years to grow the population assuming average winter severity
and average or above average survival rates. Limited doe hunting will not be possible if management aims
to increase the D-22 population.

Sex Ratio: It appears, based on public comments, that an apparent majority of hunters are willing to
sacrifice hunting opportunity for high sex ratios, and that there is an interest in maintaining or increasing
the current buck:doe ratio. It should be pointed out, however, that although 81% of survey respondents
indicated they would like to see the number of bucks in the unit increase, 47% of respondents indicated
they would not give up hunting opportunity to maximize the number of older aged bucks in the unit.
Furthermore, 89% of respondents indicated they would like to draw a license on a frequency of five years
or less. This suggests that there is still misunderstanding relative to the trade-offs between managing for
high sex ratios and annual levels of hunting opportunity. The sex ratio in D-22 remains below the current
sex ratio objective of 40-45:100. Future license allocation will be drivgn by management plan objectives
and the array of other factors influencing mule deer population dynamics.

In conclusion, there are a multitude of objectives that could be selected for managing the D-22 population;
however after thorough consideration, CPW respectfully recommends the following alternatives:

> Post-hunt Population Objective = 5,000-5,.500 (DRAFT PREFERRED)
> Sex Ratio Objective = 35-40 bucks : 100 does (DRAFT PREFERRED)

Potential advantages:
» This management scenario will continue to provide high quality buck hunting and maintain older
age classes of males
» This management scenario is expected to maintain the balance between hunt quality and
opportunity
» Most survey respondents indicated they would prefer to hunt every five-years or less; this
alternative strives to achieve that public desire
> A slightly reduced sex ratio objective potentially allows for increased license allocation; this is
expected to help partially mitigate future preference point requirements
» Following severe winters, slightly shorter recovery periods are anticipated for restoring the male
segment of the population (ie. sex ratio objective)
Post-rut bucks may enter winter in better condition, thus increasing survival
Success rates will likely remain high across all seasons
This population level is expected to be well below the winter range carrying capacity during most
winters, thus reducing the overall utilization of key forage species

VVY

Potential disadvantages:

» This scenario recognizes the public demand for a larger deer population, but will preclude
antlerless hunting until the objective has been reached and maintained

» National publicity is expected to keep preference point requirements at their current level;
however it is likely that point requirements may increase over time

»  Although reduced from the former plan objective of 40-45:100, restoring a buck:doe ratio of 35-40
following a severe winter will still require an extended recovery time

> Severe winters will result in reduced overall hunting opportunity for indeterminate periods of time

> Hunters should be cognizant that winter feeding programs are not sufficient for maintaining older
age classes of mule deer bucks, and should expect that the number of mature bucks will be
reduced as a result of severe winters; recovery times will be variable

» Many negative comments were received during public scoping related to the current landowner
voucher program, and other social issues. Selecting these management objectives is not likely to
result in changes to these programs or issues over time. Hunters should expect that both the
biological and social landscapes will look very similar to what they have over the last 10 years in
D-22
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DAU D-25 (Powderhorn)
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
September 2012

Game Management Units: 66 & 67

Landownership: 37% USFES, 42% BLM. 19% Private, 2% NPS. <1% State

Post-hunt Population:
Current Objective (2007): 4,500-5,500 Post-hunt 2011 Estimate: 5,300
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 5,400-5,900

Post-hunt Sex Ratio:
Current Objective (2007): 40-45:100 Post-hunt 2011 Estimate: 39:100
DRAFT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: 35-40 Bucks:100 Does

Figure 1. D-25 Post-hunt Population Estimates 1980-2011 -
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Figure 2. D-25 Harvest 1980-2011
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Figure 3. D-25 Post-hunt Sex Ratios
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Population
Similar to other deer herds in the Gunnison area, the D-25 population declined following the severe winter

of 1983-84, increased during the late 1980°s, and then remained stable/increasing during much of the
1990’s. Following statewide license limitation in 1999 and a series of exceptionally mild winters, the mule
deer herd in D-25 increased substantially, and current model estimates suggest the population peaked
during the early 2000°s. More recently, the population in D-25 has declined as a result of the severe winter
of 2007-2008. Prior to the 07-08 winter, the population was actively being reduced through sustained
antlered and antlerless harvest. Since 2008, hunting license allocation has remained extremely conservative,
with no antlerless hunting occurring. The 2011 post-hunt population estimate for D-25 was approximately
5,300 animals on a moderately increasing trend.

Sex Ratio

During the early to mid-2000’s, extremely conservative license allocation produced some of the highest
buck to doe ratios in the state, and hunting licenses became highly sought after. The ratio in D-25 increased
to an observed high of 54:100 post-season 2004. In 2005 and 2006 the sex ratio exceeded 50:100. Post-
season 2007, the sex ratio was unexpectedly low at 33:100 (likely biased for unknown reasons); however a
substantially reduction occurred during the 07-08 winter, with an observed ratio of 28:100 post-season
2008. After nearly five years of conservative license allocation, the observed buck:doe ratio post-hunt 2011
was approximately 39:100.

Hunter & Harvest Trends

Between 1986 and 1998, the average number of deer hunters pursuing deer in GMUSs 66 & 67 was
approximately 3300 (buck & doe hunters combined). The average number of hunters in D-25 between
1999 and 2011 was estimated to be around 410. The average buck harvest from 1986 through 1998 was
630, with the total harvest averaging 844 animals. Between 1999 and 2011, the average buck harvest was
202, with a total harvest of 283. The highest documented harvest in the DAU occurred in 1992 with 1,424
deer harvested, including 1,096 bucks. The lowest annual harvest took place in 1999, with a total of 111
antlered deer taken. Success rates have varied over the years, but have averaged around 66% since 1999
across all seasons. In 2011, an estimated 161 bucks were taken by 226 hunters.

Model Revision

The previous DAU plan for D-25 was approved by the former Wildlife Commission in 2007; however
subsequent model updates post-season 2008 created a disparity between existing DAU plan objectives and
revised population estimates. This in turn has necessitated DAU plan revisions. CPW occasionally revamps
population models in order to produce the most defensible, science-based estimates possible. The downside
to this process is that management plan objectives often have to be revised, which typically leads to
considerable public scrutiny. Population models are subject to change over time; however, in most cases
those changes will not influence the on-going management philosophy for a given DAU, nor will they
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change the actual number of animals “on-the-ground.” Although DAU plans are tied to a specific
population objective, it is often more productive to focus on population trends rather than specific year to
year variation.

Key Issues
Many issues surround mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin, and they generally fall into either a

biological or socio-political category. Many of the issues raised during this planning process are similar to
those discussed in 2006 during the previous planning effort. There are a number of important factors
influencing mule deer population dynamics in the Gunnison Basin other than hunter harvest. Some of these
factors include, but are not limited to, winter severity, habitat condition, competition with elk, and human
development. Wildlife managers are continuously monitoring and evaluating these factors in order to
incorporate them into management objectives and annual license setting processes as necessary.

Key Issue: Winter Range Carrying Capacity

Like many places in the Rocky Mountain west, spring and summer ranges in D-25 are much more
expansive than the limited winter range. Most winter range areas occur many miles from summer range and
can only be reached following lengthy migrations. Winters may be severe in the Gunnison Basin and the
quantity and quality of winter habitat clearly presents a potential bottleneck for herd productivity and
sustainability. Although superbly adapted to Rocky Mountain climates, mule deer in the Gunnison area are
periodically subjected to severe winters which may result in significant mortality. The winters of 1978-79,
1983-84, 1996-97, and 2007-08 are recent examples of how unforgiving winters may be in the area. In
general, dramatic population fluctuations are no longer acceptable to the general public and big game
hunters, based on the emotional response to seeing large numbers of animals die, and the potential impacts
to hunt quality and opportunity. The same may be said for local economic interests that rely on predictable
levels of wildlife related tourism. CPW maintains a policy pertaining to feeding big game animals during
severe winters, and supplemental feeding programs have been initiated during the four winters previously
mentioned with variable success. The winter of 2007-08 was particularly severe and has had lasting
repercussions locally. Mule deer management in the Gunnison Basin is ultimately constrained by severe
winters.

Key Issue: Hunter Opportunity

A key element of mule deer management is the public’s desired level of hunting opportunity. Some
hunters prefer to hunt every year, whereas others would wait five or more years in order to hunt in a highly
sought after unit. Some hunters forego multiple years of hunting in order to build preference points, while
others are willing to buy expensive landowner vouchers in order to hunt every year. Trophy mule deer
bucks remain one of the most sought after big game animals in the western United States, and hunters are
continuously seeking opportunities to hunt trophy deer. In 1999 there were 1474 first choice applicants for
buck licenses in D-25. In 2007, there were 3225 applicants for either-sex and antlered licenses, which
amounted to more than a 210% increase. Demand for limited deer licenses in the Gunnison Basin has
declined since the winter of 07-08, however it is likely that there will be a resurgence of interest when
future management objectives are achieved. In 2011, there were 1820 first choice applicants for buck
licenses in GMU’s 66 and 67. The potential trade-offs between quality management and hunting
opportunity have been discussed at length with the public during this planning process.

Public Process

Considerable public scoping has occurred so far in this process through meetings, on-line surveys, written
comments, emails, phone conversations, and face-to-face communications. As expected, the majority of
individuals engaged have been resident deer hunters. Input on future management objectives has been
diverse; however there does appear to be a majority opinion regarding future management of this herd.
Population and sex ratio are discussed separately below:

Population: Tt is evident that most hunters are interested in seeing the D-25 deer population increase. This
is not surprising following the declines that resulted from the 2007-08 winter. The population is currently
below where it was prior to 07-08 so there is certainly potential to grow the herd. CPW does not support
increasing this population back to mid-2000 levels, but would support a modest increase. The reality,
however, is that it will take several years to grow the population assuming average winter severity and





average or above average survival rates. Limited doe hunting may or may not be possible if management
aims to substantially increase the D-25 population.

Sex Ratio: 1t appears, based on public comments, that an apparent majority of hunters are willing to
sacrifice hunting opportunity for high sex ratios, and that there is an interest in maintaining or increasing
the current buck:doe ratio. It should be pointed out, however, that although 74% of survey respondents
indicated they would like to see the number of bucks in the unit increase, 39% of respondents indicated
they would not give up hunting opportunity to maximize the number of older aged bucks in the unit.
Furthermore, 84% of respondents indicated they would like to draw a license on a frequency of five years
or less. This suggests that there is still misunderstanding relative to the trade-offs between managing for
high sex ratios and annual levels of hunting opportunity. The sex ratio in D-25 is essentially at the current
sex ratio objective of 40-45:100. Future license allocation will be driven by management plan objectives
and the array of other factors influencing mule deer population dynamics.

In conclusion, there are a multitude of objectives that could be selected for managing the D-25 population;
however after thorough consideration, CPW respectfully recommends the following alternatives:

» Post-hunt Population Objective = 5,400-5,900 (DRAFT PREFERRED)
> Sex Ratio Objective = 35-40 bucks : 100 does (DRAFT PREFERRED)

Potential advantages:
» This management scenario will continue to provide high quality buck hunting and maintain older
age classes of males
» This management scenario is expected to maintain the balance between hunt quality and
opportunity
» Most survey respondents indicated they would prefer to hunt every five-years or less; this
alternative strives to achieve that public desire
» A slightly reduced sex ratio objective potentially allows for increased license allocation; this is
expected to help partially mitigate future preferencepoint requirements
Following severe winters, slightly shorter recovery periods are anticipated for restoring the male
segment of the population (ie. sex ratio objective)
Post-rut bucks may enter winter in better condition, thus increasing survival
Success rates will likely remain high across all seasons
This population level is expected to be well below the winter range carrying capacity during most
winters, thus reducing the overall utilization of key forage species

VVV VY

Potential disadvantages:

» This scenario recognizes the public demand for a larger deer population, but will preclude
antlerless hunting until the objective has been reached and maintained

» National publicity is expected to keep preference point requirements at their current level;
however it is likely that point requirements may increase over time

>  Although reduced from the former plan objective of 40-45:100, restoring a buck:doe ratio of 35-40
following a severe winter will still require an extended recovery time

» Severe winters will result in reduced overall hunting opportunity for indeterminate periods of time

» Hunters should be cognizant that winter feeding programs are not sufficient for maintaining older
age classes of mule deer bucks, and should expect that the number of mature bucks will be
reduced as a result of severe winters; recovery times will be variable

» Many negative comments were received during public scoping related to the current landowner
voucher program, and other social issues. Selecting these management objectives is not likely to
result in changes to these programs or issues over time. Hunters should expect that both the
biological and social landscapes will look very similar to what they have over the last 10 years in
D-25






United States Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Gunnison Field Office
216 North Colorado
Gunnison, Colorado 81230
970-641-0471
FAX 970-641-1928

In Reply
Refer to:
CO-160/COC-60329

SEP 39 jeg
Dear Interested Party:

This is to notify you that the environmental assessment for the Gunnison County Landfill
Conveyance has been completed. The analysis of the impacts of the proposed action and the
mitigation measures to be implemented resulted in a Finding of No Significant Impact.

Attached for your information you will find a copy of the environmental assessment report, the
statement of a Finding of No Significant Impact and the Decision Record documenting my
decision to offer the subject lands for conveyance to Gunnison County for the purpose of
providing a sanitary landfill for the long term needs of Gunnison County residents for solid waste

disposal.

The Recreation and Public Purposes Act requires that a Notice of Realty Action shall be
published one time in the Federal Register and three times in a local newspaper. That Act
requires that a minimum period of 45 days following the date of publication of the Notice of
Realty Action in the Federal Register shall be allowed for comments. A Notice of Realty Action
has been sent to the Office of the Federal Register and to the Gunnison Country Times for
publication. I wish to inform you that the ending date for comments will be November 22,

1999.

Written comments should be submitted to the address above before close of business on the
specified date.

Thank you for your interest and participation in this process.

Sincerely,

22—

Barry A. Tollefson
Field Manager





BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
GUNNISON FIELD OFFICE

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Environmental Assessment Number: CO-160-99-01 0 FA

Gunnison County Landfill Conveyance

I have reviewed this environmental assessment including the explanation and
resolution of any potentially significant environmental impacts. | have determined that
the Proposed Action, with recommended mitigation measures, will not have any
significant impacts on human health or the environment and that an environmental
impact statement is not necessary to further analyze the environmental effects of the

proposed action.

Agthorizel Officer

Cedd Nisa/

T{f1le
42029

Date





BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
GUNNISON FIELD OFFICE

DECISION RECORD
Environmental Assessment Number: CO-160-99-010 EA
Gunnison County Landfill Conveyance

It is my decision to offer for conveyance to Gunnison County, under the terms of the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act (as amended), the following lands:

Township 49 North, Range 1 East, New Mexico Principal Meridian, Colorado

Sec. 10; S%NEV4SEV4, SEV4SEV4;

Sec. 11; Lots 9-11 inclusive, SWV4SWV4, WVaSEVaSWVa;

Sec. 14; WVANEVANWY4, NWVaNW V4, NVaSWYVANWVa, NV2SYaSWYVANW Vs,
NYV2SWVASEVAaNW Vs, NWViSEVAaNW Vs,

Sec. 15; NV2NEV4NEVYs, NEVANWVINEYs, NV2SEVANWYANEYs, NVaSWVANEVANE Y4,
SEVaNEVaNEV4, NEV4aSEV4NEVa, NV2SEVASEVANEV4;

Containing 319.95 acres, more or less, in Gunnison County, Colorado.
The issuance of patent for the subject lands will be contingent upon Gunnison

County’s acceptance of the mitigation measures identified in the Environmental
Assessment and restated below.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Cultural Resources

1. During earth disturbing activities that are to occur in cultural site Locality #4, the
first 40 cm. of such disturbance will be monitored by an archaeologist. If subsurface
deposits are identified during the above monitoring activities, construction will halt,
and Gunnison County will consult with the BLM archaeologist prior to resuming such
activity, and will mitigate any significant cultural resources.

Noxious Weeds
1. Seed and mulch used for operational or reclamation purposes shall be certified

weed free.

Sage Grouse
1. Loss of critical winter habitat and physical impacts to surrounding habitat as

described in the EA will be mitigated by the establishment by Gunnison County of the
“Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust” with the following mission:
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“The mission of the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust is to preserve and
improve sage grouse habitat and associated wildlife habitat in order to increase the
numbers of Gunnison sage grouse, to meet the goal of the Gunnison Sage Grouse
Conservation Plan, to increase the knowledge of sage grouse ecology, and to raise the
awareness of the public regarding the importance of this species to our ecosysterm”.

2. The Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust and the Trust fund shall be
managed in accordance with organization and procedural guidelines and guiding
principles as mutually agreed upon by the Gunnison Sage Grouse Working Group,
Gunnison County and the Bureau of Land Management.

3. Gunnison County will establish a $1.00 per yard surcharge on solid waste being
hauled to the landfill which will generate the base funding for the Gunnison Sage
Grouse Conservation Trust Fund. The surcharge will be implemented at the
beginning of the year 2000 and will remain in effect through the year 2015. Biological
assessments will be conducted by the Trust at five year intervals to evaluate the
success in fulfilling the mission.

4. The landfill shall be closed to all operations prior to 10:00 a.m. from March 1 to May
30 to reduce disturbance to sage grouse during mating season.

d. Afence shall be constructed and maintained by Gunnison County around the
perimeter of the land to be conveyed that will restrict domestic livestock in order to
improve the habitat for sage grouse and other wildlife. The perimeter fence shall be
constructed in such a manner so as to facilitate pronghom and other wildlife
movements in and around the landfill. The type and design of the fence will be
determined collectively by Gunnison County, the Bureau of Land Management and
the Colorado Division of Wildlife prior to fence construction.

6. Gunnison County shall implement and maintain an aggressive raven management
program to reduce the raven density to what is typical for areas of the basin more
than 15 miles from the landfill.

7. Gunnison County shall include sage grouse habitat objectives in the landfill
reclamation plan.

Wildlife
1. Proposals considered by the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust to
purchase private lands or easements for protection or conservation of sage grouse
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shall also be evaluated for their benefits to deer, elk and pronghom.

2. Deer, elk and pronghorn habitat objectives shall be included in the landfill
reclamation plan and in the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust Project
Evaluation Guidelines.

3. Habitat treatments for sage grouse shall also include any compatible provisions to
improve elk, deer and pronghorn winter range habitat through seedings, fertilization
and other types of land manipulations.

4. The development of the habitat preservation/enhancement areas within the land to
be conveyed shall include the development of a water source for pronghorn dry
season use. The water development can include, but is not limited to, ponds and/or
catchments. The site and type will be selected by the Bureau of Land Management,
Colorado Division of Wildlife and Gunnison County.

Rationale: This Decision allows the Bureau of Land Management to proceed with the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act conveyance of the Gunnison County Landfill and
selected adjacent lands to Gunnison County for use as a sanitary landfill for solid
waste disposal in accordance with the Landfill Design, Operations, and Closure Plan
for Gunnison County Landfill, Colorado, revised April 25, 1996.

The conveyance of the landfill and adjacent lands will secure a long term site for
Gunnison County for solid waste disposal and landfill management operations as well
as to secure lands for wildlife habitat preservation and enhancement as mitigation for
the impacts associated with the development and operation of the landfill.

The conveyance of the subject lands will allow Gunnison County to make the capital
expenditures necessary to ensure compliance with applicable State and Federal
regulations concerning solid waste disposal. It will also enable the Bureau of Land
Management to accomplish Bureau policy and requirements to cease the leasing of
public lands for solid waste disposal purposes while still enabling Gunnison County to
provide for the needs of residents of this region for solid waste disposal in an
environmentally sound manner.

This action is consistent with the Gunnison Resource Management Plan, with the
Recreation and Public Purposes Amendment Act of 1988 which permits the sale of
waste disposal sites and with the Bureau of Land Management policy mandating the
sale or closure of all waste disposal sites on public lands.
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[ have determined that the conveyance of the Gunnison County Landfill and adjacent

lands for long term operation of a sanitary landfill for disposal of solid waste is in the
best public interest.

September 30, 1999

Do A LPIL,_

Slgnbture

Barry A. Tollefson

Field Manager






United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Mountain-Prairie Region
IN REPLY REFER TO: MAILING ADDRESS: STREET LOCATION:
FWS/R6/MBSP P.O. Box 25486, DFC 134 Union Boulevard
Denver, Colorado 80225-0486 Lakewood, Colorado 80228-1807
D-} 801 >
Mr. Ken Stahlnecker Lothran
Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee
200 East Virginia Avenue

Gunnison, Colorado 81230
Dear Mr. Stahlnecker:

Thank you for your letter of November 21, 2011, to the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
inquiring about options/strategies to address predator control for conservation of Gunnison sage
grouse. The three-year average (2009 through 2011) population for Gunnison sage grouse in the
Gunnison Basin is approximately 3,738 individuals, a level well above the population “trigger”
values specified in the Range-wide Conservation Plan (RCP) (i.e., 3-year average population
below 25 birds or to 25% of the long-term average goal). Consequently, using the RCP as a
guiding document suggests that a predator control program in the Gunnison Basin for the benefit
of Gunnison sage grouse is not warranted at this time because of current population levels.

We acknowledge that predator control could be considered at population levels above the RCP
triggers, with several caveats.

We are recommending the Range-wide Steering Committee re-examine the 25 bird population
trigger and perhaps the population viability analysis that was used in the development of the
population trigger. Further, before a predator control program is undertaken in the Gunnison
Basin, we recommend a review of available data on nest success, brood survival and female
survival in the Gunnison Basin to see if there is any evidence that predation is reducing
Gunnison sage-grouse survival rates, and if we can identify any localized areas where this is
occurring within the Gunnison Basin. If predation appears to be reducing survival rates in
localized areas, we recommend the Strategic Committee coordinate with scientists on the Range-
wide Steering Committee to develop a predator control plan that, as stated in the RCP, “include
quantifiable objectives and long-term monitoring of both predator and GUSG populations in
order to evaluate the effectiveness and validity of the program.” We would also recommend that
any potential predator control program have a well-defined geographic scope and time period.

Any predator control program would likely be a short-term management tool. Therefore, before
and during the implementation of a predator control program, we would encourage the
implementation of strategies that reduce predator populations or reduce predator effectiveness,






such as the minimization of anthropogenic factors associated with predator abundance and
projects that increase habitat quality and quantity. This type of program should be tailored to the
specific factors influencing predation at the location(s) of concern.

If, at a future date, in coordination with the Range-wide Steering Committee and the Strategic
Committee, the Service determines that a predator control program is advantageous to Gunnison
sage grouse conservation, a take permit under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) would be
required from the Service, which administers the MBTA. In order to lethally control migratory
birds or their active nests, some designated entity (perhaps Gunnison County) would need to
obtain a MBTA take permit. The permit would specify an allowed individual take cap, method
of take, and identify the individual who would hold the permit.

If you have questions regarding this letter, or the steps necessary to determine whether an MBTA
take permit would be appropriate, please contact Susan Linnet, Colorado Ecological Services
Field Office Supervisor at 303-236-4774.

Sincerely,

Matt Hogan

Assistant Regional Dirgetor
Migratory Birds and State Programs






U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service- Region 6- Migratory Bird Management Program

May 8, 2012

Questions for MBTA permit applications (50 CFR 21.41) to control Common Raven (CORA) in order to
benefit Sage-Grouse (Gunnison or Greater) populations.

A. Required questions that permit applicants need to answer as part of the application
process for a CORA depredation permit.

1. Define/describe the specific geographic area where CORA control authority is requested.

2. Describe what is known about Sage-Grouse populations within the specific geographic area
where CORA control is requested.

-How many Sage-Grouse leks occur within this area and what is the size of these leks?

-Are these leks being monitored and if so what are the population trends for them (over
the last 3 years/ last 5 years/ last 10 years)?

3. Describe or provide documentation of all available evidence that CORA populations are
actually depredating Sage-Grouse within the specific geographic area where control is
requested.

-Is there evidence that CORA are depredating Sage-Grouse nests within this area?
Describe the extent of this evidence.

-Is there evidence that CORA are depredating Sage-Grouse chicks/young within this
area? Describe the extent of this evidence.

-What specific evidence is available to demonstrate that CORA populations are in fact
impacting or limiting Sage-Grouse populations in any way (i.e. survival, recruitment,
population growth) within this area?

B. Depredation permit applicants are not required to answer the following additional
questions. But USFWS requests that applicants voluntarily answer these questions to





provide further background information, which will assist USFWS in the decision-
making process on your permit application.

1.

Have non-lethal control methods been attempted to limit CORA populations within the
geographic area (i.e. taste-aversion attempts with chemical-injected eggs, putting up perch
deterrents on power lines or fence posts, etc.)?

Are there other factors present in the geographic area that CORA control is requested that
might be maintaining CORA populations at artificially high levels within this area (i.e. a
subsidized predator population)? This would include landfills or dumps, proximity to human
communities/human waste, availability of livestock carcasses, presence of energy
development facilities {e.g. condensate tanks, power lines), etc. If so have specific
management actions been undertaken relative to any or all of these factors to avoid or
minimize subsidized CORA populations?
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August 6, 2012

Gunnison Basin Sage Grouse Strategic Committee
Attention-Chairman Ken Stahlnecker

200 E. Virginia Avenue

Gunnison, CO 81230

RE: Predator control inquiry
Dear Chairman Stahlnecker,

Thank you for your letter regarding a proposal to conduct a predator control project in
the Gunnison Basin and your recommendation to review the Gunnison Sage-Grouse
Rangewide Conservation Plan (RCP) to keep the science current. Colorado Parks and
wildlife (CPW) appreciates your continued interest in conservation actions that may
benefit Gunnison sage-grouse (GuSG). As you point out in your letter, predator control
is a very sensitive issue. In the RCP, criteria were developed (through a public process),
including thresholds, to evaluate the need for conservation actions such as predator
control and we still believe these criteria are based on the best available science. Sage-
grouse populations can vary widely over time. CPW had spent considerable time
reviewing data, literature, research and options before recommending the Miramonte
predator control project. The Wildlife Commission then approved the project at
Miramonte as a management action with specific objectives, monitoring and other
criteria and for a limited time (two years). In addition, a considerable amount of public
outreach was conducted to inform the public of the proposal to conduct a predator
control project and established the 2-year time frame for the experiment to be
conducted within.

Our data from grouse studies and monitoring in the Gunnison Basin do not support
predator control in the Gunnison Basin under the guidelines of the RCP. The criteria that
would need to be considered before implementing a predator control program for the
Gunnison Basin population are the same as those that were used for Miramonte. The
Wildlife Commission Mammal Predator Management Policy and the RCP guidelines
require evidence for the need for predator control; there is no documented evidence of
increased predation on the Gunnison Basin population. Lek counts have doubled
between 2004 (498 males) and 2006 (1061 males) and have remained around 750 males
(50% increase) over the last 5 years. Absent other scientific evidence to the contrary,
that trend can anecdotally be interpreted as though predation is not a significant

STATE OF COLORADO
John W. Hickenlooper, Govemor » Mike King, Executive Director, Department of Natural Resources
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limiting factor to recruitment of young of the year in GuSG. Therefore, we still consider
long-term habitat conservation that is intended to minimize fragmentation, to be the
highest priority conservation action for GuSG in the Gunnison Basin.

Although the Gunnison Basin GuSG population seems to have been reasonably robust in
recent years, all of the small populations outside of the Gunnison Basin currently meet
the RCP recommended guidelines for considering predator control as a conservation
measure. Given the highly vulnerable long-term viability of these populations, we
conclude they should be given high priority for conservation efforts (including predator
control).

Miramonte was selected for the predator control project because of timely data from
on-going research which showed that predators, primarily coyotes, were suppressing
the limited population in that area. Further, Miramonte is a small geographic area (only
about 12,000 acres). Past coyote control efforts demonstrate that coyote numbers are
most effectively reduced when control efforts are implemented across relatively small
areas. Thus, Miramonte was an ideal location for implementing predator control given
biological data implicating coyotes and the likelihood for successfully reducing coyote
numbers. Predator control efforts were only recently completed and data have not
been fully analyzed. Preliminary indications are that nest success and chick survival
have not increased significantly in response to two years of predator control efforts.

In addition to the lack of biological data in support of predator control, we have
additional financial, legal, programmatic and social concerns about a Gunnison Basin-
wide predator control experiment. Costs associated with large scale predator control
are very significant and could easily run $100,000 - $500,000 annually. Such a project
would require contracting and coordinating predator control with the U. S. Department
of Agriculture (Wildlife Services). Additional funding would be needed to conduct
surveys and other demographic studies necessary to meet the criteria in the RCP to
approve a predator control project as well as subsequent monitoring costs to determine
the effectiveness of such control. Funding for predator control would likely have to be
diverted from other conservation actions as our resources are not unlimited. We want
to make sure that we are focusing first and foremost on those conservation actions that
address the primary threats identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in
its warranted but precluded finding (or any future listing proposals).

The USFWS would also need to be involved in predator control involving corvids, such as
those mentioned in your letter, including ravens, crows and magpies. These avian
species fall under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and are under the authority of the
USFWS, and any take of corvids would require a federal permit, likely issued to a local or
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state agency. Additionally, the Miramonte project indicated a need to also take raptors
which was not allowed by the Wildlife Commission action which approved the project.
The take of raptors (which are federally protected), while possibly necessary, could
create a significant amount of public dissatisfaction with the action and the predator
project over-all.

Initiating a predator control project at this time is also complicated by the possible
change in legal status of GuSG, as the Endangered Species listing decision is only a few
months away. If GuSG is found to warrant listing as either a federally threatened or
endangered species, authority for their management will likely transfer from Colorado
to the USFWS.

Because a listing decision is imminent (no later than September 2012), CPW is reluctant
to undertake a review of the Gunnison Sage-Grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan this
year. If GuSG are listed, we expect that the USFWS will create a recovery outline over
the 18 months that follow, and subsequently develop a recovery plan. If this scenario
unfolds, we feel that the most appropriate time to update the science that was used to
develop the RCP is during the development of a recovery plan. The USFWS has solicited
updates to all science as well as ongoing conservation activities relating to GuSG since
the RCP was approved in 2005, through their Candidate Review process. Through this
process, CPW has contributed annual updates on monitoring, research, habitat
improvement and conservation. We are happy to provide you with copies of these
documents upon request.

Gunnison sage-grouse continue to be a high profile species and will become more so
with the listing decision deadline approaching. CPW appreciates all the efforts of the
Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee, and we will continue to work with
you for the benefit of the grouse and their habitat.

Sincerely,
L — —

Tom Sp ‘

SW Region Manager

cc: Rick Cables, Jeff Ver Steeg, Craig McLaughlin, Chad Bishop, J} Wenum, Kathy Griffin,
Francie Pusateri
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November 6, 2012

Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan Steering Committee
% Kathy Griffin
* Colorado Parks and Wildlife
711 independent Avenue
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Dear GUSG Rangewide Plan Steering Committee:

Over the last two years, the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee (Strategic Committee) has
had numerous public discussions regarding predator control as a conservation effort for the Gunnison
Sage-grouse. In each discussion, and in letters received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (attached) in response to an inquiry letter from the Strategic Committee
(attached) on predator control, the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan (RCP) predation
objective (Predation, Objective #1; RCP Page 243) is referenced as the “standard” to be met before any
predator control program can or should be implemented. '

In May, 2012, the Strategic Committee requested a meeting with the RCP Steering Committee and CPW
staff to discuss the RCP Predator Control Objective with a second request to discuss current science and
information synthesis, relative to the RCP. In August, 2012, CPW responded, stating that because of the
imminence of an (ESA) listing decision they were reluctant to undertake a review of the RCP (please see
the attached letter for details).

The Strategic Committee has continued to review and discuss predator control, but has reached an
impasse, in view of the two regulatory agencies’ (USFWS, CPW) positions on the Predation Objective in
the RCP. A number of members of the Committee and many members of the public, believe that sage-
grouse predation is a significant issue in the Gunnison Basin, and that the involved agencies and the
Strategic Committee are not addressing the predation issue at the level, with the amount of science (or
lack thereof) required, that they are addressing other “threats” to the species.

The issue, in summary, is the standard defined in the RCP which would trigger predator control efforts
(Objective 1: Protect GUSG from excessive predation when populations (3-year average) fall below 25
birds or to 25% of the long-term average goal.”) To many, this objective is far too low, triggering
predator control at population levels below that which seems reasonable and prudent for an ESA
Candidate Species with a total rangewide population of less than 4,500 birds (CPW, 2012).

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee believes that the predator control objective in the

RCP needs to be re-considered and if justified upon review, revised, even though there is an imminent
ESA “listing decision” on the horizon. Delaying action on this issue, based upon possible future

200 E. Virginia Avenue ¢ Gunnison, CO 81230





procedural actions, post-listing, is of concern to the Strategic Committee and many members of the
public. Therefore, the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee formally requests a meeting
with the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan Steering Committee as soon as such
meeting can be scheduled to specifically discuss, and if agreed upon, initiate review, with possible
revision, of the Predation Objective #1, page 243, Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan
(CPW 2005).

Sincerely,

Ko B,

Ken Stahlnecker, Chair

Attachments:
Strategic Committee Letter to USFWS and CPW Dated November 21, 2011
USFWS Letter Received March 30, 2012 to Ken Stahinecker, Chair
CPW Letter Dated August 6, 2012 to Ken Stahlnecker, Chair





