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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

April 24, 2013
PLACE: Gunnison County Commissioners’ Meeting Room

DATE:

1. 10:00am
2. 10:05

3. 10:10

5. 10:20

6. 10:30

7. 10:40

8. 10:50

9. 11:00
10. 11:30
11. 12:00pm
12.  12:30
13. 1:00

14. 1:40

15. 155

16. 2:00

NOTE: This agenda is subject to change, including the addition of items up to 24 hours in advance or the deletion of items

Call Regular Meeting to Order; Determination of Quorum;

Verify Public Notice of Meeting

Agenda Approval

Approval of March 20, 2013 Meeting Minutes
Committee Member Comments/Reports
CCA Update

CCAA Update

CCI Western Colorado Meeting

Washington D.C. Meetings Report
-possible follow-up actions

Request From Public to Meet with USFWS Regional
Director
Lunch
County Coalition for the Gunnison Sage-grouse
GUSG Proposed Rule
-Action Items
Habitat Prioritization Tool
-Technical Subcommittee
Future Meetings
Adjourn

at any time. All times are approximate. Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, and Special Meetings are recorded and

ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM. Work Sessions are not recorded and formal action cannot be taken. Two or

more Gunnison County Commissioners may attend this meeting. For further information, contact the County

Administration at 641-0248. If special accommodations are necessary per ADA, contact 641-0248 or TTY 641-3061 prior

to the meeting.






GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
March 20, 2013

The March 20, 2013 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)
Connie Rudd, NPS Alternate

Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Linda Joseph, Saguache County Board of County Commissioners (Saguache BOCC) conference call
Sue Navy, High Country Citizens’ Alliance (HCCA)

Phil Chamberland, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)
Brian St. George, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

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, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Alternate

Non-voting:
Alli Melton, HCCA Alternate

Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate conference call
Jonathan Houck, Gunnison County (BOCC) Alternate
Polly Oberosler, At-large Recreation Community Alternate

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

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the March 20, 2013 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.

In the audience:
e Sam Staley, BLM
e Theresa Childers, NPS
e Steve Westbay; City of Gunnison Director of Community Development
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AGENDA APPROVAL: No modifications to the agenda were requested. The agenda was
approved as circulated.

APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 20, 2013 MEETING MINUTES: Moved by Navy to accept the
February 20, 2013 meeting minutes as modified, seconded by Bove. Motion carried
unanimously.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS:

HCCA; NEW MEMBER: Navy reported that there is a new alternate member for
HCCA; Public Lands Director Alli Melton.

CPW; ANNUAL BIG GAME LICENSE MEETING: Wenum announced to the
Committee that the Annual Big Game License Recommendation meeting will be on
3/28/13.

CPW; CCAA, CERTIFICATES OF INCLUSION (CI): Seward informed the Committee
that the CI process is in progress. He informed that he has met with new landowners to
clean up an older CPW easement. Cochran informed the Committee that he has received
inquiries from landowners and has been sending them to speak with Seward. Cochran
informed the committee about the Dove Creek meeting with respect to the CCAA. In the
Dove Creek area it is mostly farm land, but after the meetings, there was apparently
interest expressed by several landowners in participating in the CCAA.

Wenum informed that Seward has not been given any additional staffing or support for
an increase in Cl interest. Wenum stated that he would talk with Scott Wait, Regional
Terrestrial Biologist about additional Cl processing resources.

Wiens asked about creating an umbrella CCA. Cochran informed that the CCAA is an
umbrella document issued to Colorado Parks and Wildlife that took several years to
negotiate. It would be very complicated/difficult to do an umbrella CCA within the
timeframe available. Wenum informed the committee that the State Land Board had a
meeting in regards to this. They are interested in participating in the CCAA . The issue is
that in Gunnison there are so few State Land Board properties. It has not been a high
priority for CPW.

Cochran informed that in WY they are working on an umbrella CCAA, but the Wyoming
Game and Fish Department declined to hold the permit, apparently due to the long-term
financial and staff commitment required for the program.

The Committee discussed the Dunes Sagebrush Lizard down-listing to not warranted.
The USFWS has recently been sued for that decision. The apparent basis for the lawsuit
was lack of transparency by the State of Texas about what their documents contain.
Cochran stated that this is one of the reasons why Gunnison is very transparent about
everything that they do.
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BLM AND GUNNISON COUNTY ROAD CLOSURES: Cochran informed the
Committee that the annual road closures began on March 15 with BLM, County and
USFS roads being closed. There was discussion that the road closure program is
internally embedded in Allen Moores and Russ Japuntich, and this process needs to be
fixed because the program is relying on only a few individuals to accomplish the
closures. The Committee discussed that there isn't a problem with man power to close
the gates on March 15™; the issue is who the public contacts to get a combination for a
gate.

ANTLER SHED SEASON: Cochran informed the committee that antler shed season
opened on 3/15/2013. Wenum clarified that it is open after 10am on public lands.

USFWS PROPOSED RULES: Sharp informed the Committee that the USFWS has extended
the commented period deadline to 4/2/2013 and the Economic Analysis (EA) is in progress and
the draft should be available the end of May. He informed the Committee that the second
comment period will open in June. The public hearings will also occur in June. One public
hearing will be in Gunnison and one will be in Monticello, Utah. He informed the Committee that
there will be court recorder at the public hearings, and there will be a Q&A session as well.
USFWS Regional Staff including Susan Linner, Nicole Alt, and Mike Thabault may attend the
public hearings in June.

Westbay informed the Committee that he spoke with Industrial Economics (the Economic
Analysis contractor) staffer Thomas Timberlake. He explained that the Analysis is calculated by
looking at the costs associated by local, state & federal governments if they have to go into
consultation and then that economic value is based on the occupied habitat area. Then the
potential cost for the critical habitat and the difference/ratio is the additional cost due to Critical
Habitat. He opined that the EA has a very narrow scope and that it only measures the impact
of the administrative cost of the sage-grouse listing. Sharp informed that the EA is just for
critical habitat, the EA does not look at the listing. It looks at the difference between critical
habitat designation and not designating critical habitat. Sharp informed that recreation and
agricultural activities are included in the EA. Sharp also opined that there is a broad scope
because the USFWS looks at the broad area and not narrowed down to one specific thing.
Sharp informed that you can have consultation on private land if there is a federal nexus.
Westbay opined that critical habitat on private land is moot if there is no federal nexus.

There was a discussion on what is considered take of the species. What is considered “take”?
Sharp informed the Committee that landowners can contact the USFWS to ask if there activity is
considered take. Sharp informed the Committee that activities that violate Section 7 will most
likely be considered take. There was discussion on the consequences of take.

Committee members informed where their organizations are in the process of their comments
to the USFWS:

GUNNISON COUNTY: Gunnison County is working on their draft comments and is
working with 10 other counties. A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been
drafted with the intent to demonstrate that from a regulatory standpoint we have
regulatory buy-in by all local governments in the range of the grouse. Cochran informed
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the Committee that the framework of the MOU is an umbrella plan. Chamberland
informed the Committee that the County is attempting to be transparent as possible
with their comments to the USFWS.

CPW: Wenum informed the Committee that the CPW final draft is being reviewed
internally. He informed that CPW is not addressing the critical habitat portion in the first
set of comments. They will address their concerns at a later comment period.

USFS: Vasquez informed the Committee that the USFS is compiling their information
and submitted their comments to the USFWS by the original deadline of 3/12/13. He
informed that USFS is focused on the critical habitat portion.

NRCS: Bove informed the Committee that NRCS submitted all information to their
national lead.

NPS: Stahlnecker informed the Committee that the NPS has had discussions but has
not put pen to paper. They are reviewing all parts of the listing and will compile all
information with their national and regional office.

CITY OF GUNNISON: Westbay informed the Committee that the City has a draft for
review. They have focused their comments on developmental growth, because they
found flaws in the analysis of population growth in occupied habitat. He opined that the
data in the proposed listing is based on false markets and populations trends not
relevant to what is happening today. He informed the Committee that the largest threat
is perceived as development, power lines, invasive weeds, and the assumption that
population growth will impact habitat. He informed that the City is arguing that
Gunnison is a distinct population segment (DPS) and that it is unique, fulfilling the two
criteria to met to be a DPS.

HCCA: Navy informed the Committee that HCCA is working on their comments.

BLM: St. George informed the Committee that BLM does not have any new
information. They are focused on interpretation of the information, public livestock
grazing and land health. BLM has provided comments on critical habitat, and submitted
the comments to meet the 3/12/13 deadline, but it might not get approved for
submission until the 4/2/13 deadline.

SAGUACHE COUNTY: Joseph informed the Committee that the Saguache County
Attorney’s Office is drafting comments. She informed that the meeting later today at
1pm is to move the conversation along with the MOU. She informed the Committee that
they have requested a public hearing, but have not heard a response from the USFWS.
Sharp informed Joseph that the tentative plans are there will be a public hearing in June
in Gunnison and Monticello.

AT-LARGE RECREATION COMMUNITY: The Committee discussed that public
comments are very beneficial. Private party comments can get past jurisdictional
comments. Comments from individuals from the public can tie into what is happening on
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the ground. Wiens commented that he wants to help with commenting but the proposed
rule indicates that recreation is a huge piece that doesn’t affect the listing.

FESTIVAL: Wiens informed the Committee that the Festival Committee has been outreaching
to the public and schools. There was discussion regarding the newsletter articles provided in the
insert for the local papers, and that the articles need to provide neutral information regarding
the proposed listing. There was discussion that the content of the predator control article did
not include ravens, and instead it only mentioned eagles. The Committee discussed that they
want to avoid publishing misleading information. Cochran suggested that the Festival
Committee review the articles and make them more neutral. Chamberland and Cochran
volunteered to help rewrite three of the articles.

CCA: The Committee reviewed the changes made to the CCA. The Committee discussed
whether the CCA should be extended to all designated habitat or final critical habitat:

o Original applied to ~400,000 acres (federal occupied)

0 Extension would apply to ~90,000 additional acres (federal unoccupied)
The Committee discussed that if they applied the extension, it would be written in anticipation
that the sage-grouse were going into a listing transition. This is what is holding the process up.
The Committee discussed that they are in support of letting St. George decide if this extension
needs to be applied or not. St. George opined that extending the CCA beyond currently mapped
occupied habitat would be an issue with the BLM State Office.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date 7Time Notes

April 24, 2013 10-2  Regular Meeting
May 15, 2013 10-2  Regular Meeting

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahinecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously.
The March 20, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
adjourned at 12:48 pm.

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

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

		REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

		March 20, 2013

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		Others present as listed in text.

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the March 20, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee to order at 10:03 am.

		CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL:

		Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

		Greg Peterson, Secretary




MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
AMONG THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF GUNNISON COUNTY,
COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAGUACHE
COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
DOLORES COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF MONTEZUMA COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF DELTA COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MONTROSE COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF HINSDALE COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF MESA COUNTY, COLORADO, THE BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAN MIGUEL COUNTY, COLORADO, THE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF OURAY COUNTY, COLORADO AND
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAN JUAN COUNTY, UTAH

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (“MQU") is hereby made and
entered into by and among the Board of County Commissioners Of Gunnison County,
Colorado, The Board of County Commissioners Of Saguache County, Colorado, The
Board Of County Commissioners Of Dolores County, Colorado, The Board Of County
Commissioners Of Montezuma County, Colorado, The Board Of County Commissioners
Of Delta County, Colorado, The Board Of County Commissioners Of Montrose County,
Colorado, The Board Of County Commissioners Of Hinsdale County, Colorado, The
Board Of County Commissioners Of Mesa County, Colorado, The Board Of County
Commissioners Of San Miguel County, Colorado. The Board Of County Commissioners
Of Ouray County, Colorado And The Board Of County Commissioners Of San Juan
County, Utah, together referred to as the “Parties”.

A. Introduction.

The Parties, individually and collectively, intend to ensure that reasonable and
adequate work is being conducted, and shall continue to be conducted, to reach
the goal of increasing the current abundance, viability and vitality of Gunnison
Sage-grouse and their habitat. The purpose of this MOU is to identify measures
and strategies to achieve this goal. This will be accomplished by sharing data,
strategies, plans and tools, engaging in dialogue, providing among the Parties
and to others recommendations and critique and fostering a rangewide
perspective on Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat.

B. Activities.
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The Parties are engaging in several working relationships among themselves
and with other entities and individuals regarding the Gunnison Sage-grouse, and
expect those relationships to continue. The Parties enter into this MOU to
memorialize:

1. The intent of the Parties to continue informally their joint discussions;

2. The intent of the Parties formally to schedule and conduct regular
coordination meetings;

3. The intent of the Parties to take specific coordinated actions to reach the goal
of increasing the current abundance, viability and vitality of Gunnison Sage-
grouse and their habitat;

4. The intent of the Parties, when reasonable, to enter into formal
intergovernmental agreements to implement actions that result from this
MOU.

5. The fact that the Parties, individually and in combinations, already have
accomplished significant efforts to foster the Gunnison Sage-grouse. These
efforts have included, but are not limited to, planning and land use regimes,
conservation easements and fee acquisitions, Conservation Reserve
Program (“CRP”), conservation/biologist staffing and consultants, and
execution of conservation candidate agreements with assurances (‘CCAA").

. Authorities.

The authorities to enter into this MOU include, but are not limited to, the Colorado
Constitution, Article XIV, Section 18 and for Utah, the Interlocal Cooperation Act
(11-13-101, UCA, 1953 as amended).

. Reservations.

This MOU is entered into without prejudice to, and without waiving, any
jurisdiction or other rights, powers and privileges of any of the Parties.

This MOU is not a final agency action by any of the Parties, and is not intended
to, and does not create, any right, benefit, or trust responsibility, substantive or
procedural, enforceable at law or equity, between the Parties, or by any non-

party.

This MOU is not intended to supersede existing state or federal law, rule,
regulation, or pre-existing MOU(s). Nothing in this MOU will be construed as
affecting the authorities of the Parties or as binding beyond their respective
authorities.
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. Coordination Meetings.

The Parties will initially hold coordination meetings, at least monthly, in person or
by joint telephone call, to discuss implementation of this MOU.

. Similar Activities.

This MOU in no way restricts the Parties from participating in similar activities
with other public or private agencies, organizations, or individuals.

. Effective Date, Duration, and Amendment.

This MOU takes effect among any signatory party upon the signature of that
party hereto.

. Separate Activities and Resources.

Each of the Parties wili conduct its own activities and utilize its own resources,
including expenditure of its own funds, in implementing this MOU. Each Party
will carry out its separate activities as expeditiously as possible in a coordinated
and mutually beneficial manner.

Obligation of Funds.

Nothing in this MOU shall commit any Party to obligate or transfer any funds.
Specific work projects or activities that involve the transfer of funds, services, or
property between the Parties will require separate agreements and be contingent
upon the availability of appropriated funds.

. Authorized Representatives.

By signature below, each of the Parties certifies that its representatives are
authorized, pursuant to the authority of the Parties’ Commissions, to act in their
respective areas for matters related to this agreement.

. Counterparts: Facsimile or Scanned Electronic Transmission.

This Agreement may be executed by facsimile or scanned electronic
transmission and/or in any number of counterparts, any or all of which may
contain the signatures of less than ali the parties, and all of which shall be
construed together as but a single instrument and shall be binding on the parties
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as though originally executed on one originally executed document. All facsimile
or scanned electronic counterparts shall be promptly followed with delivery of
original executed counterparts.

L. Any Party may join or withdraw from this MOU at any time.
Board of County Commissioners of
The Gounty of Gunnison, Colorado
A UG —. Date: S/ p/ I3
Paula Swenson, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Saguache, Colorado

Date:

Linda Joseph, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Dolores, Colorado

Date:

Douglas R. Stowe, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montezuma, Colorado

Date:

Steve Chappell, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Delta, Colorado

Date:

C. Doug Atchley, Chairperson
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or scanned eleclionic counterparts shall be promptly followed Wi

original executetl counterparts.

L. Any Party may join of withdraw from this MOU at any time,

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Gunnistxs, Cotorado

Paula Swenson, Chairjrerson

Board of County Cominissioners of
The County of Saguache, Colorado

o b Josapl

Linda Joseph, (@airpmgbn

Board of County Cominissioners of
The County of Dolores, Cotorado

Douglas R. Stowe, Cliairperson

Board of Gounty Comrissicners of
The County of Montezuma, Colorado

Steve Chappell, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Delta, Colorado

C. Doug Atchley, Chiirperson

Date:

Date: March 21,2013

Date:

Date:

Date:
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as though originally executed on one originally executed document. All facsimile
or scanned electronic counterparts shall be promptly followed with delivery of
original executed counterparts.

L. Any Party may join or withdraw from this MOU at any time.

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Gunnison, Colorado

Date:
Paula Swenson, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Saguache, Colorado

Date:

Linda Joseph, Chairperson

Boazd\f County Commlsswners of

Date: {g ”Qé'ﬁ é) o/ ’\37

Douglas R Stowe, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montezuma, Colorado

Date:
Steve Chappell, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Delta, Colorado

Date:

C. Doug Atchley, Chairperson
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as though originally executed on one originally executed document. All facsimile
or scanned electronic counterparts shall be promptly followed with delivery of

original executed counterparts.

L. Any Party may join or withdraw from this MOU at any time.

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Gunnison, Colorado

Date:
Paula Swenson, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Saguache, Colorado

Date:
Linda Joseph, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Dolores, Colorado

Date:

Douglas R. Stowe, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montezuma, Colorado

Date: 5 '“c;é')/ ~f ’3

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Delta, Colorado

Date:

C. Doug Atchley, Chairperson
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or scanned electronic counterparts shall be promptly followed with delivery of
original executed counterparts.

L. Any Party may join or withdraw from this MOU at any time.
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Gunnison, Colorado

Date:

Paula Swenson, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Saguache, Colorado

Date:

Linda Joseph, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Dolores, Colorado

Date:

Douglas R. Stowe, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montezuma, Colorado

Date;

Steve Chappell, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Delta, Colorado

(4{(—'\ B /-) \Lu(,ij] Date: 3 (.Z S// ) 3

C. Doug Atchley, Chairpersor/

¢ Memorandum of Understanding +
Page 4





Board of County Commissieners of

TDQ,.C@mty/ZJ 0I076
t/'/ /@%///Z A %///Zé:?’@k Date: - ’,/ :)i/ T

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

Date:

Cindy Dozier, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Mesa, Colorado

Date:

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

Date;

Joan May, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Ouray, Colorado

Date:

F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Juan, Utah

Date:

Bruce Adams, Chairperson
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Board of County Commissioners of
The Gounty of Montrose, Colorado

Date:

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairpersan

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

C”—i _@vﬁl«; Date: 2-26-/3
CindyDozier Shairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Mesa, Colorado

Date:;

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

Date:

Joan May, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Ouray, Colorado

Date:

F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Juan, Utah

Date:

Bruce Adams, Chairperson
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Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montrose, Colorado

Date:
Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

Date:

Cindy Dozier, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The Cgnty of Mesa, Colorado

Date: 03/25/2013

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

Date:
Joan May, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Ouray, Colorado

Date:
F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Juan, Utah

Date:

Bruce Adams, Chairperson
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Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montrose, Colorado

Date:

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

Date:
Cindy Dozier, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Mesa, Colorado

Date:

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

r}&%%mh. Date: 3 / 2%"1 13

Joan May, Chai}person
e

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Ouray, Colorado

Date:
F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson
Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Juan, Utah
Date:

Bruce Adams, Chairperson
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Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montrose, Colorado

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

Cindy Dozier, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Mesa, Colorado

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

Joan May, Chairperson

Board of County Commissiconers of
The County of Quray, Colorado

wﬂ M{/L%/ -':.degif//

F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Juan, Utah

Bruce Adams, Chairperson

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date

Date

L 2/26/]3

o 3
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Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Montrose, Colorado

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Hinsdale, Colorado

Cindy Dozier, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Mesa, Colorado

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of San Miguel, Colorado

Joan May, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
The County of Ouray, Colorado

F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson

Board of County Commissioners of
Th?ounty of San Juan, Utah

Al A

Bruce Adams, Chairperson

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Z-AS5- 301%

¢+ Memorandum of Understanding ¢

Page 5






sHWIf A1) SPISINO B[IW € UOSIUUND UIYUM ID INOYUM pue| 31eALd %S¢ €€T'e v6'CT
1ueden Jo “J3e passasse s|adJed Je 0/ < ‘3D Inoyum 3learid ooung %SS T/9°LE 0vS‘89
Aluno) ayoendes ul JUDWISES UOIIBAIISUOD YlIM PUB| 31BALId %t 1437 1€0'C
AJuno) uoSIUUND Ul JUSWSES UOIIRAISSUOD YUM puB| 31BALld %8G 6ESLT LE00E
1USWasSea uo1eAIasSuUO0d Inoyum puej areand Ajuno) ayoenges %8G 892'vC SEQ‘IV
JUBWSSEs UOIIBAIISUO0D Inoylm pue| aleaiad AJuno) usiuuno %Ly OET'LY 6/1¥'66
Auno) ayoenses ul GT =< Jo Junouwle jeuoiniodoud sawn oY 9S VN L60°ST VN
Ajuno) uosiuung ul GT =< 0 Junowe jeuoipiodoid sawin SOY‘9S VN 80€‘TY VN
pue| 2ljgnd uo eale GT =< SnUIW BaJe ST =< ||e JO %06 VN S0v'9S VN
Aluno) ayoensges ui puej s1ealld %89 8971t GESTY
Aluno) uosjuuno ui pue| a1eAlld %0S €01'99 80C'ZET
(e3JE GT =< JO %/ PUE |10} JO %0/) pue| dljqnd %9 EWi'LST 18891V
[lypue|/uosiuung jo Al) snuiw ssnuno) 3es/uno ui 1exuqey paidnidQ %65 0T/L'8VE | €0€‘C6S
uonduasaqg {e101 Jo 9 eaJe saly
9103S GT =< | 24095 GT =< |elol

Joo] uoneziuold jeliqeH asnous-adeg uosiuuno











Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization
Analysis Details

The below listed information was incorporated into a spatial model to evaluate habitat within
the Gunnsion Basin for Gunnison sage-grouse. The spatial model in itself can only be used on a
broad scale for planning and rough habitat assessment. Projects and development will still need
to be evaluated with an onsite assessment on a project-by-project basis. This model has been
developed through collaborative efforts of Gunnison County, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS),
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), US Forest Service (USFS), Colorado Parks and Wildlife
(CPW), National Park Service (NPS), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and
interested stakeholders. This Tool/Model incorporates the most recent information as provided
by agency input from those working on the ground through numerous meetings and hours of
discussion about data layers that provide the best representation of current on the ground
conditions in the Gunnison Basin.

High priority habitat consists of all habitat layers and all uncontrollable threat layers.
Controllable and other impacts can be changed or adjusted to decrease the impact on grouse
habitat.

HABITAT

Lek 0.6 mile buffer and average high male count for active leks: The official lek status
and high male count are defined and reported from lekking data collected and published by CPW in their
annual Gunnison Basin Lek Count Summary and Population Estimate. The Official Status of a lek is given
as a cumulative status and designated as Active, Historic, Inactive, or Unknown. To be Officially Active, a
lek only needs to be designated as Active in the current year. A lek is not considered Officially Inactive
unless it has been seasonally Inactive for five consecutive years. Thus, a lek might not have any birds for
a given season, but its official status may be Unknown because the lek had not been Inactive all of the
past five years. Historical lek status is not given until a lek has been Inactive for 10 consecutive years.
(Jackson and Seward, 2011)

- Geospatial Data: This layer is the CPW lek polygon layer and includes a 0.6 mile buffer from the
outside edge of the lek polygon with spatial boundaries from the 2011 update as wel! as the Official
Status from 2011. Buffering the lek polygons by 0.6 miles matches up with the disturbance
guidelines in the Rangewide Conservation Plan. This 0.6 mile buffer serves as a measure of
protection to insure that the entire lek polygon is captured within the buffer polygon and that
potential direct or indirect impacts directly adjacent to a lek that could influence lekking behavior
are evaluated.

- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: Leks are considered the most important habitat for
the grouse. Habitat alteration on or near a lek has the potential to have the greatest impact to the
population. There is a need to conserve all leks, regardless of the number of birds displaying on the
lek. (Aldridge, 2011b; Phillips, 2011)
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o Officially Active (15) Active leks are those of greatest value to the grouse population. Birds
are displaying regularly on an annual basis.

o Officially Unknown (10) These leks could have and Official Status of unknown for many
reasons, including missing count data. Leks can fall into this category in a one year time
frame.

o Officially Inactive (8) These leks should not be completely discounted. There is potential for
the grouse to comeback and begin using these areas on a reqular basis if numbers increase
or surrounding habitat improves. It takes 5 years for a lek to move into this category.

o Officially Historic (1) The majority of these leks are close to high build-out densities and will
probably never be able to recover to active status regularly.

- Data for support:

o 2011 Gunnsion Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Count Summary and Population Estimate
Final Report (Jackson and Seward 2011).

o 2011. Seward, Nate. Lek Status Definitions.

o 2011b. Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

© 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

- Area for improvement:

o The Local Annual Report definitions do not align with the RCP or current Statewide
definitions for Official Status as defined by Colorado Parks and Wildlife. Local CPW staff has
maintained consistency in local definitions and is working to align them with the RCP and
Statewide definitions.

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis.

Brood rearing habitat: Brood rearing habitat is defined in the RCP. It includes mesic areas
(swales, meadows, sagebrush near irrigation ditches and irrigated meadows) with lush vegetation. This
layer is intended to capture priority habitat as defined in the RCP.

- Geospatial Data: Four spatial layers were combined to create this layer—NRCS mapped alluvial soils
minus irrigated meadows, CPW streams, and wet meadow/sagebrush interface areas. A 50m buffer
was placed around the streams and the wet meadow/sagebrush interface layer (RCP 2005). Areas
were not double-counted where overlap occurred and areas where mesic sites were greater than
50m from the sagebrush.

- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification:
o Present (13)

- Data for support:
o RCP
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- Area for improvement:
o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping for alluvial and riparian sites. (Not
possible in current timeframe, but progress has begun on this endeavor.)
o Removal of any brood rearing habitat from forested areas.
o There is a need to add other features including springs and seeps that are not captured in
the current data layers.

- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.

Nesting/summer/late fall habitat: These habitats are defined in the RCP. It includes
sagebrush dominated areas. This layer is trying to capture priority habitat as defined in the RCP.

- Geospatial Data: This data layer was compiled from NRCS soils data and includes all sagebrush
dominated range sites (mountain loam, subalpine loam, mountain outwash, and deep clay loam).
Soils included from the Gunnison Soil Survey (CO662) are: CeC, CoE, CuE, DeB, DoE, GeB, GeE, JeE,
KvE, LeE, MoE, MrE, PwE, RcE, SuE, YgE, YIE, YpE, EvD and the NE (331 to 149 degrees) aspects of
CrE, DrE, DsE, KcE, LhF, PhF, PmF, and MrE. Soils included from the Grand Mesa-West Elk Soil
Survey (CO660) are: 107, 138, 139, 142, 165, 172, 191 and the NE aspects of 153. Soils included from
the Cochetopa Area Soil Survey (CO663) are: 103, 104, 108, 111, 119, 121, 122, 131, 132, 133, 134,
141, 142 and the NE aspects of 110.

- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: As we looked at the map we decided to differentiate
nesting habitats. We thought it would provide important additional information to give nesting
habitat closer to the brood rearing habitat a higher score. Sage grouse hens have to be able to
move their broods from the nests to brood rearing habitat by walking. All nesting habitat is of
value, but nesting habitat closer to brood rearing habitat has potential to be of higher benefit.
Disjunction of brood rearing habitat from nesting habitat results in habitat fragmentation and
possibly the loss of usability. It is recognized that In order to capture most of the nesting locations,
one would have to have to account for all nesting habitat within 4 miles of a lek (Connelly et al 2000,
Aldridge 2011b)- which is all nesting habitat in the basin.

o Present <1500 ft from brood rearing habitat (15)
o Present >1500 ft from brood rearing habitat (10)

- Data for support:
o RCP
o NRCS Soil Survey
© 2011b. Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.
o Connelly et. al 2000

- Area for improvement:
o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping. (Not possible in current timeframe,
but progress has begun on this endeavor.)

- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.

= e e——————————————————————— ===
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Winter habitat: This habitat is defined in the RCP. It includes sagebrush dominated areas with both
thermal cover and exposed sagebrush for winter use. This layer is intended to capture priority habitat
as defined in the RCP.

- Geospatial Data: Winter habitat was modeled using the dry mountain loam soils from NRCS Sail
Survey mapping layers. Dry mountain loam sites are mapped on SE to NW (150-330 degrees) facing
slopes. A 10m DEM was used in the slope analysis and boundaries were then smoothed to reduce
the pixelation. Soils included from the Gunnison Soil Survey (CO662) are: CrE, DrE, DsE, KcE, LhF,
PhF, PmF, and MrE. Soils included from the Grand Mesa-West Elk Soil Survey (CO660) are: 153.
Soils included from the Cochetopa Area Soil Survey (CO663) are: 110, and 130.

- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification: Winter habitat was considered to be of lesser
importance than the other habitat types for the grouse. In general, winter mortality of the
Gunnison sage-grouse is low (Phillips, 2011)

o Present (10)

- Data for support:
o RCP
o NRCS Soil Survey/ Web Soil Survey
o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

- Area for improvement:
o Updated NRCS soils mapping and range site mapping. (Not possible in current timeframe,
but progress has begun on this endeavor.)

- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.

Habitat status: The habitat status has been defined from the RCP and incorporates many
researchers’ and managers’ expert knowledge of the current and historic distribution of the grouse. The
occupied habitat layer will serve as this tool’s boundary for grouse habitat evaluation. Potential and
vacant/unknown habitats are not included in scoring because of lack of habitat and geospatial data.
Vacant/Unknown habitat is apparent high quality habitat without birds. Potential habitat would require
a significant amount of time, energy and resources to create to a habitat of sufficient quality that could
be colonized by grouse, due to the large amount of forested acres. There are areas within the CPW
mapped occupied habitat layer that are unusable to grouse and have been removed. These areas
include within the landfill boundary, the UMTRA site, open water areas, and some gravel pits.

- Geospatial Data: The original occupied habitat with polygons delineated by the CPW/USFWS is
defined in the RCP. The current occupied habitat boundary is an updated version from May 2011 by
CPW staff based on field observations. The 2011 spatial layer was incorporated into the tool.

- Evaluation class breaks (weight) justification:

R
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o Occupied (0) Occupied habitat was not actually scored. it was used as the outer boundary
for the prioritization tool.

- Data for support:
o RCP (page 32-40)
o Schroeder et al. 2004
o CPW - Species Activity Mapping Data

- Area for improvement:
o Potential and vacant/unknown habitats are not included in scoring because of lack of
habitat and geospatial data.

- Updated: When revisions to the occupied habitat boundary occur, alterations and updates to this
tool will be needed.

Land near active leks: Land near active leks is considered a higher priority for preservation. Leks
are often in close proximity to quality nesting habitat. (Connelly et al. 2000; Aldridge et al. 2011) The
Local Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Plan notes that these areas are priority areas used by nesting
hens (1997).

- Geospatial Data: A two mile buffer was placed around the outer edge of the lek polygon layer. Both
the area within the 2 mile buffer and the lek itself were included in this layer. The two mile buffer is
from the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Plan (1997).

- Evaluation class breaks {(weight) justification:
o Areas within active leks and <2 miles from the edge of the active leks (5)

- Data for support:
o Connelly, JW., M.A. Schroeder, A.R. Sands and C.E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines to manage sage
grouse populations and their habitat. Wildlife Society Bulletin 28:967-985.
o Aldridge et al. 2011
o Gunnsion Sage Grouse Conservation Plan; Gunnsion Basin- Colorado. 1997. Local species
management plan.

- Area for improvement:

- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.

Irrigated lands: Irrigated areas greater than 50m from the sagebrush interface and outside CPW lek
polygons are not considered as suitable grouse habitat.

- Geospatial Data: This layer was created by the Division of Water Resources using Landsat TM
imagery. It is a spatial layer of irrigated meadows.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee; January 18, 2012 Page 5





o Present (-8)

- Data for support:
o RCP
o Federal Register
o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin

Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

- Area for improvement:

- Updated: This layer will be updated if new and better data becomes available.

Non-Habitat:
- Areas of no habitat such as open water and gravel pits are overlaid on top of the scoring polygons to
show that these areas are not habitat. More areas, such as building footprints, could be added to

this layer in the future when available.
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Uncontrollable Threats

High density subdivisions: A highly divided subdivision has a greater impact on grouse habitat
than an individual home.

- Geospatial Data: Gunnison and Saguache County’s parcel layers, as well as their 9-1-1 house point
layers, have been combined to determine development potential/impact. Development was
defined as home, barn, or any improvement valued at more than $30,000 on a parcel. At each
house point, there was a 300 foot radius buffer added to the known structure. House points that
where within 1000ft of another two house points location were then buffered by 1000ft due to the
increased impact on the grouse. (Cochran, 2011) The 300ft buffered housing points buffer was
clipped and removed from the 1000 ft buffer so that points did not receive a negative score for both
the buffers.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

o Areas within 300ft of a house point (-5) Areas adjacent to houses are not suited for grouse
habitation.

o Areas where a housing point is within 1000ft of another 2 house points (-20) Areas where
more house points are located closer together (subdivisions) will have an even greater
negative impact on the grouse habitat.

o <70 acre parcels with development (-7) Smaller developed parcels have a greater impact on
both degradation and fragmentation of surrounding habitats than larger developed parcels,
in most circumstances. They are given a negative score as a result of these negative
impacts.

- Data for support:
o Cochran, Jim. 2011. Personal communication.
o Phillips, Mike. 2011. Personal communication.

- Area for improvement:

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and
subdivision.

Roads/Trails: All roads and improved trails were evaluated for their impact to the habitat from
fragmentation and predator corridors. Use and recreation impacts from disturbance are considered
under the recreation layer, not _in this layer. This is a_ habitat impact evaluation of the roads
themselves. Improved roads are considered all roads bigger than all season, 2-wheel drive roads.
Improved roads are defined as passenger car roads, highways, and improved county roads. Double track
roads are considered unimproved roads and include: admin routes, jeep trails, primitive roads, high
clearance roads, private roads, and ATV routes. Single track routes are considered trails (mechanized
and motorized are included). Closed routes are routes that are permanently closed (not seasonally) that
have not been reclaimed.

- Geospatial Data: Road data from the county, CPW, BLM and USFS were used to create this layer.
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- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

O <150ft from the centerline of an improved road (-4) These roads are defined as passenger car
roads, highways, and county roads.

o <50ft from centerline of a double track(-3) These roads are defined as roads with vegetation
growing between the tracks and include admin routes, jeep trails, primitive roads, private
roads (driveways), unmaintained roads, and ATV routes.

0 <25ft from that center line of a single track (-2) These are defined as smaller disturbances that
include trails, including both mechanized and motorized uses.

o <25ft from that center line of a_closed route (-1) These are defined as routes that are
permanently closed (not seasonally) that have not been reclaimed.

o <1000ft from a recreational use point (0) This includes known access points, shooting areas, and
more.

o <100ft from trails in Curecanti National Recreation Area (0)

o Curecanti National Recreation Area recreation polygons (0)

- Data for support:

o Aldridge et al. 2010- Aldridge does not agree with the 150ft buffer. He feels that improved
roads can impact nesting habitat up to 8km away. Double track roads can have an impact to
over 6 km away. He feels that there is not a non-linear response as you move away from
the road and that a regression model needs to be used to depict this.

o Gunnison Basin USES and BLM Federal Travel Management Plan

- Areafor improvement:

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis, if possible.

Power lines: Power lines pose a potential risk for habitat degradation due to predation and
fragmentation. There is a significant distinction between WAPA lines and the GCEA lines. WAPA lines do
have large structures, high lines, and improved roads associated with them. GCEA lines are smaller
primary and secondary lines that usually do not have roads associated with them.

- Geospatial Data: There is a data layer available with large, above ground, WAPA transmission lines
mapped.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:
o <450 feet from a WAPA above ground power line (-3)

- Data for support:
o 2011. Phillips, Mike. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Mike feels that an impact from power
lines is for direct mortality (2 birds within the scope of his study).

“
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o 2011b. Aldridge, Cam. Public meeting information, December 1, 2011. Meeting to validate
the priority tool model called by the Technical Subcommittee for the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee for the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

- Area for improvement:
o Small power lines are not available and may need to be incorporated. GCEA will not make
this information publicly available through this mapping tool for safety/protection reasons.
o Exponential decay out to about 2.5 km is more probably the direct influence of the power
lines. This would reflect the impact of predation on the grouse from perching predators.
(Aldridge 2011b.)

- Updated: This layer will be updated when needed.

e ———
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Controllable Threats - (No Weights Applied)

Attempts to combine controllable threats with the habitat map (which includes uncontrollable threats)
were not successful. In order to allow future work on this issue, controllable threats were included in
the scoring query but were assigned a zero (0) weight. Currently, it appears that the best way to
approach the scoring issues associated with controllable threats is to overlay a “controllable threat
layer” of interest over the habitat map for visual analysis.

Development potential: Areas that are currently developed pose risks to habitat degradation and
fragmentation for the sage grouse. The hope would be to update this layer on a yearly basis.

- Geospatial Data: Gunnison and Saguache Countys’ parcel layers were used to assess parcel size and
development status. Seventy acres was chosen as a break point for this analysis because of the
state law that allows for minimal restriction for subdivision of parcels as long as the final parcels are
greater than 35 acres. Development was defined as home, barn, anything >530,000 worth of
improvements on a parcel.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

o >70 acre parcels (0) Parcels greater than 70 acres, even undeveloped, can represent a large
risk for subdivision and development. Colorado State law allows the subdivision of private
property into parcels equal to or greater than 35 acres with minimal restriction or regulation
by local government. This poses a significant risk to habitat degradation and fragmentation
and therefore receives a high score for needed habitat protection.

o <70 acre parcels without development (0) Undeveloped parcels of this size have to go
through a county review process to be further subdivided, in which a species conservation
planner is consulted for risk to sage grouse and mitigation opportunities to decrease the
developmental impact. The risk for habitat degradation is decreased with this consultation
and although there is a potential for fragmentation there is a lower, but still positive, score
given for needed habitat protection. This also means that this property has a conservation
potential.

- Data for support:

Area for improvement:
o There is a need for more support data for acreages and impact area sizes used in the model.
Is there good development impact data available that could inform this process?
o There is a need for future analysis to be able to relate development densities to the RCP. It
would be beneficial to complete this exercise using the acres from Appendix F in the RCP.

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and
subdivision.

Invasive Species: Invasive species alter and degrade sage grouse habitat. Different plant species
have different potentials to impact the habitat.

- Geospatial Data: Data from the BLM, USFS, NPS and Gunnison County are utilized in this layer.

e |
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- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

o Cheatgrass (0)
o Other weed species (0)

- Data for support:
o Cheatgrass research

- Area for improvement:
o There are no comprehensive records for private land.
o The data collected is sometimes incomplete and species at each point/line/polygon is not
documented.

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in infestations. This layer
should be a cumulative layer where previous year’s data is incorporated with each year’s new data.

Recreation: All recreational uses of the landscape have potential to impact the sage grouse through
habitat fragmentation, habitat degradation, and direct threat to individuals’ survival.

- Geospatial Data: Large recreational area polygons have been drawn across the basin and have been
rated with a seasonality and level of use. The BLM and recreational stakeholders have worked
together to create this very broad layer which reflects the diffuse use that may occur in these areas.
Impacts are not directly tied to specific routes, trails and points of interest.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

o Spring Use
=  Low (0)
=  Medium/Low (0)
= Medium (0)
= Medium/High (0)
= High (0)

o0 Summer Use
= Low (0)
=  Medium/Low (0)
= Medium (0)
= Medium/High (0)
= High (0)

o Fall Use
= Low (0)
*  Medium/Low (0)
= Medium (0)
= Medium/High (0)
= High {0)

o Winter Use
= Low (0)
= Medium/Low (0)
= Medium (0)

. ]
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= Medium/High (0)
= High (0)

- Data for support:

- Area for improvement:
o This layer should be further refined.
o Spatial data layers will need to be collected for all recreational trails, fishing areas, parking
areas, camp grounds, and boat launch areas from the BLM, USFS, CDOW, NPS, Gunnison
County, and Saguache County. These are available, but not currently incorporated into the
Tool.

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis to track changes in development and
subdivision.

Landfill: The Gunnsion County landfill serves as a feeding/harboring location for sage grouse
predators. The landfill's influence on the surrounding area is considered controllable because active
measures can be taken to reduce the sage grouse predator populations.

- Geospatial Data: This is a simple spatial layer that delineates a polygon around the landfill area as
seen through ortho imagery.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:
o Areas within % mile of the landfill (0)
o Area >% mile and <1 mile of the landfill (0)

- Data for support:
- Area for improvement:
o Data to supporting the evaluation classes and .impact from predators will need to be

documented.

- Updated: This layer will be updated as needed or when better information becomes available.
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Other Impacts - (No Weights Applied)

Landownership - Protections: Areas that are currently developed pose risks to habitat
degradation and fragmentation for the sage grouse. Areas with easements specifically for sage grouse
habitat protection or with non-development agreements are considered beneficial to the grouse.

- Geospatial Data: Gunnison County has a database and a spatial layer with all qualified conservation
easements. The CPW has also provided a layer of participating CCAA parcels (signed Certificate of
Inclusion) which has been included in this layer. Public land boundaries are also available and can
be incorporated.

- Evaluation class break (weight) justification:

o Conservation Easements (0) - These are voluntary agreements that protects the land in
perpetuity. All of these easements have grouse mentioned in the documentation, whether
management actually occurs to benefit the grouse is a different issue.

o CCAA (0) - These are voluntary agreements that all have an endpoint of 2026 which can be
renewed. These agreements can be terminated with 30-60 days notice.

o Public lands (0) - These are mostly undevelopable.

- Area for improvement:
o This layer has not been totally fleshed out at this point. Instead of being incorporated into
the tool, it could be used as a layer for evaluation when looking at proximity to priority
habitat.

- Updated: This layer will be updated on a yearly basis.
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