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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

DATE: December 19, 2012
PLACE: Gunnison County Commissioners’ Meeting Room

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

2. 10:05 e Agenda Approval

3. 10:15 e Approval of November 14, 2012 Meeting Minutes

4, 10:20 e Committee Member Comments/Reports

5. 10:30 e Hang Gliding Access

6. 11:00 e Gunnison Sage-grouse Festival

7. 11:30 e City of Gunnison Non-motorized Travel Management

Planning — Steve Westbay
8. 12:00 e Lunch
9. 12:30 e \Visitors

USFWS Regional Director Noreen Walsh
USFWS Deputy Assistant Regional Director Nicole Alt

10. 1:30 e Role of Strategic Committee Post Listing

Lee Spann
11. 2:00 e Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access — 2013 Season
12. 2:05 e Predator Control

Gunnison County Landfill — Allen Moores
13. 2:25 e [Future Meetings

14. 2:30pm e Adjourn

NOTE: This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items
at any time. All times are approximate. Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded and
ACTION MAY TAKEN ON ANY ITEM. Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken. Two or more
Gunnison County Commissioners may attend this meeting. For further information, contact the County Administration at
641-0248. If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior to the meeting.






GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
November 14, 2012

The November 14, 2012 Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee meeting was held in
the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the Courthouse at 200 E. Virginia, Gunnison CO 81230.

Committee Members Present:

Voting:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson, National Park Service (NPS)

J Wenum, Vice-Chairperson, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Regular
Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA)

Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)

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

Peter Caloger, Public At-Large

Eric Ferchau, At Large, Development Community

David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community

Charlie Sharp, United States Fish and Wildlife Service Alternate (USFWS)
Liz With, Natural Resources Conservation Service Alternate

Non-voting:
Lee Spann, Public At-Large Alternate

Staff Members Present:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 11

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the November 14, 2012 meeting of the
Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:03 am.

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

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

AGENDA APPROVAL: The hang gliders were unable to attend the meeting; the Committee
agreed to replace the agenda item with a discussion on Power Lines.

APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 17, 2012 MEETING MINUTES: Moved by Navy to accept the
October 17, 2012 meeting minutes as amended, seconded by Chamberland. Motion carried.
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IN THE AUDIENCE:

Angela Buchanan, County Attorney’s Office
Nathan Seward, CPW

Kristy Murphy, BLM

Allen Moores, Gunnison County

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS:

LAND PRESERVATION FUND: Navy reported to the Committee that Action Item #5 is
completed. The Land Preservation Fund was passed with 81% of the vote.

CITY OF GUNNISON; NON-MOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PLAN: The
Committee reviewed an email in the packet from the City of Gunnison Community
Development Director Steve Westbay. The Committee discussed that Westbay is
inquiring if the Committee is interested in the Non-Motorized Transportation Plan. The
draft plan will be presented to the Gunnison Trails Commission in January 2013.
Cochran recommended that the Committee attend the presentation in January.

CPW: Wenum announced that Griffin has been directed to work on a sage-grouse
project and may not be available for the next few months. Wenum informed the
Committee that Tom Spezze, CPW Regional Manager, retired the end of September.
Wenum informed the Committee that the Assistant Regional Manager is currently in an
acting capacity, until the position is filled.

POWER LINES: Jenny Nehring introduced Assistant Field Manager Paul Tigen and Biologist
Alisa Ratcliff from the Monte Vista BLM office. The Committee was informed that the power line
from Salida to Gunnison will need to be replaced because the existing line does not comply with
Department of Energy. The power line has to be replaced within 1 year. The power lines need
to be upgraded with new lidar technology and comply with the distance between the ground
and slack in the line. There was a discussion that the power line runs through sage-grouse
habitat. New holes will have to be drilled, sage brush will have to be mowed or bladed under
the right of ways, and predator diversion devices will be installed. Tigen informed the
Committee that they have been speaking with Excel Energy to discuss the procedure to be in
compliance.

GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE FESTIVAL: The Committee discussed the time and effort that is
contributed to launch the Sage-grouse Festival. The Committee discussed the benefits to
holding the Sage-grouse Festival and the impact it is having in the community. There was
discussion that it may be beneficial to hire an events planner for the 2013 Festival. There was
discussion that last year's turnout was very large and the Festival is grasping the attention of
the public, and educating the importance of conservation and protection for the sage-grouse.

The Committee discussed if the Festival was meeting their objectives, and the desire that the
Festival become independent on funding sources. The funds generated from the Summit in
2011 became the seed for funds for the 2012 Festival. There were fewer sponsors/contributors
for funding in 2012. The Committee discussed that the Mitigation Fund is a potential funding
source for the Festival because it was established for education. Sharp mentioned that he will
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look into USFWS Preventing Extinction funds. The Committee discussed it might be possible to
use funds from the Mitigation Fund for hiring an events planner.

Next meeting the Committee will discuss if they would like to request money from the Mitigation
Fund. The Committee pondered the possibility of making this an internship opportunity for
Western State College University (WSCU). Wiens will research the internship details with WSCU.
The Committee designated April 13, 2013 for the 2013 Sage-grouse Festival. Wiens will work on
securing WSCU for the event location.

MOSQUITO CONTROL INSECTICIDE IMPACTS ON SAGE-GROUSE: Navy commented on
an article in the Gunnison Times regarding the insecticide used for mosquito control. The article
claims the insecticide killed off a large number of stone flies. Navy inquired if the insecticide
may be impacting the sage-grouse as well. The Board of County Commissioners will be
discussing this issue at their meeting on 12/11/2012. Wenum informed the Committee that the
CPW will be attending the work session. Wenum informed the Committee that there are specific
areas of Gunnison that are aerially sprayed, and one of the applications is performed right
before 4™ of July and Cattlemen’s events. Each year after the aerial application CPW received
reports from public that there have been aquatic impacts. Last year there was noticeable impact
to fish from the result of the stone flies. Wenum commented that the same product,
Permethrin, has been used every year. There is question to why and what may have been done
differently, and this is what will be discussed at the work session.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEY: Western Governors Association performed a local
government survey this past summer. CPW performed a local survey for the Greater Sage-
grouse this past September. This survey is to determine what regulations may be appropriate
for being renewed for sage-grouse conservation. CPW was asked if they would perform a
Gunnison Sage-grouse survey. There is a new employee that is in the process of renewing the
survey to be specific to the Gunnison Sage-grouse. The goal is to receive responses to the
survey and provide the responses to the USFWS during the 60 day response period.

LOW STANDARD RURAL ROADS: Caloger discussed with the Committee how to maintain
low standard rural roads, and what you do to bring the road up to optimal performance for
water harvesting. Caloger inquired if the Committee would be interested in holding a workshop
to upgrade existing roads to maintain water runoff. To maintain water runoff the middle of the
road would need to raise high enough to capture water runoff, but low enough to not high
center your vehicle. The high middle of the road will divert water to an area that can handle the
runoff. Maintaining the water runoff will improve habitat next to the road. Cochran and Caloger
will contact groups that may be interested in participating in the workshop.

GUNNISON BASIN DEER MANAGEMENT PLANS: Wenum gave a presentation on the
Gunnison Basin Deer Management Plan. He handed out executive summaries to the Committee.
Wenum informed the Committee that CPW is updating the Data Analysis Unit Plan, and it is
intended to be a 10 year plan. He informed the Committee that CPW collects an annual census
aerially, along with harvesting surveys to determine the harvest for the year. The current model
used to determine population is outdated and not as accurate as newer models. Wenum
explained that the population models are just an estimate of population. He informed the
Committee that in September the draft plan was created, and they are currently in the
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comment phase. The CPW would like to have the plan approved in January 2013, so that the
new model can be used for license setting for the Fall 2013 hunting season.

PREDATOR CONTROL: Moores informed the Committee that he researched adding the
Committee to the Gunnison County permit, and it was not a good idea because it opens
Gunnison County to liability issues. He informed the Committee that Dave Moreno suggested
that the permit be held by someone else, other than Gunnison County. The Committee
discussed that the CPW held the permit for Miramonte. The Committee discussed the letter that
was sent in the past to Griffin. Stahlnecker commented he does not recall this letter being
distributed to the Steering Committee at their latest meeting. Spann requested this discussion
be added to the next meeting’s agenda, and discuss the role of this Committee.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date Time Notes
December 19, 2012 10-2 Reqgular Meeting

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
The November 14, 2012 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
adjourned at 2:34 pm.

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant 111
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Bandit trail near
Signal Peak keeping
BLM on its toes

\Plans for recreation area
in the works

{ BY ALISSAJOHNSON ]

Bandit trail makers near Sig-
nal Peak are giving the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) a run
for its money. A trail started pop-
ping up this summer as a reroute
to a steep, erosive road that goes
straight up the hill to the peak,
and several efforts to close the
trail have been thwarted.

The BLM could agree with
the concept of the trail, accord-
ing to BLM Gunnison field offi-
cer Brian 5t. George,
but by circumvent-
ing the agency’s
process, the trail is
a distraction from
efforts to establish
a larger recreation
area in that part of
Gunnison County.

“IThe road] is
nasty and rutted,
and if it gets wet
it gets muddy and
it's really a pain,”
St. George said. “It
makes sense to get
rid of the rutted road
and have a sustain-
able trail. We just
weren’t there yet,”
he said.

St. George noted
that unsanctioned
trails can also frag-
ment wildlife habitat
and the time and en-
ergy the BLM has to
spend closing them
takes away from the process of
creating new recreation oppor-
tunities. \

The BLM has been work-
ing with local partners like the
Stockgrowers’ Association and
Gunnison County to develop a
Candidate Conservation Agree-
ment for the Gunoison sage
grouse in Gunnison County.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service is expected to issue a list-
ing decsion for the Gunnison
sage grouse under the Endan-
gered Species Act late this year
or early 2013, and a Conserva-
tion Agreement has been seen
as a way for local interests to in-
fluence management of the sage
grouse if it is fisted.

St. George says he’s not
looking to pursue the specif-
ic trail makers or get them in
trouble—he just wants them to
understand what the BLM and
its partners are trying to do and
support their efforts instead of
poaching trails.

According to St. George, the
Candidate Conservation Agree-
ment sets aside three areas for
recreational use, including Sig-
nal Peak. “We’ve been able to
gain the partnership and support
from the Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice for recreational areas close
to town, urban recreational areas
where we'd be allowed to con-
tinue building trail opportuni-
ties, regardless of a [sage grouse]
listing. Signal Peak is first and
foremost on my list,” he said.

The BLM's goal is to balance
conservation with recreation, but
the bandit trail circumvents that
process. According to St. George,
it also results in a trail that isn't
professionally built or necessar-
ily sustainable in the long term.
The BLM dlased the trail with
a sign, which was ignored, and
then partnered with a youth
conservation corps to restore the
area to its natural state.

According to Kristi Murphy,
outdoor recreationi planner for
the BLM, a crew of eight college
students from the Western Colo-
rado Conservation-Corps, most

COURTESY PHOTO

of whom attend Western State
University of Colorado, joined
volunteers to scarify the soil—
they broke up the soil to stop
compaction and planted live
and dead vegetation to disguise
the trail and allow new plants to
take root. Murphy estimates they
did about $1,500 worth of work,
only to have someone reopen the
trail this fall.

"We worked on that project
for a full day on July 17, and the
crew was in that area for four
weeks doing route restoration
work on trails and some roads,
trying to disguise and make
those roads go away to create
more sage grouse habitat,” Mur-
phy said.

Ivsdisappointing, 5t. George
said, to see the youth corps’ ef-
forts go to waste as well asbe en-
gaged in what he called a battle
of the wills when a little patience
would go a long way.

“l know we don’t work
quickly but we are meving in
that direction,” St. George said.

To that end, Gunnison
mountain biker Dave Wiens has
posted a sign at the start of the
new frail. He sits on the Gunni-
son Sage Grouse Strategic com-
mittee, helping spearhead local
conservation efforts, and his sign
aims to draw the attention of lo-
cal bikers—to choose between
riding an illegal trail or join in
efforts to plan the wider recre-
ation area.






GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
Ol I I I S; Phone: (970) 641-7690, Fax: (970) 641-3061
COLORADO Website: www.GunnisonCounty.org

November 15, 2012

Brandon Diamond

Wildlife Biologist

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
300 West New York Avenue
Gunnison, CO 81230

re: Draft Mule Deer Management Plans for DAUs D-21, D-22 and D-25

Dear Brandon:

At its regularly scheduled meeting on November 14, 2012, the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
(Committee) reviewed the draft Mule Deer Management Plans for DAUs D-21, D-22 and D-25 with reference
specifically to interaction with Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitats.

As you are aware, mule deer habitat and Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat overlap in many areas of the basin,
particularly on the winter range of both species. The Committee appreciated your discussion of habitat issues in the
draft plans, and consideration of those issues in the “Draft Preferred Alternative” population objectives for the three
DAUEs.

The Committee did not have any information before it that provided substantial evidence that the Draft Preferred
Alternative population objectives should be different from those proposed. It is concerned, though, that assessment
of the overlapping habitats be continued by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Colorado Parks and
Wildlife (Williams, 2010 and 2011). A decline in habitat quality and condition would be detrimental to both mule
deer and sage-grouse. The Committee also asks that CPW commit to a reassessment of these DAU plans if habitat
condition and quality is demonstrated to be declining.

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee appreciates the opportunity to review the draft plans and will
continue to work with Colorado Parks and Wildlife and the Parks and Wildlife Commission on issues that affect
Gunnison Sage-grouse.

Sincerely,

Kow iR prichis

Ken Stahlnecker, Chair

200 E. Virginia Avenue ¢ Gunnison, CO 81230






Colorado Habitat Exchange

ENVIRONMENTAL INCENTIVES THAT WORK

Coloradoans and the nation face a challenge: Can we move toward energy security without
doing irreparable damage to wildlife and the landscapes on which they depend? It's a huge
challenge, especially since state and federal funds for land and wildlife conservation are
being cut. The Colorado Habitat Exchange creates the incentives needed for all parties
to act now and avoid the need to list the species. The Exchange creates an outcome-
based approach, enabling net-positive outcomes for wildlife. While the current focus

is on the greater sage grouse, the Colorado Habitat Exchange will serve as a model for
how to effectively conserve a wide variety of species, both listed and unlisted, and other
natural resources such as clean air and water, by focusing on incentives for generating

Tom Reichner/Shutterstock.com

“The Colorado
Habitat Exchange
gives ranchers a
new return on
investment for
stewarding wildlife
and land resources.’

—Terry R. Fankhauser,
Executive Vice President,
Colorado Cattlemen’s
Association

)

quantifiable conservation outcomes.

Creating a win-win-win for people,
wildlife and the economy

The Colorado Habitat Exchange is a pro-active,
collaborative solution that can help push the
greater sage grouse toward recovery so that
listing is not necessary, while enabling energy
development and agriculture, both vital to the
Colorado economy, to continue. The Colorado
Habitat Exchange will provide positive new
incentives to energy companies to minimize
and mitigate their impacts and to private
landowners to improve and expand habitat for
the species. In addition, the program will help

energy companies and agriculture to comply
with current and future regulations. By empha-
sizing quantifiable conservation outcomes, the
Colorado Habitat Exchange will significantly
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of
conservation investments, and result in more
meaningful and longer-lasting benefits.

How it works

The Colorado Habitat Exchange enables those
who impact habitat to create financial opport-
unities for those who can provide or improve
habitat. For example, in order to meet a

The Colorado Habitat Exchange creates regulatory assurances and gives ranchers more dollars for more conservation.

Terry W. Ryder/Shutterstock com





“The Exchange
provides incentives
for the quantified
outcomes we all
want—improved
greater sage grouse
habitat.”

—Ted Toombs, Regional
Director, Center for
Conservation Incentives,
Environmental Defense Fund

mitigation obligation, an energy company could
buy habitat benefits created by a rancher. The
Colorado Habitat Exchange establishes a
structured, transparent infrastructure for these
types of habitat exchanges to occur. The basic
parts of the infrastructure are: the protocol (the
rules and procedures to facilitate exchanges),
the quantification tools (methods and processes
to consistently measure impacts and benefits),
and regulatory assurances (agreements with
regulators that the conservation activities satisfy
regulatory requirements).

This unique infrastructure will enable com-
panies to more efficiently fulfill their mitigation
and sustainability objectives while providing a
financial incentive to agriculture to improve
stewardship. In this way, the Colorado Habitat
Exchange creates the incentives needed for all
parties to act now and avoid the need to list
the species.

The Colorado Habitat Exchange creates an
outcome-based approach, enabling net-positive
outcomes for wildlife. While the current focus is
on the greater sage grouse, the Colorado Habitat
Exchange will serve as a model for how to
effectively conserve a wide variety of species,
both listed and unlisted, and other natural
resources such as clean air and water, by focus-
ing on incentives for generating quantifiable
conservation outcomes.

Status of program development
The Colorado Habitat Exchange is being designed
to support initial transactions in 2013. Repre-
sentatives from the Colorado Cattlemen's
Association (CCA), Colorado Division of Parks
& Wildlife, Colorado Department of Natural
Resources, Colorado Oil & Gas Association
(COGA), Colorado State Land Board,
Environmental Defense Fund and Partners

For additional information, please contact:

EDFES

LN\J‘II—‘IO‘\IML‘\IMM

DEFENSE FUND"
Finding the ways that work

Environmental )
Incentives

Partuers COLORADO
" lor Woestern CATTLEMEN'S
Conservation ASSOCIATION

COLORADO

OIL&GAS
( ASSOCIATION

Objectives of The Colorado
Habitat Exchange

* Standardize a set of tools and protocols to
quantify habitat and species’ benefits from
restoration activities

* Provide a registry that tracks benefits and
reports on progress towards achieving
permit requirements and conservation
goals

¢ Establish clear operation protocols to
validate projects and quantify, register,
certify, and transfer associated credits

» Establish a trading platform for credits

= Begin credit exchange transactions in the
summer of 2013

* Facilitate an adaptive management
process to improve tools and protocols
as new information becomes available

* Provide regulatory assurances for
participating private landowners and
development interests

for Western Conservation are leading the
conceptual development of the Exchange. If
you are interested in learning more about the
Colorado Habitat Exchange, please contact:

* Ted Toombs, Environmental Defense Fund,
ttoombs@edf.org

» Terry Fankhauser, Colorado Cattlemen's
Association, terry@coloradocattle.org

* Ginny Brannon or Lisa Dale, Colorado
Department of Natural Resources, Ginny.
Brannon@state.co.us, Lisa.Dale@state.co.us

COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL
RESOURCES
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Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii}—
The following summary is based on
information contained in our files and
in the petition we received on October
15, 2008. The Sprague’s pipit is a small
grassland bird characterized by its high
flight display and otherwise very
secretive behavior. Sprague’s pipits are
strongly tied to native prairie (land
which has never been plowed}
throughout their life cycle. Its breeding
range includes portions of Minnesota,
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota,
and Canada. The Sprague’s pipit’s
wintering range includes south-central
and southeast Arizona, southern New
Mexico, Texas, southern Oklahoma,
southern Arkansas, northwest
Mississippi, southern Louisiana, and
northern Mexico. The vast majority of
the U.S. winter sightings have been in
Texas but there have been migration
sightings in Michigan, western Ontario,
Ohio, Massachusetts, and Gulf and
Atlantic States from Mississippi east
and north to South Carolina. Sprague’s
pipits also have been sighted in
California during fall migration.

Threats to this species include:
Habitat loss and conversion, habitat
fragmentation on the breeding grounds,
energy development, roads, and
inadequacy of existing regulatory
mechanisms. Due to prairie habitat loss
and fragmentation, only 15 to 18 percent
of the historical breeding habitat in the
United States remains in patches of
sufficient size for males to establish
territories. The Breeding Bird Survey
and Christmas Bird Count both show a
40-year decline of 73 to 79 percent (3.23
to 4.1 percent annually), although the
population seems to have stabilized in
recent years. We anticipate that prairie
habitat will continue to be converted
and fragmented. Most of the breeding
range, including those areas where
grassland habitat still remains, has been
identified as a prime area for wind
energy development, and an oil and gas
boom is occurring in the central part of
the breeding range in the United States
and Canada. On the wintering range,
conversion of grassland to agriculture
and other uses appears to be
accelerating. While habitat loss has
occurred and will likely to continue to
occur, as noted above, approximately 15
to18 percent of the breeding range
remains in suitable habitat cover and in
large enough patch sizes to support
nesting, and population decline seems
to have slowed in recent years. Thus,
the threats are moderate in magnitude.
The threats are imminent because the
species is currently facing them in many
portions of its range. Therefore, we have

assigned the Sprague’s pipit an LPN of
8.

Lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus
pallidicinctus)—We continue to find
that listing this species is warranted, but
precluded as of the date of publication
of this notice. However, we are working
on a proposed listing rule that we
expect to publish prior to making the
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of
preparing the proposed listing rule, we
are continuing to monitor new
information about this species’ status so
that we can make prompt use of our
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the
case of an emergency posing a
significant risk to the species.

Gunnison sage-grouse (Centrocercus
minimus)—We continue to find that
listing this species is warranted, but
precluded as of the date of publication
of this notice. However, we are working
on a proposed listing rule that we
expect to publish prior to making the
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of
preparing the proposed listing rule, we
are continuing to monitor new
information about this species’ status so
that we can make prompt use of our
authority under Section 4(b}(7) in the
case of an emergency posing a
significant risk to the species.

... Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus

urophasianus)—The following summary
is based on information in our files and
in the petition we received on January
30, 2002, Currently, greater sage-grouse
occur in 11 States (Washington, Oregon,
California, Nevada, Idaho, Montana,
Wyoming, Golorado, Utah, South
Dakota, and North Dakota), and 2
Canadian provinces (Alberta and
Saskatchewan), occupying
approximately 56 percent of their
historical range. Greater sage-grouse
depend on a variety of shrub-steppe
habitats throughout their life cycle, and
are considered obligate users of several
species of sagebrush.

The primary threat to greater sage-
grouse is ongoing fragmentation and
loss of shrub-steppe habitats through a
variety of mechanisms. Most
importantly, increasing fire cycles and
invasive plants (and the interaction
between them) in more westerly parts of
the range, along with energy
development and related infrastructure
in more easterly areas, are negatively
affecting species. In addition, direct loss
of habitat and fragmentation is
occurring due to agriculture,
urbanization, and infrastructure such as
roads and power lines built in support
of several activities. We also have
determined that existing regulatory
mechanisms are inadequate to protect

the species from these ongoing threats.
However, many of these habitat impacts
are being actively addressed through
conservation actions taken by local
working groups, and State and Federal
agencies. Notably, the National
Resource Conservation Service has
committed significant financial and
technical resources to address threats to
this species on private lands through
their Sage-grouse Initiative. These
efforts, when fully implemented, will
potentially provide important
conservation benefits to the greater sage-
grouse and its habitats. We consider the
threats to the greater sage-grouse to be
of moderate magnitude, because the
threats are not occurring with uniform
intensity or distribution across the wide
range of the species at this time, and
substantial habitat still remains to
support the species in many areas. The
threats are imminent because the
species is currently facing them in many
portions of its range. Therefore, we
assigned the greater sage-grouse an LPN
of 8.

Greater sage-grouse, Bi-State DPS
(Centrocercus urophasianus)—We
continue to find that listing this species
is warranted, but precluded as of the
date of publication of this notice.
However, we are working on a proposed
listing rule that we expect to publish
prior to making the next annual
resubmitted petition 12-month finding.
In the course of preparing the proposed
listing rule, we are continuing to
monitor new information about this
species’ status so that we can make
prompt use of our authority under
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an
emergency posing a significant risk to
the species.

Greater sage-grouse, Columbia Basin
DPS (Centrocercus urophasianus)—The
following summary is based on
information in our files and a petition,
dated May 14, 1999, requesting the
listing of the Washington population of
the western sage-grouse (C. u. phaios).
On May 7, 2001, we concluded that
listing the Columbia Basin DPS of the
western sage-grouse was warranted, but
precluded by higher priority listing
actions (66 FR 22984); this population
was historically found in northern
Oregon and central Washington.
Following our May 7, 2001, finding, the
Service received additional petitions
requesting listing actions for various
other greater sage-grouse populations,
including one for the nominal western
subspecies, dated January 24, 2002, and
three for the entire species, dated June
18, 2002, and March 19 and December
22, 2003. The Service subsequently
found that the petition for the western
subspecies did not present substantial






The table below has been developed to clarify FWS internal questions about the differences and similarities between NRCS's Working Lands for
Wildlife program and the FWS Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances (CCAAs) and Safe Harbor Agreements (SHAs).

Issue Working Lands for Wildlife (WLFW) Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances
(CCAA) & Safe Harbor Agreements (SHAs)

Eligibility Landowners who qualify for NRCS cost-share assistance programs | Any private landowner who is interested in voluntarily engaging in
and are interested in conservation actions that benefit the conservation actions that will benefit the specific species covered by
particular WLFW species and in improving their agricultural the CCAA or SHA.
operations.

Duration If voluntarily implementing specific conservation practices, up to | Flexible, but usually for more than 20 years.

30 years whether under NRCS contract or not.

Who can help?

The local NRCS office, NRCS technical service providers, and US
FWS.

USFWS, state wildlife agencies and sometimes conservation groups.

Financial
Assistance

Yes. If a landowner participates in WLFW, they will receive
financial assistance from NRCS.

CCAAs and SHAs do not provide financial assistance to landowners.
However funding may be available from other FWS programs or federal
and state agencies.

Assurances vs.

By enrolling in WLFW, landowners know that the actions they are

By enrolling in a CCAA or a SHA, landowners receive assurances that

Predictability taking will not have a negative impact on the species as a result of | the species will benefit from their actions and the USFWS will not
the review of the NRCS practices by the USFWS. Should the require them to take additional conservation actions. Under CCAAs,
species be listed, landowners have the predictability they can should the species be listed, they receive an incidental take permit that
continue managing their property as described in their NRCS allows for a specified amount of take. An incidental take permit is
management plan. issued as part of a SHA for a defined amount of take.

What land is The land identified in the landowner’s conservation plan for The land that is included in the CCAA or a SHA is flexible and may only

included? which they receive financial assistance through a contract with be the portion where the species and its habitat occurs, or the entire

NRCS to improve habitat for a specific species.

property. All the potential threats on the enrolled property,
agricultural and otherwise, to the covered species must be addressed
to the point of meeting the CCAA standard. For a SHA, sufficient land
must be included to meet the SHA standard of providing a net
conservation benefit to the covered species.






What

Only the conservation practices and measures included in their

Conservation measures related to all management actions, not just the

management conservation plan. agricultural or conservation ones, that may impact the covered species
actions are and that are described in the CCAA or SHA.

covered?

What are the To extend the management predictability (previously referred to | To report regularly, usually annually, to USFWS or programmatic CCAA
reporting as certainty) beyond the initial contract period, a landowner or SHA permit holder on actions taken and species and habitat

requirements?

must report annually that they are continuing to apply or
maintain the conservation practices and measures in their
original conservation plan.

response if known.

What happens if
the species is
listed?

Landowner continues to implement the agreed upon
conservation practices until the end of the contract or for a total
of 30 years. The conservation measures are reviewed as needed
and may be modified, as indicated by the latest scientific data.

Enrolled landowners have the assurance that they can continue to use
the same management actions for the duration of the agreement, and
the USFWS will not impose further restrictions or commitments beyond
those in the CCAA and a specific amount of incidental take is
authorized by a permit.

Can a landowner
participate in
both?

Yes

Yes. A landowner can incorporate the conservation practices covered
in WLFW into a more inclusive CCAA or SHA.

Who should
enroll?

Landowners who want to improve wildlife habitat for the LPC
while also improving the sustainability of their agricultural
operation, who want technical and financial assistance from
NRCS, and who want to know they can continue implementing
their conservation plans and practices as originally planned for 30
years into the future.

Landowners who want to voluntarily take conservation actions for a
particular species and know they can keep managing their land the
same way in the future. Management of the property may include
non-agricultural activities and will address all activities over which they
have control that may impact the covered species and its habitat.

What if | want to
end my
participation?

If a landowner does not renew their participation every year after
their contract expires, their participation and the predictability
that was provided will end. A landowner may also terminate their
participation by informing NRCS or FWS.

If specified in the CCAA or SHA, the landowner must notify FWS in
writing that they are ending their participation and allow relocation of
the species covered by the CCAA or SHA if feasible.
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December 3, 2012

Gunnison Basin Sage-Grouse Strategic Committee
Attention - Chairman Ken Stahlnecker

200 E. Virginia Avenue

Gunnison, CO 81230

Re: Rangewide Conservation Plan Predation Objective Inquiry
Dear Chairman Stahlnecker,

Thank you for your letter regarding a request to convene a Gunnison Sage-grouse
Steering Committee meeting. Your letter requests a meeting of the steering committee 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)". As requested, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) will convene the
Gunnison Sage-grouse Steering Committee to address the concern of the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee.

As you know, predator control is a very sensitive issue. In the Rangewide Conservation
Plan, criteria were developed through a public process. If the steering committee agrees
to revise the current Predation Objective, in order to maintain an atmosphere of
cooperation and participation, any revisions would likely also have to go through a public
process.

Many members of the original steering committee are no longer available. In order to
convene a meeting, CPW will need to obtain new commitments from the agencies
originally represented. We have already begun the process of up-dating members and
hope to reconvene a meeting in mid- to late-January. CPW appreciates your continued
interest in conservation actions that benefit Gunnison sage-grouse.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Griffin
Gunnison Sage-Grouse Steering Committee, Chair

STATE OF COLORADO
John W. Hickenlooper, Governor » Mike King, Executive Director, Department of Natural Resources
Rick D. Cables, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Parks and Wildlife Commission: Robert W. Bray e Chris Castilian ¢ Jeanne Horne
Bill Kane, Vice-Chair « Gaspar Perricone » James Pribyl « John Singletary, Chair
Mark Smith, Secretary o James Vigil e Dean Wingfield » Michelle Zimmerman
Ex Officio Members: Mike King and John Salazar






OBJECTIVE:
EDUCATION:

EMPLOYMENT:

VOLUNTEER
EXPERIENCE:

HONORS
AND AWARDS:

ACTIVITIES:

SKILLS:

Susan R. Bresney

bresney@bc.edu
(518) 429-4341

Coordinator of the 2013 Sage Grouse Festival

Boston College University of Seville Seville, Spain
B.S. Environmental Geoscience All courses conducted in Spanish
GPA: 3.4/4.0

Bureau of Land Management, Gunnison, CO
Geocorps Hydrologist Intern (5/12-11/12)

e Collaborated with the Lake Fork Valley Conservancy, Coal Creek Watershed Coalition, National
Parks Service and Colorado Parks and Wildlife on water quality sampling, macro invertebrate
sampling, fish shocking

® Updated the water rights spring inventory: located and mapped springs, tested water quality,
identified source rock, spring type and riparian vegetation

¢ Built erosion prevention rock dams

® Mapped trail and head cut erosion in the alpine

Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA
Researchet (5/11-Present)
® Designed a scientific study to expand on Senior Honors Thesis

® Organized and led a team of researchers to collect water and soil samples, water chemistry data
and conduct chamber deployments

¢ Performed Denitrifying Enzyme Assays with soil samples in the lab

® Processed and statistically analyzed data

® Presenting findings in a scientific paper for publication

Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, MA
Reseatch Assistant (6/10-8/10)

¢ Sampled and analyzed soil and water from the Sheepscot River, Maine

® Assisted in geomorphic field surveys using high precision total station surveying

® Assisted in riverbed substrate and cross sectional discharge measurements

Clough, Harbour and Associates, Albany, NY
Intern in Envitronmental Group (6/09-8/09)

® Assisted in phase I and II envitonmental site assessments

¢ Sampled soil, ground water and landfill gas

® Performed step tests on municipal wells & maintained database of test results

® Prepared soil boring logs using gINT computet progtam

Clough, Harbour and Associates, Albany, NY

Intern to Director of Quality and Training (5/08-8/08)
United Way Flood Relief 9/11)
Nicaragua Setvice and Immetsion Trip (5/09)
Appalachia Service Trip with Habitat for Humanity (8/08)

Best undergraduate presentation of thesis: Boston College Department of Earth and
Environmental Sciences Colloquium, Depattmental Honors 2008, 2009, 2010, Spring
Semester 2008 First Honors Deans List Award, Fall Semester 2007 Third Honots Deans Tist
Awatd, Golden Key International Honors Society Nominee 2007, 2008, 2009

Boston College Cycling Team: Treasurer and Captain, Dance Organization of Boston College:
Choteographer and Dancer, Boston Geomorphology Evening Seminar Seties, Boston College
GeoClub, New England Intercollegiate Geologic Conference

Proficient in Spanish, Arc GIS, MATLAB, Microsoft Office, Adobe Illustrator





2012 Gunnison Sage-grouse Festival Budget

Item Price

Newspaper Insertion Fees B $ 750.00
Newspaper Printing Fee $ 936.00
Chili for 350 people . |%  1,137.50
Supplies for Activities- crafts N $  200.00
Drinks- Lemonade, Water, Tea - ) $ 60.00
Photography Workshop (could charge participants) $§  480.00
[Pueblo Raptor Center B B $  800.00
Meeting Room for Raptor Exhibit B (§ 7500

- B - TOTAL|$  4,438.50 |
Amount Remaining From Last Year $ 2,800.00
Amount in BLM Assistance Agreement |$  2,000.00
Funding from NPS for Photo Workshop ) $ 500.00 |
Funding from USFS, CPW and BLM for Raptor Exhibit $ 750.00
Sponsorships ) -
- - TOTAL[$  6,050.00

Amout_lt_i_emaining

Our goal is to caryover 52000 for next year's festival.







MEMORANDUM

TO: Gunnison County Sage Grouse Strategic Committee
FROM: Steve Westbay

DATE.: December 19, 2012

RE: City of Gunnison Non-Motorized Transportation Plan
INTRODUCTION

In 2006 citizens of the City of Gunnison passed a ballot measure approving a 1% sales tax increase to
fund a new pool, ice rink and trail system. Passage of this ballot measure spurred greater emphasis by the
city on non-motorized transportation planning. In 2007 the City received a $50,000 planning grant from
Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) to develop the City of Gunnison Trails Master Plan, which was
adopted in that same year. In 2008 the City received a GOCO grant for $667,501, which was part of a
$1.3 million capital construction project resulting in two pedestrian underpasses on the Gunnison River
where it crosses Highway 135 and US Highway 50; two bridges constructed in conjunction with the
underpass facilities; and construction of the first segment of the VanTuyl Ranch Trail system.

While the 2007 City of Gunnison Trails Master Plan has provided an excellent blue print to follow, it
must be updated because of: 1. the Gunnison Rising annexation which will affect where future municipal
growth occurs; 2. the increasing need to focus on non-motorized facilities in the urbanized area; and, 3.
the need to consider access to federal lands that surround the urban area. The Draft City of Gunnison
Non-Motorized Transportation Plan (NMTP) addresses these dynamic shifts for non-motorized planning.

PLAN CONTENTS

The draft NMTP contains six sections, as noted below, and a contextual change from the 2007 plan is the
additional emphasis on the urban system functions.

Introduction

Pedestrian Facilities

Shared Road Functions

Multi-Use Trail System

Strategies for Encouraging Non-Motorized Transportation

. Conclusion

The Pedestrian Facilities section lays out existing and future priorities for urban sidewalk facilities. The
emphasis is to provide sidewalk connectivity between neighborhoods, retail shopping areas and the
Western State Colorado University (WSCU) campus. The Shared Road Functions section also
emphasizes the urban system and defines development standards for street widths, signage, lane marking
standards and other related urban design details.

OB W

Section 4, Multi-Use Trail System, has the most direct relevance to the Gunnison Sage-grouse because it
defines the connection points for accessing public lands. This section defines access routes to Hartman
Rocks, Signal Peak and the Antelope Basin. These three public land areas have been identified as
concentrated recreation areas in the Bureau of Land Management, Candidate Conservation Agreement
document that was drafted in 2012.

CONCLUSION

The Non-Motorized Transportation Plan provides an opportunity to help manage access to public lands.
It also provides for greater public recreation opportunities immediately adjacent to the city, which will
help to reduce recreational impact in other occupied Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat. Public comments
regarding the plan are welcome. Adoption of the plan is scheduled for February 2013.
http://www.cityofgunnison-
co.gov/Community%20Development/planning_department/planning_documents/draft_nonmotorized_tra
nsportation_plan_2012.pdf
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Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Process
Spring 2013

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

The Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee — Technical Subcommittee will review applications
and provide recommended applications to the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
(Committee) for final approval and coordination with appropriate agencies and landowners to facilitate
these types of opportunities. The application must be submitted by February 1, 2013, for consideration
in the 2013 lek season. Applicants must provide two professional references, identify the proposed
project, and the relevance of the project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation. Successful applicants
are required to submit a one page summary of their activities within 30 days of the project visit and
must contribute products to the committee, including copies of all photographs, video, or audio
recordings of the grouse. These will be made available to the local conservation community and to the
general public for projects promoting grouse conservation.

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

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

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





Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access Application
Gunnison Basin

Spring 2013
Application deadline: February 1, 2013
Name:
Street Address:
City: State: Zip code:
Phone: Cellphone:
E-mail address:
Request Type (please circle): Photography, Video, Audio recording, Other (specify: )
Applicant type (please circle): commercial user non-commercial user

Project Name:

Project Goals:

Significance of project to Gunnison Sage-grouse conservation:

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

Applicant Credentials:

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

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

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

Indicate dates you are available:

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

Explain any special needs that you might require:





STATE OF COLORADO

Bill Ritter, Jr., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
Thomas E. Remington, Director

Gunnison Service Center

6060 Broadway 300 W New York For Wildlife-
Denver, Colorado 80216 Gunnison, Colorado 81230 For People
Telephone: (303) 297-1192 Telephone: (970) 641-7060

wildlife.state.co.us FAX (970) 641-7883

Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Access/Viewing Protocol

The Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) and Sisk-a-dee, a local Gunnison sage-grouse advocacy
group, volunteered to monitor applicants requesting access to a Gunnison sage-grouse lek (strutting
grounds) for conservation purposes through the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee lek
access process. Applicants interested in gaining access to a lek for educational or commercial purposes
may contact Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator, at (970) 641-7604 or
through the County website: http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/sage_grouse.html.

The CDOW and Sisk-a-dee will supervise successful applicants and work with private landowners
willing to grant access to assure grouse are not impacted during courtship displays. All individuals
conducting activities near a Gunnison sage-grouse lek need to comply with the Lek Access/Viewing
Protocol to reduce potential disturbance.

Please keep in mind that Gunnison sage-grouse are sensitive to human disturbances. Continued human
disturbance could result in grouse abandoning the lek or low attendance. To ensure the future of grouse
and to avoid adverse impacts, applicants should adhere to the following recommendations:

Viewing Etiquette:

e Lek access opportunities are available from 1 April to 15 May

e A user will have two consecutive days of lek access and no additional opportunities in one
season

e A user will be able to reschedule for weather if the guide is available
A minimum of five rest days between lek access visits on one lek is required

e Arrive at lek at least two hours before sunrise with guide; guide will escort user to the lek and
remain in blind with user

e No pets, especially dogs, are allowed near the lek or in vehicles

e Remain as quiet as possible on approach to lek and when on the lek; no radios, cell phones, horn
honking, car door slamming or other noises should occur

e Head lamps may be used to access lek and blind, once in blind equipment should be set up and
lights turned off

e Access is by foot only; no mechanized vehicles should approach closer than 0.6 mile to the lek

e Blind should be placed an adequate distance away from birds to avoid adversely impacting
breeding behavior; use of high-powered binoculars, spotting scopes, and zoom Ienses is
recommended

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, James B. Martin, Executive Director
WILDLIFE COMMISSION, Tim Glenn, Chair « Robert Streeter, Vice Chair ¢ Mark Smith, Secretary
Members, David R. Brougham  Dennis Buechler « Dorothea Farris o Allan Jones ¢ John Singletary ¢ Dean Wingfield
Ex Officio Members, James B. Martin and John Stulp





