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GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

DATE: June 19, 2013
PLACE: Gunnison County Commissioners’ Meeting Room

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

2. 10:05 e Agenda Approval

3. 10:10 e Approval of May 15, 2013 Meeting Minutes

4, 10:20 e Committee Member Comments/Reports

5. 10:45 e USFWS Director Ashe Visit

6. 11:00 e Rangewide Conservation Agreement

7. 11:30 e GUSG Brood Rearing Restoration/Resilience Project
- Training/Work Day
- Work Day

8. 11:55 e Future Meetings

9. 12:00pm 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 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
May 15, 2013

The May 15, 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)

Chris Bove, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)

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

Greg Peterson, Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association (GCSA)

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

Patty Gelatt, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) by conference call

Peter Caloger, Public At-Large

Eric Ferchau, At Large, Development Community

David Wiens, At-large Recreation Community

Non-voting:

Nathan Seward, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Alternate

Elinor Laurie, Saguache County Alternate

Alli Melton, High Country Citizens’ Alliance Alternate

Jonathan Houck, Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) Alternate
Charlie Sharp, US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Alternate

Polly Oberosler, At-large Recreation Community Alternate

IN THE AUDIENCE:

Jenny Nehring, Saguache County
Nicole Alt, USFWS

Theresa Childers, NPS

Mike Pelletier, Gunnison County GIS

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:
Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant Il

Others present as listed in text.

CALL TO ORDER: Chairperson Stahlnecker called the May 15, 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.
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PUBLIC NOTICE CONFIRMED: Stahlnecker verified that proper legal public notice had
occurred.

AGENDA APPROVAL: The agenda was modified. The Committee agreed to swap the CCA and
CCAA agenda items with the Gunnison Sage-grouse Proposed Rules item.

APPROVAL April 24, 2013 MEETING MINUTES: Moved by Navy and seconded by Bove to
accept the April 24, 2013 meeting minutes. Motion carried.

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS/REPORTS:

USFWS; Yellow-billed CUCKOO: Gelatt reported that the Proposed Rule for the Yellow-
billed Cuckoo is scheduled for publication in the Federal Register on July 17,

Gelatt also informed the Committee that the USFWS is anticipating that the Gunnison
Sage-grouse proposed rules public hearings will be held sometime in the middle of July.

BLM; ROAD CLOSURES: St. George informed the Committee that the gates and roads
are open. He also informed that there will be an upcoming meeting regarding the process
of opening and closing the gates.

He also reported that the BLM finished a prescribed burn up on Sapinero Mesa, which
was very successful.

BLM; PROPOSED TRAVEL MANAGEMENT RULES: St. George reported to the
Committee that BLM published the Proposed Travel Management Rules in the Federal
Register. He explained that law enforcement will now be able to take action on the decision
that was made in 2010. The Rules will be enforceable after the comment period closes.

NPS; FEDERAL REGISTER RULES: Stahlnecker informed the Committee that NPS also
adopted travel management rules for the Curecanti Recreation Area that were published
in the Federal Register.

USFS; TNC RIPARIAN RESTORATION PROJECT: Vasquez informed the Committee
about The Nature Conservancy (TNC) Riparian Resiliency/Restoration Project. He
informed that they are identifying rock sources, identifying sites and making headway. He
reported that the work period will be July 30" to August 9.

RIPARIAN RESILIENCY FENCING PROJECT: Cochran informed the Committee that he
will be meeting with the Moncrief Ranches manager, TNC, consultants and CPW in Kezar
Basin regarding installing drift fences to reduce cattle trailing in riparian areas. The drift
fences will not reduce availability of grass or use of the pasture. Cochran informed the
Committee that this project is looking for funding. Vasquez mentioned he is interested on
how this works because they may try this system on Flat Top. The Committee discussed
funding sources.

GUNNISON COUNTY; PROPOSED RULE: Cochran gave an update on the meeting with
USFWS Regional Director Noreen Walsh, Assistant Regional Director Mike Thabault, and
Deputy Assistant Regional Director Nicole Alt. He reported that Commissioner Swenson,
Attorney Baumgarten and Cochran discussed Gunnison County’s Land Use Regulations,
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what has changed since the 2010 Status Review (nothing), and development projections.
Alt informed the Committee that the USFWS met with Gunnison County staff earlier today
and discussed Gunnison County Comments and development in Gunnison County.
Cochran informed that Gunnison County volunteered to be the clearing house for
addressing questions from a rangewide perspective.

GUNNISON COUNTY; RAVEN CONTROL: Cochran informed the Committee about
issues with raven control. He informed that Pat Magee will be putting together a basic
study to try to determine the number of ravens in the Basin. The Committee reviewed the
proposal that was provided in the packet materials. Cochran reported that there may be
possible funding through CPW for the project. Cochran also reported that he
recommended that Magee apply for Landfill Mitigation funds for the project. The
Committee discussed when it is appropriate to take the studies to the next level. Caloger
suggested doing a study on raven droppings to determine what they are preying on. Bove
suggested that a nest predation study may be appropriate and timely.

CPW: COLORADO PARKS AND WILDLIFE COMMISSION: Cochran informed the
Committee that the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission will be meeting in Gunnison
on June 6 and 7. Wenum suggested having a presentation for the meeting instead of a
social setting.

CANDIDATE CONSERVATION AGREEMENT UPDATE: Sharp informed the Committee that
the Agreement was submitted to the USFWS on April 12™. He anticipates that a conference
opinion will be completed in June or July.

CCAA UPDATE: Seward informed the Committee that two Cls under review by the USFWS are
close to being done. The Cls have to be approved by the USFWS and obtain landowner
signatures. Six Cls for properties with baseline reports are in progress. Three more Cls for
properties with baseline reports need to be started and completed. He reported that nine
additional properties totaling approximately 24,531 acres are being considered for enroliment this
year, bringing the total potential acreage enrolled to 57,100 acres in the Gunnison Basin. That
will put the Gunnison Basin over the CCAA goal, however several of these properties are already
under conservation easements, so the USFWS may interpret the numbers differently. Seward is
prioritizing his work with interested landowners, depending on the quality of sage-grouse habitat,
distance to leks and size of the property.

Peterson commented that the landowners that have participated in the Cls are enrolling because
of the benefits with the assurances and also are buying-in to the conservation efforts in the
Gunnison Basin.

Committee discussed even if there was a 3 month extension of time, CPW would not have enough
time to enroll a landowner because during the summer CPW needs to perform the vegetation
transects and also study the growing season. Seward has been passing on additional interest in
the program to USFWS.

Seward reported on the spring lek count. He noted that CPW is still collecting data sheets, and
these numbers are not final. The spring lek count numbers are as follows:
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LEK COUNT Spring

2013
Males 877
Seward informed the _Females 230 Committee about the

trap and transplant effort this spring. He informed the Committee that CPW transplanted a few
more birds to Crawford and Pinon Mesa. Pinon Mesa received 30 birds and Crawford received
27. There were 58 birds total transplanted.

Wenum informed the Committee that CPW recently announced a request for proposals for their
Habitat Protection Program. This is the CPW annual effort to secure conservation easements to
provide habitat protection and access for hunting and angling. He informed that the funding level
is $10 million this year.

GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE PROPOSED RULES: Sharp informed the Committee they have
been reviewing comments and working on responses. Alt informed that the draft Economic
Analysis is still pending from the contractor, and they are anticipating it to be completed the end
of June, or early July. She reported that the bulk of the work right now is to review comments.
She informed the Committee that the USFWS has made a commitment with Gunnison County
that they will work on understanding the regulations in the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution
(LUR).

Alt informed the Committee that the statute (Endangered Species Act) does have the ability to
call for an extension if there is significant new data that needs to be analyzed. She informed that
there has been no decision at this time as to whether the USFWS will extend the process.

GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE FESTIVAL: City of Gunnison Event Planner John Messner was
present for the discussion. He explained the pre-festival discussions on what the goals were for
the festival. He informed that the main goal was to make it a learning and educational opportunity.
He opined that this festival is held in a very difficult time of year. He understands that the festival
is held that time of year because of the educational standpoint and the correlation with road
closures and lek activity. He suggested using the funds generated from the festival by putting up
an educational booth at already existing events and creating an educational campaign. He also
suggested having the Festival in the early afternoon so that it can be similar to other evening
banquets where you can serve alcoholic beverages.

The Committee discussed that if any agencies are not interested in continuing involvement in the
Festival, they need to inform the Committee. There was a discussion that staff time and budgeting
are difficult things to anticipate. Wiens informed that the educational outreach is very successful
to the recreational community.

Cochran informed the Committee that the last Summit was in 2011, and needs to be held in 2014
if the informal agreement to hold a Summit every three years is to be adhered to. He mentioned
that there was discussion in 2011 to have the Summit in Grand Junction. Cochran informed that
there were 200+ participants that attended the Summit in 2011. Due to the availability of new
research and conservation information, Cochran opined that a Summit needs to be held in 2014.

COUNTY COALITION FOR THE GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE AND UMBRELLA
(RANGEWIDE) CONSERVATION PLAN: Cochran informed the Committee about the 11 county,
2 state draft agreement. He introduced Montrose County External Affairs Coordinator Jon
Washbush. Cochran explained that this agreement was created for the conservation of the
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species and that Gunnison County Attorney David Baumgarten drafted the document. Cochran
confirmed that this agreement is not intended to re-write the Rangewide Conservation Plan
(RCP). He mentioned that the RCP needs to be updated but it is the basis for what has been
accomplished throughout the years and is central to this agreement.

Cochran confirmed that they are proposing putting timeframes and ramifications for not doing
what is agreed upon in the contractual agreement. Cochran asked the Committee to share this
agreement with their organizations to keep everyone current on what is occurring with the 11
counties and 2 state (MOU) Group. St. George suggested adding the Action Plan to this
agreement.

SAGUACHE COUNTY GUSG CONSERVATION ACTIONS: Joseph informed the Committee
that it is too late for them to create a CCA. Nehring informed that for years the landowners in the
Poncha Pass area have been discouraged about sage-grouse conservation. She commented that
the conservation easements need to have more language regarding sage-grouse conservation.
Joseph discussed more about these difficulties, therefore on Friday, May 17" they will be holding
a small strategic committee-like meeting. At this meeting they plan to discuss the Proposed Rule
and road closures. Joseph informed the Committee that Saguache County passed a resolution
regarding the regulation of 35 acre parcels. She mentioned that Bill Zeedyk (riparian restoration
expert) will be going to Poncha the week of 6/10/2013. Joseph expressed that she is interested
in looking into having professional staff that can perform inspections.

FUTURE MEETINGS:

Date Tim  Notes
e
6/19/2013 10-2 Regular Meeting
7/17/2013 10-2 Regular Meeting; Public Hearing for USFWS will be the same day?
8/22/2013 10-2 Regular Meeting

ADJOURN: MOVED by Stahlnecker to adjourn the meeting. Motion carried unanimously. The
May 15, 2013 meeting of the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee adjourned at
1:42 pm.

CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL.:

Ken Stahlnecker, Chairperson

Greg Peterson, Secretary
Minutes Prepared By:

Bobbie Lucero, Administrative Assistant Ill

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee 5
Minutes of May 15, 2013
Approved ????





		GUNNISON BASIN SAGE-GROUSE STRATEGIC COMMITTEE

		REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

		May 15, 2013

		Jim Cochran, Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator

		Others present as listed in text.

		CALL TO ORDER:  Chairperson Stahlnecker called the May 15, 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




CONSERVATION AGREEMENT
FOR THE GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE

1.0 INTRODUCTION.
This Conservation Agreement is among:

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“FWS”),
the State of Colorado (“State of Colorado”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, Colorado
(“Gunnison County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Saguache County, Colorado
(“Saguache County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Dolores County, Colorado (“Dolores
County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Montezuma County, Colorado
(“Montezuma County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Delta County, Colorado (“Delta
County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Montrose County, Colorado (“Montrose
County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Hinsdale County, Colorado (“Hinsdale
County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of Mesa County, Colorado (“Mesa
County”),

the Board of County Commissioners of San Miguel County, Colorado (“San
Miguel County”), and

the Board of County Commissioners of Ouray County, Colorado (“Ouray
County”).

(collectively the “Parties”).

The Parties intend to establish a culture of cooperation, collaboration and partnership
that foster Gunnison Sage-grouse so that the species is stable and growing, healthy
and likely to persist in the long term.

The Parties jointly and individually state their commitment to assist with and
participate in the implementation of this Conservation Agreement. Specific
commitments made hereby are as follows:

1. Each Party will exercise its independent judgment to implement as it deems

appropriate resolutions, regulations and guidelines (“Institutional Controls”)
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within the constraints of existing laws, policies and management plans to
enhance species and its habitat;

2. Each Party will exercise its independent judgment to work with the other Parties,
private landowners, other entities and the public in an open and collegial manner
to foster reasonable and necessary conservation actions to conserve the
species and its habitat (“Voluntary Efforts”).

2.0 GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND PHILOSOPHY, AUTHORITIES.
2.1 Purpose.

2.2

2.3

The purpose of this Conservation Agreement is to identify and implement
measures and strategies to help reach the goal of increasing the current
abundance and vitality of Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat by providing
coordinated guidance, recommendations and a Rangewide perspective as well as
analysis of threats, and specific Rangewide and local assessment goals, strategy
goals, implementation tools, and targets.

Guiding Principles And Philosophy.

The guiding principles of this Conservation Agreement are to (1) encourage and
support conservation actions that meet the needs of Gunnison Sage-grouse and
that promote economic communities or minimize impacts to communities; (2)
manage for a health sagebrush steppe ecosystem so that other sagebrush obligate
species in the system will benefit; (3) create a plan that will be flexible enough to
incorporate Gunnison Sage-grouse research findings and successful management
practices into conservation actions; (4) acknowledge the pivotal role private
landowners and local work groups play in conservation efforts; and (5) maintain an
atmosphere of cooperation, participation and commitment among all levels of
government, wildlife managers, landowners, public and private land managers,
other stakeholders, and interested public in development, continuation and
implementation of conservation actions.

A guiding philosophy of this Conservation Agreement is that conservation works
best when implemented at the most local level possible, coordinated collegially
among all the impacted and governing entities.

Authorities.

2.3.1 Overview of the Endangered Species Act.

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) is to protect and recover
imperiled species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Under the ESA,
species may be listed as either endangered or threatened. “Endangered” means
a species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its
range. “Threatened” means a species is likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future. When evaluating a species for listing, the FWS considers five
factors: (1) the present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of
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its habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or
educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) inadequacy of existing
regulatory mechanisms; or (5) other natural or manmade factors affecting its
continued existence. When one or more of these factors imperils the survival of
a species, the FWS may take action under ESA Section 4 to protect it.

The ESA protects endangered and threatened species and their habitats by
prohibiting the “take” of listed animals. Section 9 of the ESA prohibits “take” of
any federally endangered wildlife species (16 United States Code (USC) §
1538(a)). As defined by the ESA, “take” means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such
conduct” (16 USC § 1532(19)). “Harm” is further defined by FWS regulations as
“an act which actually kills or injures wildlife and may include significant habitat
modification or degradation where it actually Kills or injures wildlife by
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns including breeding, feeding
or sheltering.” 50 CFR § 17.3. “Harass” in the definition of take is defined by
FWS regulations as “an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates
the likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited
to, breeding, feeding or sheltering.” Id.

The Endangered Species Act at Sections 4(a)(1) and 4(b)(1)(A), and 50 C.F.R.
424.11(f), require the FWS to consider any local regulations, programs or other
specific conservation measures that positively affect a species status. 50 C.F.R.
424.11(f) states: “The secretary (of Interior) shall take into account, in making
(listing determinations) those efforts, if any, being made by ... any political
subdivision of a state ... to protect such species, whether by ... protection of
habitat, or other conservation practices, within any area under its jurisdiction...”

2.3.2 Legal and Regulatory Framework.

There are many federal, state and county statutes and regulatory mechanisms
that offer protection to Gunnison Sage-grouse. Federal agencies including the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”), United States Bureau of
Land Management (“BLM”), United States Forest Service (“USFS”), United
States National Park Service (“NPS”) and United States Natural Resources
Conservation Services (“NRCS”) have laws, regulations, policies and funded
programs that authorize and support conservation actions for habitat and
population management. Both Colorado and Utah have state laws and
regulations to protect, preserve and manage wildlife. In Colorado and Utah,
counties have regulatory authorities for wildlife and/or Gunnison Sage-grouse
conservation.

2.3.3 Federal Authority.

a. United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Among other authorities, the USDI
USFWS has authority for conservation of the GUSG through: (1) the ESA of
1973, as amended; (2) the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended; and (3)
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended. Congress, in Section 2 of
the ESA, declares that there is value in having incentives for conservation, and
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Section 5 of the Act, as amended in 1978, provides authority for agencies to
engage in conservation activities for the protection of candidate species. Section
6 of the ESA directs that the “Secretary shall cooperate to the maximum extent
with the states ...” (16 U.S.C. 1535(a)). The Secretary of Interior may also
authorize states for monitoring the status of candidate species (16 U.S.C.
1535(c)). The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amended, and the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, as amended, give authorities to the USFWS for
enhancement of all fish and wildlife species and mitigation of impacts to fish and
wildlife, particularly from Federal water development projects. The Federal Aid
and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937 (Pittman-Robertson Act), as amended,
serves as the principal mechanism for providing federal assistance to states for
the acquisition, restoration, and maintenance of wildlife habitat, for the
management of wildlife areas and resources, and for research into problems of
wildlife management (16 U.S.C. 669-669i).

2.3.4 State Law.

a. Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife. The CPW, a branch of the
Colorado Department of Natural Resources, has responsibility for the
management and conservation of wildlife resources within state borders,
including the conservation and management of threatened and endangered
species, as defined and directed by state laws (i.e. Colorado Revised Statutes,
Title 33 Article 1). Title 33 Article 1-101, Legislative Declaration states: “It is the
policy of the State of Colorado that the wildlife and their environment are to be
protected, preserved, enhanced and managed for the use, benefit, and
enjoyment of the people of this state and its visitors. It is further declared to be
the policy of this state that there shall be provided a comprehensive program
designed to offer the greatest possible variety of wildlife-related recreational
opportunity to the people of this state and its visitors and that, to carry out such
program and policy, there shall be a continuous operation of planning,
acquisition, and development of wildlife habitats and facilities for wildlife-related
opportunities.”

2.3.5 County Authority/County Institutional Controls.

a. County Authority. A Colorado county has the authority to protect and
promote the health, welfare and safety of the people within its jurisdiction, the
authority to regulate land use planning and environmental quality and protection,
and the express authority to protect lands “from activities which would cause
immediate or foreseeable material danger to significant wildlife habitat and
would endanger a wildlife species.” See: C.R.S. 29-20-104(1)(b).

3.0 BACKGROUND.

Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, April 2005 (“Rangewide
Conservation Plan”) (attached hereto as Appendix A) was the culmination of almost 2
years of effort by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. National Park Service, the Natural Resources
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Conservation Service, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources, North American Mediation Associates and others.

The Rangewide Conservation Plan provided a “conservation assessment,” an
analysis of threats, and conservation strategies. The Rangewide Conservation Plan
provided the then best available, accurate description of the Gunnison Sage-grouse
and Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat. The Rangewide Conservation Plan is the bench
mark document on which this Conservation Agreement is based.

DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA TO BE COVERED.

This Conservation Agreement is intended to address conservation strategies for
Gunnison Sage-grouse and Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat for all currently
existing populations:

a. Gunnison Basin, Colorado

Cerro Summit — Sims Mesa, Colorado
Crawford, Colorado

Dove Creek, Colorado

Pifilon Mesa, Colorado

- ® 2 0 T

Poncha Pass, Colorado
San Miguel Basin, Colorado

@

5.0 CURRENT PROGRAMS.

5.1 Local.

5.1.1 Individual Counties.
I.  Gunnison County, Colorado (See: Appendix B).
ii. Saguache County, Colorado (See: Appendix C).
ii. Dolores County, Colorado (See: Appendix D).
iv. . Montezuma County, Colorado (See: Appendix E).
v. Delta County, Colorado (See: Appendix F).
vi. Montrose County, Colorado (See: Appendix G).
vii. Hinsdale County, Colorado (See: Appendix H).
viii. Mesa County, Colorado (See: Appendix ).
ix. San Miguel County, Colorado (See: Appendix J).
X. Ouray County, Colorado (See: Appendix K).

5.2 State (See: Appendix L).
5.3 Federal (See: Appendix M).
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5.4 Joint Efforts Among Various Parties.

Significant efforts to enhance the species and its habitat already have been
initiated among several of the Parties; the Parties intend to continue and expand
those efforts which include:

a. Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, April 2005
(“Rangewide Conservation Plan”). See: Section 3.0 above, and Appendix A. The
purpose of the Rangewide Conservation Plan is to identify measures and
strategies “to help reach the goal of increasing the current abundance and vitality
of Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat “by providing guidance,
recommendations, and a Rangewide perspective” as well as analysis of threats,
and specific Rangewide and local “assessment goals,” “strategy goals” and targets.

b. Gunnison Basin Strategic Committee. The Gunnison Sage-grouse efforts
were first organized under the Gunnison Basin Local Working Group, founded in
1994, and later incorporated into the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic
Committee (GBSC), created in 2005, by the Gunnison County Board of County
Commissioners, to implement programs and steps that would aid in the
preservation of the Gunnison Sage-grouse. They have created both local and
regional conservation plans (Gunnison County Sage-grouse Local Working Group
1997, Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Steering Committee 2005, Gunnison
Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Plan 2009, Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Habitat
Prioritization Tool 2012), invested over $30 million in direct conservation actions
and passed county-level land use regulations.” The Charter of the Gunnison Basin
Strategic Committee is attached as Appendix P.

c. Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances for Gunnison Sage-
grouse (Centrocercus minimus) between the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

In July, 2006 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (currently, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)) entered into a Candidate
Conservation Agreement with Assurances (CCAA) for the Gunnison Sage-grouse
across the range of the species in Colorado. Participating landowners may also be
included under the CCAA by signing a Certificate of Inclusion (Cl), subject to
approval by CPW and concurrence by the FWS.

The purpose of this CCAA is for the FWS to join with the CPW and patrticipating
private landowners to implement conservation measures for Gunnison Sage-
grouse in a manner consistent with the FWS’ policy on CCAA’s w (64 FR 32726)
and applicable regulations. The conservation goal of the CCAA is to achieve the
protection and management necessary to preclude listing by obtaining agreements
for grouse habitat protection and/or enhancements on private lands. The
conservation goals will be met by giving the State of Colorado and private
landowners incentives to implement conservation measures. Landowners will be
provided with regulatory certainty concerning land use restrictions that might
otherwise apply should the Gunnison Sage-grouse become listed under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA).
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The CCAA pertains to non-federal lands in Colorado encompassed by the current
distribution of Gunnison Sage-grouse, and to those non-federal lands that provide

potential habitat that may be occupied by the species in the future, referred to in

the Rangewide Conservation Plan as “vacant/unknown” and “potentially suitable”
habitats.

Landowners may participate in the CCAA by signing an agreement referred to as a
Certificate of Inclusion (Cl). CI's are of two basic types: 1) Type 1 — CI's maintain
existing conditions and broad management actions; 2) Type 2 — CI's that enhance
habitat conditions through changes or additions to existing management actions.

Goals for habitat protection in populations without seasonal habitats mapped were
identified in the CCAA Agreement as:

Table 2. Targets for Utilized Utilized Utilized Cons. Remaining Utilized Target for
Habitat Protection in habitat w/in | habitat w/in Habitat in | Easements pvt land [ Habitat w/in CCAA
populations without Occupied Occupied Private | on pvt. Land needing Occupied Protection:
seasonal habitats Habitat (ac.) | Habitat (ac.) | Ownership in Utilized protection that is not | (Remaining
mapped. (All on Federal (ac.) | habitat (ac.) (ac.) included in Pvt land
Population Name | Ownerships) Lands (considered target for | minus non-
protected) protection targeted
(*1)(ac.) acres)
See
footnote 2
Crawford 34,908 | 26,775 8,186 552 7,634 3,491 4,143
Dove Creek 86,483 | 3,725 23,588 997 22,591 8,648 13,943
Pinon Mesa 24,185 | 11,595 15,059 4,005 11,054 2,419 8,635
Poncha Pass 14,781 | 15,092 4,054 0 4,054 1,478 2,576
San Miguel 85,999 | 37,078 47,110 821 46,289 8,599 37,690
As of April 24, 2013, CPW provided the following CCAA enrollment information:
Gunnison Basin Population
16 properties with approved Cl's 17,679 acres
7 properties with CI's in process 14,863 acres
2 properties with baseline reports 214 acres
4 new properties awaiting baseline reports 7,585 acres
10 new properties needing additional time 27,485 acres
Potential Gunnison Basin CCAA enrollment 67,826 acres (122% of CCAA goal)
Crawford Population
1 property with approved CI 2479 acres
1 property with Cl in process 1391 acres
1 property with baseline report needed 161 acres
Crawford population CCAA Enrollment 4031 acres (97% of CCAA goal)
d. Gunnison Basin Candidate Conservation Agreement (“CCA”). Beginning in

January, 2010, federal land management agencies and the Gunnison Basin Sage-
grouse Strategic Committee developed a draft Candidate Conservation Agreement
(“CCA") to promote conservation of the Gunnison Basin Population of the
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Gunnison Sage-grouse. The CCA addresses three categories of threats to
Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat on federal lands in the Gunnison Basin, as
identified in the 2010 FWS status review: development, recreation and grazing.
The CCA will apply to such actions on the approximately 395,000 federal acres of
occupied habitat, or approximately 2/3 of the total 590,000 acres of occupied
Gunnison Sage-grouse in the Basin.

It is intended that signatories be:

e USFS: Gunnison Range District of the Gran Mesa, Uncompahgre and
Gunnison National Forest.

e USNPS: Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park and Curecanti
National Recreation Area.

e USBLM: Gunnison Field Office.
e USFWS: Western Colorado Field Office.
e USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, Colorado.

e State of Colorado — Department of Natural Resources, Colorado Parks &
Wildlife: Gunnison Service Center.

e Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, Colorado.
e Board of County Commissioners of Saguache County, Colorado.

e. Memorandum of Understanding. A memorandum of understanding (“MOU”)
has been executed among of the governing boards of all of the counties that have
either Gunnison Sage-grouse, occupied habitat, or both, in their respective
jurisdictions. These counties are:

e Gunnison County, Colorado
e Saguache County, Colorado
e Dolores County, Colorado

e Montezuma County, Colorado
e Delta County, Colorado

e Montrose County, Colorado

e Hinsdale County, Colorado

e Mesa County, Colorado

e San Miguel County, Colorado
e Ouray County, Colorado

e San Juan County, Utah

The intent of the MOU is that the counties, individually and collectively, 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

DRAFT
June 13, 2013





vitality of Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat. The purpose of (the) 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 to the MOU and others recommendations and critique and fostering a
Rangewide perspective on Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat.

The parties to the MOU memorialized:
1. Their intent to continue informally their joint discussions;

2. Their intent formally to schedule and conduct regular coordination
meetings;

3. Their intent 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. Their intent, when reasonable, to enter into formal intergovernmental
agreements to implement actions that result from the MOU,;

5. The fact that the parties to the MOU, individually and in combinations,
already have accomplished significant efforts to foster the Gunnison Sage-
grouse.

A copy of the MOU is attached as Appendix Q.

f. Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust. Gunnison County Sage-grouse
Conservation Trust (“Landfill Mitigation Fund For Gunnison Sage-Grouse”). In 1999
the Gunnison County Landfill property was transferred from the Bureau of Land
Management to Gunnison County. A requirement of that transfer was mitigation for
possible impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse. A mitigation fund, the Gunnison Sage-
grouse Conservation Trust, was established by the Gunnison County Board of
County Commissioners to hold and disburse funds for Gunnison Sage-grouse
projects.

The Gunnison Sage-grouse Conservation Trust commonly referred to as the
“landfill mitigation fund” mission statement and guiding principles, as adopted by
the Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners, are:

MISSION STATEMENT AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES

The mission of the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Trust is to develop pilot
projects, which will preserve Sage Grouse habitat and associated wildlife habitat
within a two mile radius of the Gunnison County Landfill. The goal is to increase
the number of Gunnison Sage Grouse within this defined area; to address the goal
of the Gunnison Sage Grouse Conservation Plan; to increase the knowledge of
Sage Grouse ecology; and to raise the awareness of the public regarding the
importance of this species to our ecosystem.

Efforts to fulfill this mission will be guided by the following principles:

e The primary emphasis is to use these funds to develop pilot projects within
the defined area, which have the potential of being replicated in other
Gunnison Sage Grouse habitat areas in the County. This will involve the
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development of standards and goals to measure the success of these
projects. A secondary emphasis is focused on acquiring basic biological
data through monitoring and research necessary to predict management
actions and consequences to achieve the goals of the Sage Grouse
Conservation Plan.

e The primary funding strategy is to cooperate with partners in order to match
and maximize all available financial resources. Partners may include the
municipalities, government agencies and programs, educational institutions,
conservation groups, and trusts and private individuals.

e Available resources are spent in a manner to achieve a balance between
urgent, immediate demands and farsighted, long-range goals.

e To cooperate with the County’s agricultural community in sharing
information regarding the success or failure of pilot projects in order to retain
and continue production on large tracts of farm and ranchlands when
preserving sage-grouse habitat.

In 2006 the Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners expanded the area
of consideration for funding from the Trust Fund to include all areas of Gunnison
Sage-grouse Occupied Habitat in Gunnison County.

Over $250,000 has been expended from the Trust Fund for Gunnison Sage-grouse
Projects (Table 24).

6.0 DURATION.

6.1 This Conservation Agreement is a dynamic document designed to change and
adapt to the needs of the Gunnison Sage-grouse as they are identified. It is the
intent of the Parties that this Conservation Agreement be formally reviewed every
second year after its execution, and will terminate when the Gunnison Sage-grouse
is removed from the Colorado Species of Concern List in Colorado and the Utah
Sensitive Species List in each State’s respective discretion.

7.0 PROPOSED ACTIONS.
7.1 Covered Geographic Areas and Anticipated Activities.

It is the intent of the Parties that the Gunnison Sage-grouse continue to be healthy,
robust, stable and likely to persist in the long term. To that end, the Parties shall
review and update the Rangewide Conservation Plan to identify each geographic
area and each ongoing or reasonably anticipated activity for which a Rangewide
conservation strategy or a local conservation strategy should be adopted and
implemented by the appropriate governmental entity.

The Parties shall:
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i. Review and amend the existing Rangewide Conservation Plan, no later than
, to include current information and analysis of population sizes,
threats to the species, strategies, and goals;;

ii. Formally adopt the amended Rangewide Conservation Plan, no later than

iii. Expand the current County MOU group to include the other Parties to be a
Conservation Agreement Group which shall meet no less than every six
months;

iv. The local governments create and continue “local population” strategic
committees;

v. Each Party in its discretion shall implement local strategies consistent with
the Rangewide Conservation Plan as amended — individually or with other
Parties — (both regulatory and nonregulatory) in its own jurisdiction (defined
for the federal and state governments by agency, and for local governments
by their legal, jurisdictional boundary);

vi. Each local government shall develop a “habitat prioritization tool” (similar to
that developed by Gunnison County) in its respective jurisdiction;

vii. The Parties to work in collaboration to export and import strategies based
on the needs of each Gunnison Sage-grouse population;

viii. Monitor for performance of Rangewide Conservation Plan (as amended)
goals;

8.0 ADDITIONAL ACTIONS.
The Parties will explore:
1. Additional conservation partners:
a. United States Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”).

The United States Department of Interior (USDI) BLM has authority for
conservation of GUSG through: (1) the Federal Land Management Policy Act
(FLMPA) of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.; 90 stat. 2743; PL 94-579; (2) the
Sikes Act, Title Il (16 U.S.C. 670 et seq.), as amended; and (3) the BLM
Manual 6840, Special Status Species Management. Specifically, the FLMPA
guidance on sensitive species authorizes that “the public lands be managed in
a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,
environmental, air, and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values;
that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their
natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and
domestic animals... (43 USC 1701 Sec. 102 (a) (8)).”

Section 06 (C) of the 6840 Manual gives the following guidance on candidate
species: “Consistent with existing laws, the BLM shall implement management
plans that conserve candidate species and their habitats and shall ensure that
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actions authorized, funded, or carried out by the BLM do not contribute to the
need for the species to become listed.” Specific BLM guidance is outlined in
the 6840 Manual. Section .12 of the 6840 Manual states: “Actions authorized
by BLM shall further the conservation of federally listed and other special
status species and shall not contribute to the need to list any special status
species under provisions of the ESA, or designate additional sensitive species
under provisions of this policy.” The Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Policy: State-Federal Relationships (43CFR Part 24.4 (c)) states in part that
“...the Secretary of Interior is charged with the responsibility to manage non-
wilderness BLM lands for multiple uses, including fish and wildlife
conservation. In addition, the RCP is consistent with the BLM National
Conservation Strategy for Sage-grouse (Bureau of Land Management 2004b).

b. United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service (‘USFS”).

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service (USFS)
has authority for conservation of the GUSG through: 1) the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act (MUSY) of 1960 (P.L. 86-517, 74 Stat. 215, 16 U.S.C
528(note), 528-531); 2) the Sikes Act of 1960 (P.L. 86-797, 74 Stat. 1052, 16
U.S.C. 670 et seq., as amended); 3) the Forest and Rangeland Renewable
Resources Planning Act (RPA) of 1974 (P.L. 93-378, 88 Stat. 476, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 1600(note), 1600-1614); 4) the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 (P.L. 94-588, 90 Stat. 2949, 16 U.S.C. 472
et seq.) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 219); 5) Public Rangelands
Improvement Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-514, 92 Stat. 1806, 43 U.S.C. 1901-1908);
and 6) USDA Regulation 9500-4 and the Forest Service Manual (FSM)
Chapter 2600. MUSY directs the USFS to administer the National Forests for
outdoor recreation (including wilderness), range, timber, watershed, and
wildlife and fish purposes, in cooperation with interested State and local
governmental agencies and others. “Multiple use” means the harmonious and
coordinated management of the various surface renewable resources so that
they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the
American people. The Sikes Act provides authority for cooperative planning,
habitat improvement, and providing adequate protection for threatened or
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 or species
considered to be threatened, rare, or endangered by the State agency. RPA
and NFMA provide for comprehensive, integrated planning that will provide for
the diversity of plant and animal communities to meet overall multiple-use
objectives. USDA Regulation 9500-4 directs the USFS to manage “habitats for
all existing native and desired nonnative plants, fish and wildlife species in
order to maintain at least viable populations of such species.” USFS policy
states: “To preclude trends toward endangerment that would result in the need
for federal listing, units must develop conservation strategies for those
sensitive species whose continued existence may be negatively affected by
the forest plan or a proposed project.” (FSM 2621.2).

c. United States Department of Interior National Park Service (“NPS”).
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The USDI NPS has authority for conservation of the GUSG through the 1916
NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1) which charges the NPS with management of
parks to “... conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the
wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner
and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.” Additional authorities that guide the NPS are found in the
General Authorities Act of 1970 (16 USC 1c (a)) and the Redwood Act of 1978
(16 USC la-1). Furthermore, the Presidential Proclamation establishing Black
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument (Proclamation No. 2033; March
2,1933; 17 Stat. 2558), and the Memorandum of Agreement between the NPS
and Bureau of Reclamation dated February 11, 1965, provide authorities for
protection of the GUSG at Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park and
Curecanti National Recreation Area.

NPS Management Policies and the NPS-77 Natural Resources Management
Guideline state that the NPS will seek to perpetuate the native animal life as
part of the natural ecosystem of parks. They further define Species of Concern
as all native animal species within a park that face an immediate danger of
losing their natural role in an ecosystem because of human-induced change.
Regarding Species of Concern, NPS-77 states that the NPS should also look
for opportunities to enter into cooperative and interagency agreements and
memoranda of understanding with other federal and state agencies on
research, monitoring, and management of the Species of Concern, and, where
appropriate, promulgate regulations. The NPS must strive to protect the
natural conditions and processes and the ecosystem integrity to the greatest
extent possible for Species of Concern.

NPS-77 further states, “Management of Candidate species should, to the
greatest extent possible, parallel the management of federally listed species.”
The NPS Management Policies identifies the management of threatened or
endangered plants and animals as follows: “The Service will survey for,
protect, and strive to recover all species native to national park system units
that are listed under the ESA. The Service will fully meet its obligations under
the NPS Organic Act and the ESA to both proactively conserve listed species
and prevent detrimental effects on these species.”

. United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation
Service (“NRCS”).

The USDA NRCS has authority for conservation of GUSG through: (1) the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936, as amended (PL 74-46; (2)
the Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (PL 103-354; 7
U.S.C. 6962); and (3) the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act (Farm Bill)
of 2002 (PL 107-171).

. United States Farm Services Administration (“FSA”).

The FSA, under the Conservation Reserve Program, establishes contracts
with agricultural producers to retire highly erodible and other environmentally
sensitive cropland and pasture for improvement of surface water quality,
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creation of wildlife habitat, preservation of soil productivity, and reduction of
offsite wind erosion damages.

f. The State of Utah (“State of Utah”).

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. Title 23 of the Utah Code is the Wildlife
Resources Code of Utah and provides the UDWR the powers, duties, rights,
and responsibilities to protect, propagate, manage, conserve, and distribute
wildlife throughout the state. Section 23-13-3 declares that wildlife existing
within the state, not held by private ownership and legally acquired, is property
of the state. Sections 23-14-18 and 23-14-19 authorize the Utah Wildlife Board
to prescribe rules and regulations for the taking and/or possession of protected
wildlife. The hunting season for GUSG in Utah has been closed since 1989.

UDWR’s wildlife management philosophies are reflected in its Mission
Statement and Strategic Plan. The mission of the UDWR is to assure the
future of protected wildlife for its intrinsic, scientific, educational, and
recreational values through protection, propagation, conservation, and
distribution throughout the state of Utah. The UDWR Strategic Plan calls for
focusing efforts on increasing the abundance, distribution, and range for
species of conservation need by sustaining and restoring habitat functions. A
ten-year comprehensive wildlife conservation plan for Utah will be developed
and implemented to address species/habitats of conservation need, their
priorities, and the necessary actions and future changes.

g. The Board of County Commissioners of San Juan County, Utah (“San Juan
County, Utah”)

A Utah county has the authority to provide for the health, safety and welfare,
and promote the property and aesthetics of each county and its present any
future inhabitants and businesses, and provide fundamental fairness in land
use regulation. See: U.C.A. 8817-27a-102.

2. NRCS and Other Private Lands Conservation Programs (E.g. EQIP, WHIP,
FRPP).

3. Non-agricultural CCAA’s.
4. Mitigation Agreement.
5. Habitat Conservation Funding.
9.0 SEPARATE ACTIVITIES AND RESOURCES.

Each of the Parties retains its sole discretion to conduct its own activities and utilize its
own resources, including expenditure of its own funds, in implementing this
Agreement. Nothing in this Conservation Agreement shall commit a Party to obligate
or transfer funds. Specific work projects or activities that involve the transfer of funds,
services or property will require separate agreements and be contingent upon the
availability of appropriated funds. Each Party will carry out its separate activities as
expeditiously as possible in a coordinated and mutually beneficial manner.
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10.0 SIMILAR ACTIVITIES.

This Conservation Agreement in no way restricts a Party from participating in similar
activities with other public or private agencies, organizations or individuals.

11.0 REMEDIES LIMITED.

This Conservation Agreement does not, and shall not be construed to, create any
cause of action in law or equity. The sole remedy for breach or nonperformance shall
be termination of the Conservation Agreement.

FOR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

By:

Name, Title

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF GUNNISON
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

Paula Swenson, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF DOLORES
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

Douglas R. Stowe, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF DELTA COUNTY,
COLORADO

By:

FOR THE STATE OF COLORADO

By:

Name, Title

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF SAGUACHE
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

15

Linda Joseph, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MONTEZUMA
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

Steve Chappell, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MONTROSE
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:
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C. Doug Atchley, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF HINSDALE
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

Cindy Dozier, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF SAN MIGUEL
COUNTY, COLORADO

By:

Ronald D. Henderson, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MESA COUNTY,
COLORADO

By:

Joan May, Chairperson

APPENDICES.

Steven Acquafresca, Chairperson

FOR THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF OURAY COUNTY,
COLORADO

By:

F. Mike Fedel, Chairperson

A. Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan

B. Gunnison County, Colorado
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M. Federal

N. Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances for Gunnison Sage-grouse
(Centrocercus minimus) between the Colorado Division of Wildlife and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service

O. Candidate Conservation Agreement on Federal Lands in the Gunnison Basin
P. Strategic Committee Charter

Q. 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

R. Habitat Prioritization Tool Documentation
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APPENDIX A

Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, April 2005 (“ Rangewide
Conservation Plan”)
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GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE
RANGEWIDE CONSERVATION PLAN

April 2005

PLAN REPRESENTATIVES:
Bureau of Land Management
Colorado Division of Wildlife
National Park Service
Natural Resources Conservation Service
North American Mediation Associates
United States Forest Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Cowar Arterork by Brian Maxfiald
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A. Institutional Controls. Gunnison County has adopted the following Institutional
Controls:

(1)

(2)

Gunnison County Land Use Resolution.

(@) Gunnison County first adopted a’Subdivision Resolution” in 1972, and first
adopted a “Land Use Resolution” in 1977. Since 1977, Gunnison County has
had in effect, continuously, a comprehensive land use regulatory document.
The most current version was adopted in 2001.

(b) The Gunnison County Land Use Resolution is intended both as a
comprehensive planning document and a regulatory tool. One of the
comprehensive planning goals, articulated at Gunnison County Land Use
Resolution, Section 1-103. Purposes, D.3., Preserve Wildlife Habitat, states that
a primary function of the document is: “To protect and preserve lands from land
use activities and patterns of development that would cause significant net
adverse effects to sensitive wildlife habitat and to discourage land uses that will
impair or destroy such habitats, or their utilization by wildlife species, or that
would endanger a wildlife species. It is the intent of this Resolution that private
landowners do not lose reasonable use of their land or, when appropriate,
receive fair compensation because of owning sensitive wildlife habitat.”

(c) Gunnison County Land Use Resolution, Section 11-106, Protection of
Wildlife Habitat Areas.

Section 11-106 is explicitly designed to:
(i) Sustain and enhance survival of the Gunnison sage-grouse.

(i) Help implement an effective strategy and programs that will
preclude the need to list the Gunnison Sage-grouse.

(d) Section 11-106 requires review of building permits, access permits,
individual sewage disposal system permits, and reclamation permits on a parcel
that is wholly or partially within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek or
occupied habitat, including referral of minor and major impact projects to the
Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife.

(e) Section 1-110, Process For Designating Special Areas. Section 1-110
establishes a process by which the County may also be used as a planning tool
and the basis of a regulatory regime. Pursuant to this section, Gunnison County
can designate particular geographical areas, basins or other land areas as being
subject to specialized land use regulations.

Gunnison County Special Development Project Requlations. Gunnison County
first adopted a “Special Development Projects Resolution” in 1990. Statutory
authority for that document includes C.R.S. 24-65.1-101 et seq. (the “1041”
statute). Gunnison County uses its “1041” authority to regulate projects that are
characterized by:

(&) Any one or a combination of the following:
(i) Development within a mineral hazard area;\
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(i) Development within a natural resource area;

(iif) Development within an area containing or having a significant
impact upon historical, natural or archeological resources of
statewide importance;

(iv) Areas around key facilities;

(v) Site selection and construction of major new domestic and
wastewater treatment systems;

(vi) Site selection and development of solid waste disposal sites;

(vii) Site selection of an airport;

(viii)  Site selection of rapid or mass transit terminals;

(ix) Site selection of arterial highways;

(x) Site selection and construction of a major facility of a public utility;
(xi) Site selection and development of a new community;

(xii) Efficient utilization of municipal and industrial water projects;
(xiii)  Nuclear detonations;

(xiv) Development of a recreation development.

AND that:

(i) Results in additional direct or indirect employment within the
County, whether temporary or permanent, equal to at least 2% of
the County’s population at the time of the application; or

(i) Involves total capital expenditure of more than $25,000,000; or

(i) Increases the population of the County, whether temporarily or
permanently, by at least five percent; or

(iv)Is a project which will be the subject of an EIS pursuant to NEPA,;
or

(v) Is a development conducted by a governmental entity.

Standards for approval include:

Section 5-101, X, No Significant Degradation Of Terrestrial Animal

Life And Habitat, which reads: “The Proposed Project shall not significantly

degrade the terrestrial animal life and habitat. The determination of effects
of the Proposed Project on terrestrial animal life and habitat may include
but is not limited to the following considerations:

(i) Alterations in population size that threaten population viability,
disrupt community dynamic, or affect ecosystem processes.

(i) Continued provision of historical access or agreed upon new
access other than the historical access, for the Colorado Division of
Wildlife to manage wildlife and to monitor wildlife activities.
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3)

)

(5)

(6)

(iif) Changes to habitat and critical habitat, including calving grounds,
mating grounds, nesting grounds, summer or winter range,
migration routes, or any other habitat features necessary for the
protection and propagation of any terrestrial animals.

(iv) Changes to the terrestrial food webs.

(v) Compliance with the standards of Land Use Resolution Section 11-
106: Protection of Wildlife Habitat Areas.

(vi) Compliance with the terms of the 2005 Gunnison Sage-grouse
Rangewide Conservation Plan.”

(b) Section 5-101, Z., NO SIGNIFICANT DEGRADATION OF
TERRESTRIAL AND AQUATIC PLANTS. The Proposed Project shall not
significantly degrade terrestrial and aquatic plants. The determination of
effects of the Proposed Project on terrestrial and aquatic plants may
include but is not limited to the following considerations: (i) Changes to
the structure and function of vegetation, including species composition,
diversity, biomass, and productivity. Changes in advancement or
succession of desirable and less desirable plant species, including noxious
weeds.

Gunnison County Regulations For Oil and Gas Operations.

(@)
(b)

Section 1-108 D. requires that an “oil and gas operation” “shall not cause
significant degradation of wildlife or sensitive wildlife habitat.”

Gunnison County’s authority to regulate impacts of oil and gas operations

on wildlife and wildlife habitat, on non-federal and federal land, was upheld
in Board of County Commissioners of Gunnison County, Colorado v. BDS

International, 159 P.3d 773 (2006).

Gunnison County Individual Sewage Disposal Regulations. Pursuant to the

Gunnison County Land Use Resolution, Section 11-106, sitting of an individual
sewage disposal system within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek or
occupied habitat is specially reviewed.

Gunnison County Standards And Specifications For New Construction Of Roads

And Bridges.

(@)

(b)

Pursuant to the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution, Section 11-106, a
road access permit within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek is
specially reviewed habitats and specific conditions are included in an
approval.

Pursuant to the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution, Section 11-106, a
road access permit within mapped Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat
is reviewed for impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitats and
specific conditions are included in an approval.

Gunnison County Ordinances and Resolutions Regarding Dogs.
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(7)

(8)

9)

(@) Ordinance No. 5, 1988, An Ordinance Concerning Vicious Dogs. This
ordinance defines what a “vicious dog” is, outlines control of vicious dogs
and identifies enforcement action and penalties. This ordinance is in effect
and countywide.

(b) Ordinance No. 13, 2000, An Ordinance Establishing Regulations for
Control of Domestic Animals within the Unincorporated Areas of Gunnison
County, Colorado. This ordinance regulates “unleashed” dogs and other
domestic animals that are not being used to assist with the herding or care
of livestock from interfering with livestock on agricultural lands and
identifies penalty. This ordinance is in effect and county wide.

(c) Resolution No: 92-49, A Resolution Designating the Antelope Hills Division
of the Gunnison County Water and Sewer District as a Designated Dog
Control Area. This Resolution designates the Antelope Hills Division of the
Gunnison County Water and Sewer District as a dog control area pursuant
to Resolution No: 92-10. However Resolution No: 02-23 repealed
Resolution No: 92-10 so although Resolution No: 92-49 is actively on the
books, we recommend it be formally repealed.

(d) Resolution No: 02-23, A Resolution Concerning Control and Licensing of
Dogs. Pursuant to C.R.S. 830-15-101, et. seq., this Resolution provides for
control, licensing, dogs running at large, seizure and impoundment and
penalties regarding dogs in the entirety of the unincorporated areas of
Gunnison County. However, Licensing is required only in the
unincorporated areas identified in Appendix “A” which are Allen Home
Sites, Crested Butte South, First through Fourth Filings. We are not aware
that the licensing requirements are being enforced. An issue to consider is
whether licensing should be county wide or should include Antelope Hills.

(e) Resolution No: 02-30, A Resolution Amending Resolution No: 02-33. This
Resolution amended paragraph 2.i of Resolution No: 02-23 defining
“‘Running at Large” to reference Section 2d rather than 2c.

BOCC Resolution No. 2005-31, A Resolution Initiating Designation Of Particular
Geographic Areas For Specialized Land Use Regulations Regarding The
Gunnison Sage-grouse (copy attached as Appendix A).

BOCC Resolution No. 2007-09, A Resolution Authorizing Temporary Closure of
Certain Roads Within The county of Gunnison, Colorado For Protection Of
Gunnison Sage-grouse (copy attached as Appendix B).

BOCC Resolution No. 2007-17, A Resolution Amending Section 11:106:
Protection of Wildlife Habitat Areas, And Related Sections of the Gunnison
County Land Use Resolution, and Replacing The Temporary Regulations for
Gunnison County Land Use Change, Access, Reclamation, Individual Sewage
Disposal System or Building Permit Located Wholly Or Partially Within A 0.60
Mile Radius of a Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek, or Located Wholly Or Partially
Within Gunnison Sage-grouse Occupied Habitat (copy attached as Appendix C).
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(10) BOCC Resolution No. 95-34, A Resolution Stating Policy Regarding Regulation

Of

Parcels Of Land (over 35 acres in size.) (Copy attached as Appendix D).

B. Voluntary Efforts.

(1)

(2)

Gunnison County’s Intergovernmental Actions.

(@)

(b)

()
(d)
(e)

Gunnison County/City of Gunnison Intergovernmental Planning Agreement
—one of the first such documents in the State of Colorado; allows the City
of Gunnison to comment on all proposed development in the municipal
three mile planning area.

Gunnison County and City of Gunnison Utility Extension Service
Agreement (2001) which serves as a primary growth management tool
directing development to subdivisions with utility services.

Gunnison River Watershed Integrated Weed Management Plan.
Hartman Rocks Management & Master Plan, December 11, 1997.

Multi-agency (Gunnison County, BLM, USFS) Gunnison Sage-grouse
season road closures.

Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Committee.

In 2005, Gunnison County created the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic
Committee “to work with the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator
to implement programs and steps which will aid in the preservation of the
Gunnison Sage-grouse.”

Th

e purposes of the Sage-grouse Strategic Committee are to work with the

County’s Wildlife Conservation Coordinator in implementing the following action
steps:

a.

To work with the Wildlife Conservation Coordinator in an advisory capacity in
developing a Strategic Plan for the recovery of Gunnison Sage-grouse.

. To implement programs and strategies which will aid in the preservation of

the Gunnison Sage-grouse. This will involve coordination with the Sage-
grouse Mitigation Committee, the Sage-grouse Working Group, the Bureau of
Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, US
Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, Range Wide Conservation Committee and private
landowners.

To assist in the review of the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution to
advise as to what revisions need to be made to further protect Sage-grouse
Habitat.

. To work with the Wildlife Conservation Coordinator in assisting Gunnison

County in negotiating multiple Certificate of Inclusions with the DOW’s CCAA
for all appropriate County property.
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e. To assist the Wildlife Conservation Coordinator in negotiating uniformity of
requirements that are consistent and predictable among the various
regulatory agencies.

f. To assist the Wildlife Conservation Coordinator to ensure there is a
coordinated review process of permits and projects which will occur on
federal property.

g. To assist the Wildlife Conservation Coordinator in implementing a
communications and education program which will provide accurate and
current information regarding the potential listing of the Gunnison Sage-
grouse under the Endangered Species Act.

h. Committee action include but are not limited to:

1. Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic Plan (Appendix E) (adopted by the
Gunnison County BoCC on February 17, 2009)

2. Gunnison County Sage-grouse Conservation Action Plan (Appendix F).
Adopted by the Gunnison County BoCC on October 20, 2009)

3. Gunnison Basin Antler Shed Collection Regulations (Colorado Wildlife
Commission 2009)

4. Gunnison Sage-grouse Festival (2011, 2012, 2013)

5. Gunnison Basin, Gunnison Sage-grouse Candidate Conservation
Agreement (BLM 2013)

i. Membership is comprised of thirteen regular members. Twelve members
shall be appointed by the Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners
and one member shall be appointed by the Saguache County Board of
County Commissioners. Applicants to the Sage-grouse Strategic Committee
will be drawn from: three at large of which one shall represent the public at-
large, one shall represent the development community and one shall
represent the recreation community; one appointed by the Gunnison County
Board of County Commissioners to represent Gunnison County; one
appointed by the Saguache County Board of County Commissioners to
represent Saguache County; one nominated by High Country Citizens’
Alliance; one nominated by the Bureau of Land Management; one nominated
by the Gunnison County Stockgrowers; one nominated by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; one nominated by the Division of Wildlife; one nominated by
Natural Resources Conservation Service; one nominated by the Forest
Service; and one nominated by the National Park Service. The Wildlife
Conservation Coordinator shall be an ex-officio non-voting member of the
committee. The Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners shall
appoint one alternate for each at-large position. The other nominating entities
shall recommend one member and one alternate for a two-year term. The
alternates may only vote on issues before the Sage-grouse Strategic
Committee if the member is absent.
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SAGUACHE COUNTY GOVERNMENT

501 Fourth Street - P. 0. Box 655
Saguache, Colorado 81149

Gunnison Sage Grouse (GaSG) Conservation Activities in Sagnache County = May 27, 2013

SAGUACHE COUNTY GOVERNMENT 2011-2013

Eeview by Sapnache County Plannmg Commission of the Wildhfe Chapter of the Land Use Code,
whuch pertains to all wildhife meluding Gurmison Sape Grouse.

Sapuache County Land Use Dept | working with Gunmison County Wildhfe Conservation
Coordinator:

o and thewr GISAGPS staff in developing habitat prionihzation overlay maps for Poncha Pass,
projected to be available by June 1. This will allow us to further idenhfy areas for attention
regardmg prowth and development patterns and conservation priorites.

o reviewing Gunmison’s mspection procedures for properties in grouse habatat, conducted in
collaboration with their area wildlife manager, for a parallel procedure n Saguache County
grouse habatat.

Foad Closures to protect grouse
Poncha Paszs Populadon:

o Sprog 2013, BLM Roads 980, 948, 982 closed for lek season.
Gunnizon Bazin Population:

o currently closed anmmally - WW13 (for mamy years)

o Followmg consultations with the Gunmizon County Wildlife Coordinator, County Roads
under study for closing/seasonal resimictions - UTT13, PP14. NN14, 17GG, 23YY, 2401,
24VV EEKI14, 6YY, 60U, 5YY, YY10, ITT.

Saguache County Commissioners have convened key counterparts for the Poncha Pass area, to those
serving on the Guonizon Sage Grouse Strategic Conservation Commmttes for the Gunmson Basin
Gunmson County Wildhife Conservation Coordmator and their Area Wildlife Coordinator presented
their collaborative procedures for Sage Grouse conservation. In attendance: Saguache County
Commssioners, Land Use Dept. persommel, Poncha Working Group Coondator, Gunmison Stategic
Commuttes Alternate for Sapuache County, BLM, Forest Service and Park= & Wildhfa
Follow-up items, in progress:

o Consider formalimng a standing Wildhfe & Habatat Strategie Conservation Commuttes, with

o Comvene a Poncha Pass Working Group meeting in June, to update the broader group on the
1ssnes and needs of Poncha.

o On the pround review of drought impacts 1s necessary. Habitat preservation/restoration

Sagnache Cowunty has authonzed:
o Title I fimds to Grouse mapping, planning and conservation coordinations ($35,000), and
o  a granfwnhng shpend to pursue grouse’habatat related project funding for Poncha Pass (53500)

Lack of resources has been the main 1ssue with addreszing the health and vitality of the Poncha Pass
GuSG and habitat, histonically.
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Fase 1 of 1

El:nlic-_ EI; Coloroco

Arln bowazr Sasunche Counby Becorde
U5-07-3013 11:45 AN Recordine Fea ;JI.JZIIII

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF SAGLIACHE, COLORADD
RESOLUTION - 2013 —Lu— ”'

RESOLUTION STATING POUCY REGARDING REGULATION OF PARCELS DF LAND

WHEREAS, Lha Planning Commiission and staff of Saguache County, Colorade have requested the Board
of County Commissioners of Saguache County, Colorado o ariculate County policy regarding County
regulation of indlvidual parcels of land greater than 35 acres in size, and

WHEREAS, thase persons with an interest in individual parcels of land greater than 35 acres in size wil|
benefit from such an articuletion of County policy, and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Saguache County, Coloradn desires to clearly state it
policy regarding regulation of Indlvidual parcels of land greater than 35 acres in size, and

WHEREAS, Saguache County is precluded, under current State Statue, generally from regulating the act
of subdividing land i1to parcels all of which are 35 acros or greatar I size,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Board reaffirms that the policy of Saguache County is that
individual parcels of land greater than 35 awes in size are subjec to the same County review and
regulatory processes vs individual parcels less than 35 acres in size except, as Is generally provided in
current stats statute, for the act of subdividing such garcels into resultant parcels all of which are 35
acres or greater in size,

) i .-’}
INTRODUCED by Commissioner seconded by Comimissioner
F]Eﬁ th.!fql'}f“l and adoptedthis /7= of |1 laf,{ 2013,

BOARD QF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF SAGIUWACHE, COLORADD

A

Linda Josaph, Chair'ﬁ,E on

g '\\' ATTEST:
z, S

€ =
Ken Anderson, Cormmissicner

S/

Clerk of the Board

an Anderson, Commissioner
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A. Institutional Controls. Dolores County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1)

Fooe 1 of 2

Ledike Burcalen Sowaks Slsek Lo jar
1aras Lourtdr CN F:= =000
=it 110 41 Bacaiedana bol V00

R
0

RESOLUTLON MO, U5 13-4

A RESOLUTION RECOGKIZING PLANNING AND REGULATING MIANS
AVAILARLE FOR LOCAL BUFOR TS IN PRESERVATHIN OF GUNKISN SAGE
GROUSE

AL A roguaar esting af the Homd of Couanse Commessioners of Doleres Coumy, Dove Creek,
Colorade, kel and comveored oo the 26" dav of May, 2613, with (e fellowing persons:

Clonisgone [Uesn Frsie Wiliieme, Tulie Kibel and Deop, Shewe

Comuissioners ghyee “ome
Connily Allorney: Tlenis 2. Chalbewcht
Iz atse Clerk 1o the 13000 Margrat Davcs

WITERFAS, the 115 Fish and WilE il Serves has poopescd cortaan robes sezanding
Ihe Tisting oof the Gunmison Sage Coovse as an endacporsd spocics md also destgrativy corlzn
Tizlizat as “eeitical,™ weh of which iz located within Daolorey Comagy; and

WHEREAS, the Dolores Coopty SOCC hayg achmilled corlain ssntmen leiers and
has ke corviain pestions reestding he propossls, One such pozition s thar lecal actios is
the mest effeetive means 1o eqngereing Lhe Gunaizot Sape CGronse; and

WHFREAN, the Dologes Coung BOCC wizshes b cnumatale some 0F the rapulatity
wwrls eaibablz 1w the County m peotodicg and mandating morearvaiion effoeis aed mocida
cosnnitnent o uhiliziag those foels, aod

WHEREAS. those lools availane irclude, bul arc not lied to the following:

1) Thie Thodores Coanty Devetopment and Land e Regnladons spectully peovide for Lie
revivye i impae o wildlifie and twplememation of reeoneendations by he Colorada
Depariment of Farks and Witclife jn any Change ol Tlis Application schonitted to the County,
Furiher, any susk application iy forearded v numes apencies foo comment early i he
appaicalion prosees, The ageneics incmde e LS, Borest Serviee, A, Poks 2ol Wwitdlife,
Ceayon of tas Aneients Mational Monument, any otlur inpaciad ugencies. Resonmendsions
eoeived apdiw proleciianz determined Dzadent 2y the Dalores Covary BOCU are fneluded as
conditions T Cinal apprecal. These cocditions are redlectsd in Lond  Dovelopran
Agreements, witeh ave cnfarczable on an omging bsis Ty nUmESToWs misins,

Y The Dalores County RO warks closely with the 15, Tores Service and che 1310
goordinuting all wlions ibcleding mad closures sed siber actions despocd at proteetiog
apzei e wielife. both pemessently and sewsonally. The coondinataon takes place 20 manthly
awectings with e BOOO wnd ceemlinaticg apeockes o Deve Cresl, Calsrade. Wen
releviml, e Colosude Depatimem of Packs snd WAlkdlile, s weil s e direcror of
Tonvenween Hutionad Moaemait are asked te parivipaie in sach eecrdingion meetngs,
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Resolution No: 05-13-04, A Resolution Recognizing Planning and Regulating
Means Available For Local Efforts In Preservation of Gunnison Sage Grouse
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Cnservatio Practices ad Governent Dwned L

Dolores County Data

Total Acres: 680,865
Total Estimated Cropland Acres: 97,633.1 14.3%
Total CRP Acres: 21,303 22.4%

CRP Practices:

CP38E-4D Grass Permanent Wildlife Habitat 24.7%

*Targeted for Grouse Species (SAFE)

CP4D - Permanent wildlife habitat 40%

64.7% of the CRP Acres in Dolores County is enrolled in a wildlife practice.

Legend
GUSG_Critical_Habitat DC
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... Cortinued fromm Page

i ut i Craclion of what il nsed ra he,
Whatever e canse al the decline, one
Whing is rewdily agreed upwa; setting
aizice Lorge Lrocls ol vndevelope:d
Bisboilal saan enly be beoelicd lor he
grouze  which is whare we come in,
T dolrp what we
hzwie a lweaves dnne,
B can work with
1.1']]]1“;._5 Tandowners

L place conser valion
exsemenls an wic
properly, prolecl
imnperianl abalal, amd
Lelp Leep the restoration efforieat
Teca] lesvet,

of Dove Creck,

e such example is Sundosn Farny
an and Anita Fernander have called
the appropriately namad Sundorwn
Farm home for neary 25 wears. Aboul
siw vaars agn, atter lving on the
property and appreciacing its civersity
and charm for so long, ther decided

to place 8 comzereation casemant on
their land and foreser protect its heanty
and habitat values, With iis rolling
sage hrush hills, wetland sceps, praned
pastures, and prime grouse hakivat,
MLC was pleased to work with them Lo
achieve their pnal.

The prusecl wis Lhe secund parloership
between BLC and Colarado Pazks
ancd Wildhite, T telal, 1,180 acees af
eeupdsd grouss halotan wd warkng
wanshland alowy; Haglveeas 491 T
ey fnnever prctested, Dnadidilion o
vrowiding habilal e Gunoison Sane-

Mhe property borders DL
Teenely wred survownds ore of
thue fast rermiving lels novth

gronse, unique and rave species such s
toe hrraving owl. northern leopard
femg, and midget-faded ratthenake
alsacall the property home MLC

alio partneved with thee Mational Fish
and Wilclife Foursdatioz sl our

Local Monlelore:
1labital Prowection
Program cimmitlee
in addition to the
Caolorade Parks and
Wildlife to make this
projcet possihle.

Soin alter claging on Sundown Farm,
ML closed oo anather Gunnison
Supe-prouse properly, MLO woiked
with Bichird and Moo Marsh fo
prostect their coitical property northaast
of Dovee Creek, Bichard and Wnnica's
properly was specilioally mentioned

in Colorado Packs aod Wildlife's
‘Crunnison sape-prouse Rangew e
Plan® as critical 1o Lhe conlize
mecupation amd survivil of the species.
Lhanks to the Mareh's vizion, 733 acres
of relatively nutwral habulal has beenn
permanently profected. Richard and
Mandca bave done & veal service faour
coOmmuIily in coosersing their land
toor fulure pencrulicn:,

Tronn prinion pines and sape brush to
canyons and ponderusay, the property
Farders BLM lands and surrounds
rne af the last renaining leks north of
Newve Creek. & lek s a patek of pround
waed for communal display i the
lreeding scason by males of certain
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This projer! was made possible by
Codorwdn Marks and Wildlife, the
wational Fish and Wildlife Foundation,
arad e el Montelores Hahitat
Proiestion Program committee.
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APPENDIX E
Montezuma County, Colorado

NO INFORMATION HAS BEEN SUBMITTED AS OF JUNE 11, 2013
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A. Institutional Controls. Delta County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1)

RESOLUTION
OF THE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

OF THE
COUNTY OF DELTA, STATE OF COLORADC
RESOLUTION NO. 2C13-R-0 25~

A RESOLUTION CONFIRMING EXISTING REVIEW OF WILDLIFE HABITAT

INCLUDING GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE IN SUBDIVISION AND SPECIFIC

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS AND ACCESS FOR PARCELS GREATER
THAN 35 ACRES

WHEREAS The Gunnison Sage-grouse is propesed to be istad as an endangered species
undler the Endangered Species Act and it would be prudent to atlempt mitigation of impacts o is
aesupled Fabitat and

WHEREAS Celta County has a portion of accupied habitat in the southeast comer of the
County that ks a eam bination of publc ard private acres; and

WHEREAS Cella County cumantly evaluates wildlife habital needs which includes
Gunrizen Sage-grouse when it rev ews Subdivisior and Specific Development Reguiailons; and

WHEREAS Cedta County reviews parcels greater than 35 acies for roads and aceess,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the: Board of County Gommissionars of
Deite County Celorade, eenfirms their commitment to mitigete ocey pied habitat for the Gunnigen

Sege- grouse.
L1k
Acopted trls 29 day cf 'DW’% 2013,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMNISSIONERS
OF CELTA COUNTY, COLORADC

By: %L—— j{zg‘i&h
2 nug!armc@\;r. hair/

L

ATTEST: e e o
{/.\ ﬁ E, o L‘""—_ = C. B;uoa Hovde, vice Lhair
i L ﬂ }ﬂmﬁ ﬁ.ﬂj"‘!

/fﬂ. Mark Roeber, Camrmissanear
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Resolution No. 2013-R-025, A Resolution Confirming Existing Review Of Wildlife
Habitat Including Gunnison Sage-grouse In Subdivision and Specific Development
Regulations And Access For Parcels Greater Than 35 Acres.
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A. Institutional Controls. Montrose County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1) Resolution No. 20-2013, Concerning Seasonal closure of C77 Road (aka Green
Mountain Road) Sec 4, T5S0N R7W, NMPM

RECEFTICM#: B47015, O8/05/2013 ab 02:53:13 M, 1 QF &, RES FREMCINE
TIPTOW-LOKE, MONTRCGSE COUNTY, CO0 CLERK AND RECCRDEER

Bezolution Mo, 20 -2413

RESM.LTION
ar
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSLINERS
OF MONTROSE COUNTY. COLORADO
Cuncerning
Seasonal Closure of C77T Road (aka Greeu Moumntaio Road}
Seod, TS0 BT, NMMPM -

WUHEREAS, CUR.S. §§ 47-4- 106 U and 42-4-1 L1 {1})x) swhorice o Bosnd of County
Commizssionecs 10 empocirily <lose wads nuder its jurisdiction as provided and C.R.5.

§42-4-1 110 N(%} authorizes @ Beard of County Conurissionets oo adopt emperary regnations as
iy e necewry to cieer speeia] conditions relabing to roads onder the Touand's furischicrion; and

WIEREAS. C77 Roud is u rvad umder ihe junisdiction ol the kMontrose Coonby Baml ef County
Commissioners {"the Boaed™); and

WUHEREAS, by Besalution Mo, 28-2008, 1he Board has previously outhorized the U S, Burcau wf
Laad Manascment ("BLM") to tcmporarily close 77 Boad for the protoetion of nesting
* Gupmigom Sap: Growsc; and

WIIEREAS, the Gynmison Sige Grogse ix o species which has heen propesed tor Tisting as
*Tndanpered™ pursuant to the Endanueced Species Act and

WHEREAZ, the Board finds that Toeal offarts to protect the Gunnisem Sape Gronse are more
elTeclive amul prelerahle e the Tisting a0 s species undec e Endangered Species Act; and

WHERFAS, the Board finds that it will be bepeficlal to the Guonizen Sage Growse Jf acee:s w
critical broodine and browding habitar adjaccne to C77 Road is limited by the tomporacy
restriction of motor vehicle nse of this read; and

WHEREAS  he noad provides for no dircer residenrial or privac land access and is wholly
contsined on BLM Lnd; and

TWHERT.AR, the proposed elosure 35 not in won it with the Counly's maintenunee schedule or
pluns.

NOW, TUEREEORE, G IT RESOLYED, by the Beard of Connty Comumizzicaers of Montrose
{ounty, Cololado that:

1. C77 Rl may he clsed by e BLM for the period feom March 15 duonph Maw 13
for the benelit of Guinison Sape Crrouse, snel cogure shall be musle at the BL W pate
Jocated al C7T Road off the Black Canvon Foad,
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(2) Ordinance 2004-02 re Dog Control.

ORDINANCE TIME [.INE

URDINANCE FOR THE CONTROL OF DOGS IN THE
LNINCORPORATED AREA OF MONTROSE COUNTY, COLORADD

Name of Propoesd Oidinanco

FIRST READING

Sr2f2004

" PUBLISH 1M FULL
; {

[ 1

| at least 10 days
I

; (

' )

— e

|
! ADOPTION

FUBLISH BY TITLE
i

{Plus any amendments
from 1% Reading)

{
b

(At least 20 days)
L

]

—em

Muaontrase Taity Fress
BBf2004

2004

— J—

bartroea Daily Press
Furday
SA122004

| CROINANCE GOES INTO EFFECT

10772004
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(3) Gunnison Sage Grouse, Conservation Plan, Crawford Area — Colorado, July
22, 1998.

GUNNISON SAGE GROUSE
CONSERVATION PLAN
CRAWFORD AREA - COLORADO

July 22, 1998
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A. Institutional Controls. Hinsdale County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1) Resolution No. 2013-10, A Resolution Regarding Regulation of Parcels Of Land
Greater Than 35 Acres In Size.

LIS Kt ol o P )

1033131 M.v:.'sfﬂis 11:32 AN RES Linda Raple
[ n;a\su BRI ‘1$ﬂl—.$ll readnle Lo

BOARD OF COUNTY CONMMVASSIONERS
FINS AL B SN Y, CA L ATRAIDCY

RESGILUTON _| i
Sericy 2012

A RESOQLUTION REGAJIMN G IUEAGULATIONS OF FARCELS O LaNDh
GHREAT B THAN 35 ACKES 1N SIZE

ers (CHECC) dedies o
segulstioi: of _ncividnal

WIICHIEAS, Tha Hirsdaie Sood 28 oy
arzienlatethe Hizsdals Coacty pWJch 'q_!.l:ld ng
murset s al el g e 32 o D 5, il

ey Lo sa;
ssclale Cevnty

WATEREAS, those persena wilh ac utcwss: boaed i doal peeesls of laid greater

s 37 aerst i abee will Denedls leomy smieh oo st culeBoo 0T sd e Conty aclicy) el

WIERIIAS, he ROCC of Vinsdals Camnts, Colorud dest e e .Jenﬂ_, slale fe
aalivy regarding ragnlatios of individest pavesis ot land groater thaa 53 aeres in e, wxl

WHERFAS, THawdule Sowty is poecided, odor sorem slabe slelule, geascslly
Frarm cegdatig the ae1 of suldividing land indo prreels W el whiclas 32 aceor
apcalar I sizg;

WO W THERFFORL, B PT RESOLYED TILAT b Bingdale Coapge HOCE
-eoElms Tt £ peticy 07 Hinstels Counly i3 that sedividus] H Tl yrsalor B
A5 merenin snee e seoed 1 the s Coumly seviesy ool tog o ata IIECGRECH W
LndFebdual parcels Tegs Usan 35 wooes 0 slze, exo 1}* s By spenerily pravides, dooeme s
wlare sdelale, B e act af \l.htl g ach paosele lots reanlnt gl vl ol which aec
35 acres o grevhes o sl

IS TROD DT by oo Esic'um sf"i%w' Jﬁ(&mz&g » eLnlded e

'..»C]‘.am.‘l HSTET I [ TR «:«! 1514

Ty o i | +TAD

HOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIGNT RS
O LIINSPALE COUNTY, COLOADO

ek By, & G ¥ L
’ [ mﬁ"l'l)o'z@’(llur

. ,_L]m‘f \ld' R_\ble, \_L'llj'ld_', il I\.cn..urJE"'
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(2) Resolution No. 2013-11, A Resolution Authorizing Temporary Closure Of Certain
Roads Within The County of Hinsdale, Colorado For Protection Of Gunnison Sage-
Grouse.
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A. Institutional Controls. Mesa County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1) See: Letter from Mesa County, dated May 10, 2013 to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.
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(2) Mesa County Land Development Code, Section 7.6.4- Wildlife Habitat Protection.

CHAFTER T | DEVELOFMENT STANDARDS

Lone 2

Zone 2 shall consist of the area immediately beyond Zone 1 and extending to seventy (70) feet from
the primary structure, not to extend beyond the property line. Trees shall be initially thinned in this
area to maintain @ minimum of five feet between free crowns. All dead trees must be removed from
Zone 2 initial construction, and subsequent dead trees shall be removed annually, except that two
dead trees per acre may remain io serve as wildlife habitat.

Maintenance

Persons owning, leasing, or otherwise maintaining new residential structures covered by provisions of
this Land Development Code are responsible for proper maintenance of the defensible space.
Maintenance shall include modifying or removing flammable vegetation, keeping leaves, needles,

and removing other dead vegetative matenal annually from roofs of structures.

7.6.4 | Wildlife Habitat Protection

A

Any project on any pancel that falls within the cument Wildlife Composite Map for Mesa County, or on
an emvironmental map adopted as part of a specific Master Plan by the Mesa County Planning
Commission, shall require consultation with the Coloradeo Division of Wildlife to substantiate the basis
for the potential impact and to address various, specific measures to awoid, minimize, or mitigate
negative impacts to wildlife and its habitat.

Structural Sethack from Floodways 4

New structures shall not be located
within one hundred (100) feet of the
floodways of the Colorado or Gunnison
Rivers or as recommended by the
Colorado Division of Wildlife. Roads,
frails, recreation access sites, bridges,
fences, imgation and water diversion
facilities, enosion and flood control
devices, underground utilities, and
similarly necessary structures, may be
located within this setback, if
necessary. The installation of these
structures will comply with all other
applicable federal, state, and local
regulations.

7.6.5 | Ridge Lines
The purpose of these ridge line development standards is to preserve the character of identified ridge lines,
and to minimize soil and slope instability and erosion.

Al

Applicability

These provisions apply to lois platted after the adoption date of this Code and to structures built after
the adoption date of this Code. These provisions shall not apply to parcels of land and structures
existing prior to the adoption date of this Code.

Grand Junction Comprehensive Planning Area
Within the Grand Junciion Comprehensive Planning Area, new buildings and walls located within the

mapped ridge line areas (within one (1) mile of the centerine of US Interstate 70, US Highway 6 and
US Highway 50, Colorado State Highway 141 and Colorado State Highway 340, Monument Rioad,
South Camp Road, and South Broadway) shall be setback a minimum of fifty (50) feet from the ridge
line.

1. Setbacks shall be measured to the building emeelope as established at the time of platting or
site plan review.

T-35
Land Development Code (Effective May 2000) Last Revised December 2012
* denotes change to Code — see Appendix A
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(3) Mesa County Land Development Code, Section 5.1 - Matrix (the proposed habitat
is all zoned AFT or AF35).

CHAPTER & | USE REGULATIONS

Chapter 5
USE REGULATIONS

| 85.1 | Use Table
The Principal Uses Allowed within Rural, Urban Residential, and Monresidential Zoning Districts are identified
in Table 5.1 of this chapter (beginning on the following page).

Noie: All Principal Uses Allowed in the Rural Zoning Districts are the same (i.e., AF35 and AFT zone
districts are treated the same in Table 5.1).

5.1.1 | Use Categories and Specific Uses

All of the use categories listed in the first column of Table 5.1 are defined in Sections 12.2-12.7 (Use
Categories). The first column of each of the use tables contains an abbreviated definition of the respective
use category. If there is a conflict bebtween the abbreviated definition and the full explanation contained in
Chapter 12 the provisions of Chapter 12 will control. In some cases, “Specific Use Types™ are listed in the
second column of the table. If a Specific Use Type is listed in the table, that use type is allowed only within
the districts indicated, mot within the districts that allow the broader Use Category.

5.1.2 | [o] Allowed Uses
An “A° indicates that the listed use is allowed by right within the respective zoning district. Allowed uses are
subject to all other applicable standards of this Land Development Code.

5.1.3 | [g] Conditional Uses

A °C" indicates that the listed use is allowed within the respective zoning district only after review and
approval of a Conditional Use Permit, in accordance with the review procedures of Section 3.8. Conditicnal
Uses are subject to all other applicable standards of this Land Development Code.

5.1.4 | [] Prohibited Uses
A blank cell (one without an "A” or "C") indicates that the listed use type is not allowed within the respective
zoning district, unless it is otherwise expressly allowed by other regulations of this Land Development Code.

5.1.5 | Uses Subject to Specific Regulations

Many uses are subject o use-specific regulations (in addition to general regulations that apply to
development in gemeral). The final column of the use table contains references to applicable use-specific
standards.

51
Land Development Code (Effective May 2000) Last Revised December 2012
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(4) Mesa County Land Development Code, Section 3.8 - Conditional Use Permits.

CHAFTER 2 | DEVELOPMENT REVIEW & APPROVAL PROCEDURES

L3 Planning Director's Action
The Planning Director shall review each Final Plat application, and act to approve or deny the Final
Plat, after determining whether or not it is consistent with the approved Final Plan.

D Acceptance of Improvements
Approval of a Final Plat shall not, in and of itself, constitute acceptance of any public improvements.
Such acceptance will require separate action by the Board of County Commissioners.

E. Recording; Lapse of Approval
If the approved Final Plat or Site Development Plan is not recorded with the Clerk and Recorder of
Mesa Ciounty within three (3) years of the date of approval of the Final Plat, the Concept Plan and
Final Plans shall lapse and be of no further effect. Two (2) one-year (1) extensions of time may be
approved by the Planning Director upon review of a written request when deemed necessary due to
unforeseen circumstances. If approval lapses, the Planning Director shall record a lapse of approval
affidavit with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder.

F. Cormrections for Emors or Omissions for Minor Changes io Recorded Plats
If it is discovered that there is a minor survey or drafting error, the Registered Land Surveyor who has
certified the plat shall be notified of any emors or omissions, where upon the Registered Land
Surveyor shall submit an Affidavit of Commection to the County Sureeyor for verification. If the Surveyor
who certified the plat is absent, the County Surveyor shall prepare the Affidavit of Comection. The
completed Affidavit shall be submitted io the Mesa County Planning Depariment to be recorded with
the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder within ten (10) days of completion.

3.7.4| Expiration of Previously Approved Planned Unit Developmenis

If an Official Development Plan for a Planmed Unit Development that was approved before the effective date
of this Code (May 1, 2000} lapses or has lapsed prior to adoption of this Code, the subject property shall be
govemed by the regulations of the zoning district that exisied on the property immediately before approval of
the Planned Unit Development. Applications to rezone such property to a zoning classification that is
consistent with the Mesa County Master Plan shall be accepted without the payment of a fee. If a previoushy
approved Official Development Plan expires, the Planning Director shall record a lapse of approval affidavit
with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder. Within five (5) years of recording of such an affidavit, the
Planning Director shall initiate action to rezone the property to a zoning classification that is consistent with
the Mesa County Master Plan, in accordance with the Rezoning procedure of Section 3.4.

| 53.8 | Comditional Use Pammits

3.8.1 | Pre-application Mesting
Applicants shall schedule and attend a Pre-application Meeting before filing a
Conditional Use Permit application (see Section 3.1.8).

3.8.2 | Application Filing
Applications for Conditional Use Permits shall be submitted to the Planning
Director.

3.8.3 | Planning Director's Review and Report

The Planning Director shall review each Conditional Use Permit application in
light of the Approval Criteria of Section3.8.7 and, if deemed necessary,
distribute the application to other reviewers. Based on those reviews, the
Planning Director shall provide a report to the Planning Commission. The T —
Planning Director shall be authorized to require that a qualified consultant be Commission
hired at the applicant's expense when staff resounces are unavailable or Hearina
inadequate to conduct a competent analysis of the application.

Ciounty Commission
Hearing

3.68.4 | Public Hearing Motice
Motice of the public hearing shall be mailed and posted, in accordance with
Section 3.1.8.

Land Development Code (Effective May 2000) Last Revised December 2012
* denoies change to Code — see Appendix A
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(5) Mesa County Land Use and Development Policy #31 (Adopted 12/22/88), Glade
Park.

- GLADE PARK

( (AN ANMENITENT 70 THE MESA COTINTY MASTER PLANM)

Land Use and Developinent Policy #31  (Adoepled 127221581

C MESA COUNTY, CDLﬁuﬁ}L-DD“'_1
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A. Institutional Controls. San Miguel County has adopted the following Institutional
Controls:

(1) San Miguel Land Use Code
ARTICLE 2 Land Use Policies

SECTION 2-16: WILDLIFE PROTECTION

It is the policy of the County to identify and protect wildlife habitats for the preservation of
wildlife, to encourage land use patterns that avoid disruptions to such habitat, and to
prohibit dogs in and adjacent to wildlife habitat areas.

2-1601

It is the policy of the County to protect, enhance and preserve Gunnison Sage-grouse
populations and their habitats. To this end, the County will consider and, to the extent
possible, implement the rangewide and local conservation strategies set forth in the
Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, dated April 2005, and all
amendments to the Plan (Colorado Division of Wildlife) when considering land use activities
and development that is located within Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat as mapped by the
Colorado Division of Wildlife.

ARTICLE 5
5-407 Wildlife Habitat Areas

This section establishes land use standards for wildlife habitat areas in addition
to the general standards in Section 5-402. The standards apply to areas
mapped by the Colorado Division of Wildlife on the County's adopted Wildlife
Resource Information System (C.R.S.1041 Wildlife maps) and to areas known
to be wildlife habitat areas by the Division of Wildlife, and areas mapped by the
Colorado Natural Heritage Program. Agricultural and Ranching activities in the
West End Zone District are exempt from this Section.
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5-407 A.

General Standards

The standards in this section apply to all wildlife habitat areas.

VI.

VII.

VIIIL.

XI.

Residential development shall be clustered to avoid impacting wildlife
and their habitat.

Removal of vegetation shall be minimized. Vegetation removed shall be
promptly replaced with beneficial native browse species.

Where existing vegetation must be altered, for an access road, utility line
or similar uses, an applicant will cooperate with the County and the
Colorado Division of Wildlife to devise a compensation plan acceptable
to the County. Such compensation plan may substitute, in an accessible
nearby area, vegetation equal in type and quantity to that being removed
to mitigate effects on wildlife species.

Wildlife food, cover and water shall be preserved and development
effects that would destroy these shall be mitigated. Special
consideration shall be given to trees and shrubs with high wildlife food
value, especially heavy seed, berry and fruit producing species.

The planting of wildlife food species and woody cover along fences shall
be encouraged as one way of improving wildlife habitat.

Waterholes, springs, seepage, marshes, pond and watering areas shall
be preserved.

Known endangered species habitats shall be preserved and all disturb-
ances to those habitats shall be minimized.

Every golden eagle nest site and bald eagle roost site shall be protected
with a 300-meter buffer. All other raptor nest sites shall be protected
with 100-meter buffers.

Mesh or woven fences shall be prohibited.

Fences shall be limited to a maximum of four strands and to 42 inches in
height.

Residential development shall maintain bear proof storage for garbage
disposal for all parcels located in all zone districts of the R-1 School
District or the F Zone District countywide

DRAFT
June 13, 2013
Appendix J — Page 3





(2) San Miguel County, 2014 Gunnison Sage Grouse Payment for Ecosystem
Services Project

In 2012, San Miguel County completed a Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) pilot
project which paid private landowners for access to their land to survey for newly
discovered plant species. The pilot provided the necessary proof of concept and set the
stage for a larger project involving Gunnison Sage Grouse (GUSG) habitat improvement.
This year the county will do the planning necessary to roll out a GUSG PES project during
2014. A key component will be designing and implementing an effective financial incentive
to private landowners to improve habitat and/or range conditions for GUSG. The first step
will be to ask landowners the types of projects they might be interested in. Potential
projects include (1) payment for access to determine habitat suitability for GUSG, (2)
payment for habitat improvements for GUSG, (3) payment for development and approval of
grazing plans, (4) payment for weed management and control, (5) payment for access for
collection of native seeds, (6) payment for self-collection of native seeds, (7) payment for

improvement to riparian areas.

Strategic partners are likely to include the San Miguel Basin GUSG Working Group, Natural
Resources Conservation Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Western State Colorado
University, Uncompahgre Com, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, and Colorado Cattlemen’s

Association.
A working ranch PES scenario might look something like this:
e 1,000-acre ranch

e Grazing and weed management plan developed in partnership with Natural

Resources Conservation Service.

¢ Plan includes installing fencing to allow grazing rotation and includes marking

fences to reduce bird casualties.
e Treatment of 40 acres of Canada thistle.

e Receives part of payment (34%) after approval of plan.
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e Property inspection during Year 1 (33% payment following demonstrated

implementation).

e Property inspection during Year 3 with quantitative monitoring (final 33% of
payment following continued use of plan and demonstrated improved

rangeland health).
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A. Institutional Controls. Ouray County has adopted the following Institutional Controls:

(1) Resolution No. 2013-022, A Resolution Adopting a Policy Regarding Protection of
Gunnison Sage Grouse Habitat.

RESOLUTIOM Ma. 2013-022

A RESOLUTION OF THE
QURAY COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Adopting a Policy Regarding Protection of Gunnison Sage Grouse Habitat

WHEREAS, the Board of Counly Commissioners has the authority pursuant to C.R.S. 28-
20-104 Lo plan for and regulate the use of land by “protecling lands from activities which would
cause immediate or foreseeable matanal danger to significant wildlife habitat and would
endanger a wildiife species’; and

WHEREAS, thve Board of County Commissioners also has the authority pursuant to C.E.5.
42-4-111 to adopt temperary or experimental regulations as necessary 1o cover emergencies or
gpecial conditions and to order temparary closures of county rmads as authorized by statuts; and

WHEREAS, the Gunnison Sage Grouse is 8 species being considerad by the LS. Fish
and Wildlife Service for listing as an endangerad spacies, pursuant to the Endangered Species
Act and has identified Iimited locations within Curay Courty as being existing or potential
habitat for the Gunnigon Sage Grouse; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissionsrs finds that, if scenbfic ewdence confirms
tha axistanca of an active ek within 0.1 miles of the identified locafions in Ouray Courty shaam
an Exhikit A& hereto, critical breeding and brocding habitat can be protected seazonally by
imposing temporary restrictions on motor vehicle use of certain roads within Duray County, snd

WHEREAS, temporary restrictions on motor vehicle use of said roads, and the resirictions
an building permits will not cause substantial injury ta the owner or eccupants of adjacent lands,
and will not adversaly affect the health and safety of propary cwners, residents and visitors (o
Quray County; and

WHEREAS, potential adverse impacts to the Gunnison Sage Grouse habitat can be
addressed with conditions on a site specific basis, as necessary, imposed as terms and
candbions of & building permit for canstruction in an area in which an active lak has baan
confirmed during a field investigation, 1o ansure that critical breading and brooding habitat is not
disturbed by construction activities.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
OURAY COUNTY, COLORADO, AS FOLLOWS:

1. Upon confimation by field imvestigation and sighting of an active lek within 0.6 miles
of the property identified by the LUSFWS in Exhibit A, the Board of County
Commissioners will direct Road and Bridge Department to provide for tamparary,
seazonal closures to motor vehicles not belonging to adjacent property owners or
their guests, fram March 15 uniil May 15 of each year. Such temparary closures will
ke continued annually so long as an active ek exals within &6 miles of a county
road within the area identified on Exhibit A.

2. Upaon confirmation by fiskd investigation and sighting of an active lek within 0.6 miles
of a congtruction site for which a building permit has been requested, any building

Resodation 2003022 + Page [ of 2
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OURAY COUNTY, COLORADO
USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat
Gunnison Sage Grouse

Motes: Critical Habitat is mapped as part of the Cimmaron/Cermo/Sims Mesa population.

Polygon is 74 acres, all private land.
Primary Uses: Agricultural land (64 acres) with one residence. One historic cemetary (10 acres).

Human Population = 2 people {one residence built in 2000).
Human Population Density = 1 person/17.3 square miles.

Max buildout under county zoning is 3 single family homes.

Included as "overall range” in Colorado NDIS. More than 12 miles west from nearest Gunnison
Basin NDIS production area and 5.5 miles east of nearest San Miguel Basin MDIS production area.
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QURAY COUNTY, COLORADO
USFWS Proposed Critical Habitat

Gunnison Sage Grouse

"Source: http-iiwew fes. govicoloradoesigusy/ downlcaded May 22, 2013; Ouray County GIS
‘parcel layer; 2010 Census Block data; UEGS 1:24, 000 5s.ale i_.nh:rna Duadmngle
2009 NAIP 1m Imagery. :

Motes: Critical Habitat is mapped as part of the Cimmaron/CemofSims Mesa population.

Polygon is T4 acres, all private land; land is cowned by 3 different parties).
Primary Uses: Agricultural land (84 acres) with one residence. One historic cemetary (10 acres).

Human Population = 2 people (one residence built in 2000).
Human Population Density = 1 person/17.3 square miles.

Max buildout under county zoning is 3 single family homes.

Included as "owverall range” in Colorade NDIS. More than 12 miles west from nearest Gunnison
Basin MDIS production area and 5.5 miles east of nearest San Miguel Basin MDIS production area.
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(2)

Ouray County Land Use Code, Section 6, Planned Unit Development.

6.1

62

6.3

SECTION &
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

ENABLING AUTHORTTY

The provisions of this Code relating to Planned Unit Developments are enacted
under the authority of Colorado Revised Statutes, Title 24, Article 67, Title 20,
Article 20 and Title 30, Article 28.

OBJECTIVES OF DEVET OPMENT AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The objectives of development in Ouray County are as set forth im Section 1 of
this Code and n the County Master Plan. The use of the Flanned Unit Develop-
ment ("PUD™) concept is intended to provide flexibility in the development of
residential projects and to promote the unified development and sensitive use of a
site with regard to the natural assets and the character of the County.
Implementation of the County Master Plan and preservation of open space in
crtical areas as part of the development process are important objectives to be
achieved through the Planned Unit Development review.

The Planmed Unit Development concept is further intended to allow for
development of land, subject to those development regulations set forth in this
Code. It 15 intended to allow development of land while protecting umique
environmental and'or ecological assets and to allow for residential and recrea-
tional developments in which various uses and structures may be grouped in
approprate relationship to each other, to open spaces and to commen facilities.
Efficient provision for necessary facilities and services is to be addressed utilizing
the Planned Unit Development process. This includes off-site impacts reasomably
anticipated as a result of a proposed development.
In Planned Unit Developments imvolving the subdivision of land, as defined in
Section 22, the required preliminary PUD Plan is also considered to be a
inn subdivision plat; the final plat will be contained as one of the required
submittals with the Final Development Plan.

PLANNED UNIT DEVEL.OPMENT TYPES DEFINED

Three types of Planned Unit Development applications are possible; however, all
PUD applications must comply with the underlying density requirements as set
forth in Section 3 and Section § of this Code. The types of Planned Umit
Developments are defined as follows.

A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT - LIMITED

A development application consisting of up to three lots, at a maximum
density of ome umt per 13 acres where allowed by the underlying zoning.

Appendix K — Page 5
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(3) Ouray County Land Use Code, Section 25, Vested Property Rights.

Bewvised by Ouray County Board of County Commussioners on November 10, 2003

Section 25

VESTED PROPEETY RIGHTS
251 PURPOSE

The purpose of this section is to provide the procedures necessary to implement the
provisions of Article 68 of Title 24, CR.5., as amended. Itis the County’s mtent to
provide procedures and standards for review and approval of a site specific development
plan for the purpose of vesting property rights in real property as described herein.

252 VESTED PROPERTY RIGHT — DURATION — TERMININATION — EFFECT

A property nght which has been vested as provided for in this section shall remain vested
for a period of three years. This vesting period shall not be extended by any amendments
to a Site Specific Development Plan unless expressly authorized by the Board of County
Commissioners. Such an extension may only be granted upon a finding by the Board of
County Commissioners of good and sufficient canse and the applicant shall bear the
burden of demonstrating the existence of good and sufficient cause for an extension.

A A Vested Property Right, once established as provided for in this section,
precludes any zoning or land use action concerning the subject property
which would prevent the landowner from undertaking and completing the
development and use of said property under the terms and conditions of
the Site Specific Development Plan, except:

(1}  With the consent of the affected landowner, or

(2)  Upon the discovery of natural or man-made hazards could not
reasonably have been discovered at the time of Site Specific
Development Plan approval, and which hazards, 1f uncorrected,
would pose a threat to the public health, safety and welfare.

(3) Upon the failure to comply with the terms and conditions of a
Development and sketch plan approved in accordance
with Section 25.6 of this Code.

(4)  Upon the failure to comply with the terms and conditions of a Final
Development Plan and Final Plat or combined Preliminary/Final
Development Plan and Plat.

B. Significant changes or amendments to a Site Specific Development Plan,
mcluding any amendment of a PUD Final Development Plan that is not
consistent with the approved Preliminary Development Plan, shall render
the terms and conditions of the onginal Site Specific Development Plan
null and void, and vested property rights shall be forfeited. The Coumty
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(4) Ouray Master Plan.

OURAY COUNTY
MASTER PLAN

Prepared by:
Quray County Planning Commission:
Jim Irvine, Chairperson
Barbara Vanhouite, Vice-Chairperson
Linda Ingo
John Truijillo
Judy Wolford
Owray County Land Use and Planning Department
Gary Laura, Administrator
Greg Moberg, Planner
Carol Dunn, Planning Technician
Jane Bennett, Secretary to the Commission
Adopted by the Ouray County Planning Commission
December 1, 1999

Endorsed by:

The Quray County Planning Commission would like to express its sincers
appreciation to the citizens of Ouray County who devoted their time and
effort to giving the Planning Commission insight and direciion during the
preparation of this Master Plan.
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APPENDIX N

Candidate Conservation Agreement With Assurances For Gunnison Sage-
grouse (Centrocercus minimus) between the Colorado Division of Wildlife and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

DRAFT
June 13, 2013
Appendix N — Page 1





Candidate Conservation Agreement
For the Gunnison sage-grouse, Centrocercus minimus
Gunnison Basin Population

Developed cooperatively between:
Colorado Parks & Wildlife
Gunnison County

Saguache County

U.S. Burean of Land Management
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Forest Service
U_S. National Park Service
U.5. Natural Resources Conservation Service

Appendix N — Page 2
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APPENDIX O
Candidate Conservation Agreement
On Federal Lands In The Gunnison Basin
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APPENDIX Q

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
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
AMONG THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISEIONERS OF GUNNISON COLUNTY,
COLORADO, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAGUACHE
COUNTY, COLORADD, THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
DOLORES COUNTY, COLORADC, 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, COLORADC, THE EQARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF HINSDALE COUNTY, COLORADG, THE BDARD
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF MESA COUNTY, COLORADDO, THE BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAN MIGUEL COUNTY, COLORADO, THE
BCARD OF COUNTY COMMISSICNERS OF QURAY COUNTY, COLORADO AND
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SAN JUAN COUNTY, UTAH

Thiz MEMORANDURM OF UMDERSTANDING (M3 is hereby made and
entered into by and among the Board of Coury Commissioners Of Sunnigon County,
Colorado, The Board of County Cammissioners Of Saguache County, Colorads, The
Board OF County Commissionsre OF Dolores County, Colorado, The Board OF County
Commigzinnars OF Montzzuma County, Colorado. The Board OfFf County Commisgionars
Of Ueita Gaunty, Colarada, The Beard Of County Commissioners Of Montroze County,
Celoredz, The Board Of Counly Cernmiggioners Of Hinsdale County, Colorado, The
Board O County Commiszsioners Of Mesa County, Colorade, The Board Of County
Commissioners OF San Miguel County, Colorado. The Board Of Couniy Commissioners
Of Ouray County, Solorade And The Board OF County Gommissionars OFf San Juan
County, Utah, together referred to as the "Parias”,

A Introcuctic.

The Farties, individually and collectively, intend to 2nsure that reasonable and
adequate work is baing conducted, and shall contings ko be conducbed, to reach
the goal of increasing the current abundance, viability and vitality of Gunnizan
Sage-grouss and their habitat. The purposs of this MOLU 5 Lo dentify measures
ang sirategies to achisve this goal. This will be accomplished by sharing data,
strategics, plans and tools, engaging in dialoguc. providing amang the Parties
and ta others recommendations and critique and fostering a rangewide
perspective an Gunnison Sage-grouse and their habitat.

E. Activities.

+ Memarandien of Urderstanomg ¢
Parpa 1
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APPENDIX R
Gunnison County Habitat Documentation For Habitat Prioritization Tool
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GIS Habitat Analysis for the
Gunnison Basin Population
of the Gunnison Sage-grouse

Mike Pelletier, GIS Manager, Gunnison County
March 31, 2013

Executive Summary

This report provides an analysis of trends since 1997 regarding the impact of housing
growth on Gunnison Sage-grouse (GuSG) within the Gunnison Basin population. The
trends show that sufficient habitat will be protected on private lands via conservation
easements to meet the 2005 Rangewide Plan objectives many decades before
residential development would impact the required habitat. In comparison to the
analysis used by the USFWS in the 2012 proposed listing, this report provides the
following improvements: 1) utilizes the most accurate habitat area baseline available; 2)
provides more accurate home growth projections; 3) uses appropriate distances from
which homes cause significant impacts to GuSG; and 4) provides curmment conservation
easement information.

Sections:

Background

CPW's GuSG Occupied Habitat

Current Status of Habitat Protection

Growth Projections within GuSG Occupied Habitat
Location of New Residential within Occupied Habitat
Analysis of New Home Impacts on GuSG use of Habitat
Impacts of Residential Growth on Habitat

Growth in Conservation Easements

e S e

Background

The Gunnison community has been actively involved in protection of the GuSG for over
adecade. To date the best available information regarding how much habitat is
necessary for the bird's long-term survival is within the Gunnison Sage-grouse
Rangewide Consernvation Plan, April 2005 (RCP).
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		ARTICLE  2 Land Use Policies  SECTION 2-16:  WILDLIFE PROTECTION

		2-1601

		5-407 Wildlife Habitat Areas

		This section establishes land use standards for wildlife habitat areas in addition to the general standards in Section 5-402.  The standards apply to areas mapped by the Colorado Division of Wildlife on the County's adopted Wildlife Resource Informati...

		5-407 A.  General Standards

		The standards in this section apply to all wildlife habitat areas.

		I. Residential development shall be clustered to avoid impacting wildlife and their habitat.

		II. Removal of vegetation shall be minimized.  Vegetation removed shall be promptly replaced with beneficial native browse species.

		III. Where existing vegetation must be altered, for an access road, utility line or similar uses, an applicant will cooperate with the County and the Colorado Division of Wildlife to devise a compensation plan acceptable to the County. Such compensa...

		IV. Wildlife food, cover and water shall be preserved and development effects that would destroy these shall be mitigated.  Special consideration shall be given to trees and shrubs with high wildlife food value, especially heavy seed, berry and fruit...

		V. The planting of wildlife food species and woody cover along fences shall be encouraged as one way of improving wildlife habitat.

		VI. Waterholes, springs, seepage, marshes, pond and watering areas shall be preserved.

		VII. Known endangered species habitats shall be preserved and all disturbances to those habitats shall be minimized.

		VIII. Every golden eagle nest site and bald eagle roost site shall be protected with a 300-meter buffer.  All other raptor nest sites shall be protected with 100-meter buffers.

		IX. Mesh or woven fences shall be prohibited.

		X. Fences shall be limited to a maximum of four strands and to 42 inches in height.

		XI. Residential development shall maintain bear proof storage for garbage disposal for all parcels located in all zone districts of the R-1 School District or the F Zone District countywide










Gunnison Sage-grouse Brood Rearing/Riparian Restoration/Resiliency Project

Thanks Jim and Nate. Looks like Nate is checking with RMEF on August 3" for a volunteer day at Wolf.
Would either August 5™ or 7™ work for a volunteer day at West Flat Top for the Strategic Committee?

We could also invite other interested groups to help out on those days if OK, e.g., HCCA is interested and
Matt suggested Dave Weins’ trails group and Backcountry Hunters and Anglers may be interested.

I am happy to help make fliers the week of June 17" once we settle on dates.

Thanks,

Betsy






Jim Cochran

From: Betsy Neely [bneely@TNC.ORG]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM
To: Ted Harter {(moncriefranches@aol.com); Lucy Waldo; Andrew Arell

(Andrew.Arell@colostate.edu); Brett Redden (redden@wildblue.net); Rufus O. Wilderson;
chris.bove@co.usda.gov; christina.santana@co.usda.gov; elizabeth.with@co.usda.gov;
seth.gallagher@rmbo.org; Butch Clark (yeclarklli@pcrs.net); Trevor Wickersham
(twickersham@mesapartners.org); Ben Stratton; Amy.Seglund@state.co.us; Breibart, Andrew
; Brian_St_George@blm.gov, Camille Richard; Carol Howe; cregan@fs.fed.us;
danielson@sdsg.org; Doug Washburn; fkugel@ugrwcd.org; gaustin@blm.gov; Homstad, Kelly
D; lan Billick; Jim Cochran; John Murphy (jrmurphy@fs.fed.us); John Scott
(RMS@gunnison.com); Jonathan Coop; joseph.barsugli@colorado.edu;
Ken_Stahlnecker@nps.gov; Linda Joyce; Linda Mearns (lindam@ucar.edu); Mark C Hatcher,
mgvasquez@fs.fed.us; Pat Magee (pmagee@western.edu); Patty Gelatt
(Patty_Gelatt@fws.gov); 'Paul.jones@state.co.us'; Renee Rondeau
(renee.rondeau@colostate.edu); Seward, Nathan; 'shazelhurst@fs.fed.us'; Sue Navy; Tony &
Marvella; Trey C Schillie; Wenum, J

Cc: Betsy Neely; John Sanderson; Chris Pague; Steve Vrooman

Subject: July 30th Restoration Training Invitation: Hold the Date!

Invitation: Please join us for a Restoration/Resilience Building Methods Training and Work Day! Come build a one rock dam, media
luna and/or Zuni bowl!

What: Bill Zeedyk, restoration expert and author of Let the Water Do the Work: Induced Meandering, an Evolving Method for
Restoring Incised Channels 2012) will lead this one-day training on restoration methods, e.g., one rock dams, for natural
resource managers, ranchers/landowners, volunteers, and interested citizens. The workshop is sponsored by the Gunnison
Climate Working Group, a partnership of land and water managers, planners, researchers, ranchers and landowners, is working
to reduce the adverse effects of climate change on nature and people. We are using simple restoration methods in small
drainages and wet meadows to help retain moisture in stream banks, increase wet-loving plants and insects and improve
brood-rearing habitat for the Gunnison Sage-grouse in the face of a changing (and drying) climate. This project also helps to
improve elk and deer winter range and nesting habitat for neo-tropical migratory birds and increases forage for livestock. This
summer we plan to build over 120 rock structures on BLM and USFS lands — we need and welcome your help -- come roll up
your sleeves at this fun hands-on training.

When: Tuesday July 30" from 8:30-12 pm we will meet inside for lecture and presentations on restoration objectives, methods
and case studies from across the Southwest US. Then, after lunch, we will head out to the field for a hands-on training and
building of rock structures from 12:30-4:30 pm. Hold the date!

Where: Meet at the Fred R. Field Western Heritage Center, 275 S. Spruce Street, Gunnison and then head to the field.

RSVP: Piease RSVP with Betsy at bneely@tnc.org or 720-974-7015 (for more information/questions or to volunteer). We need
to limit the number of participants to 30 people for safety and logistical reasons. More information will follow.

Thanks! Please feel free to forward this email.

Cheers,
Betsy

Betsy Neely

The Nature Conservancy
2424 Spruce Street
Boulder, CO 80304
bneely@tnc.org
720-974-7015-office
303-881-4144-mobile





