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Gunnison County, CO 


Community Development Department 


221 N. Wisconsin St. Ste. D, Gunnison, CO 81230 
Phone: (970) 641-0360      FAX: (970) 641-8585 


Website: www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html 
Email: planning@gunnisoncounty.org 


 


To: Planning Commission 


From: Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker 


Date: August 29, 2013 


 
 


Planning Commission Regular Meeting – September 6, 2013  


Draft Agenda- September 6th x 


  


Draft Minutes for Review- August 2nd  x 


  


Scarp Ridge- Jt. Public Hearing  


 Comments x 


 Sewage Disposal Report x 


  


Tomichi Gravel Pit – Cont. Jt. Public Hearing  


 Comments x 


  


Sage grouse  


 Proposed Amendment  


 
The entire file can be viewed on the Gunnison County website.  Community Development- Citizen Access Portal. 
 
**The Scarp Ridge application # is LUC-13-00005 
**The Tomichi Gravel Pit application # is LUC-12-00010 
 
If you have trouble getting into the file, I would be glad to walk you through, just give me a call. 
 
 
Thanks, 
Beth Baker 
Community Development Department 



http://www.gunnisoncounty.org/planning.html

mailto:planning@gunnisoncounty.org
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, August 2, 2013 


 
DRAFT 


 
12:50 p.m.  Call to order; determine quorum 


 Approval of Minutes 


 Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general 
comments or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not 
scheduled on the day’s agenda. 


  


  


1:00 p.m. Gunnison Valley Properties, LLC, joint public hearing/no action, Preliminary/Final Plan; request 
for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of which 
will be excavated. The operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and 
stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand and gravel per year.  Asphalt and concrete 
batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is located approximately ½ 
mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a 
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North, 
Range 1 East, N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50.  Possible direction to staff. 


  


End of 
Meeting 


 Report of actions taken by BOCC. 


 A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No discussion or 
action on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take place at this time. 


  


  
Adjourn  
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GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING 


  August 2, 2013 
**** 


 
The Gunnison County Planning Commission conducted a regular meeting, in the Commissioners’ Meeting Room in the 
Blackstocks Government Center, Planning Commission meeting room.  Present were: 
 
Chairman- Kent Fulton    
Vice-Chairman- Jim Seitz   Assistant Director of Community Development- Neal Starkebaum 
Commissioner-A.J. Cattles   Planner-Cathie Pagano 
Commissioner-Susan Eskew                                Community Development Department Services Manager-Beth Baker 
Alternate Commissioner- Jeremy Rubingh   BOCC- Phil Chamberland    
      BOCC-Jonathon Houck     
Absent Commissioners- Tom Venard and Warren Wilcox  
      Others present as listed in text 
 


**** 
With a quorum present Chairman Kent Fulton opened the regular meeting of the Planning Commission.  
 


**** 
Moved by: Cattles seconded by Seitz to approve Planning Commission minutes dated July 19, 2013, as amended.  The 
motion passed unanimously.   


**** 
Dan Vader was concerned with the Signal Peak Industrial Park and their lack of a property owners’ association.  He would 
like the Sheriff’s office respond to calls and deal with the Industrial Park when called.   
 
GUNNISON  VALLEY PARTNERS- TOMICHI GRAVEL PIT:  The Gunnison County Planning Commission (Planning) 
and the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) conducted a joint public hearing, on the Preliminary/Final Plan; request 
for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of which will be excavated. The 
operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand 
and gravel per year.  Asphalt and concrete batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is 
located approximately ½ mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a 
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North, Range 1 East, 
N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50.   
 
Commissioner Warren Wilcox has recused himself from review of the application.   
 
With a quorum present Chairman Kent Fulton opened the joint public hearing. 
 
Community Development Department Services Manager Beth Baker confirmed adequate public hearing notice.  The 
applicants submitted the proof of posting and certified mailing receipts, and the Planning office had the notice published in 
the Gunnison Country Times and the Crested Butte News. 
 
The applicant Dick Bratton, and the applicant’s representative Ben Langenfeld of Greg Lewicki and Associates, were 
present for the joint public hearing.  Garland Cox and Ann Cox members of the Gunnison Valley Partners were present in 
the audience. 
 
Community Development Assistant Director Neal Starkebaum was present for the discussion.   
 
Langenfeld gave a power point presentation.  He explained the project could take approximately 27 years to complete.  
He said they have addressed the conditions placed on the project at Sketch Plan approval in their Preliminary plan 
proposal.  He said Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) has submitted comments concerning possible impacts to the 
fishery by the gravel operation.  The comments indicated the infusion of water from the gravel operation could possibly 
help the fishery. 
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Langenfeld said they had decided to install two monitoring devices for noise and dust; they will conduct annual noise and 
dust monitoring.  The applicants will use best management practices when addressing the dust and the berms issues 
used for noise mitigation.   
 
Langenfeld said one of their water augmentation plans has been approved.   He noted the City of Gunnison has 
expressed their concerns with the irrigation water rights.  He also said the Gunnison Three Mile Plan has been addressed.  
Bratton added this project could benefit the City and the County by helping to clean up the entrance to the valley.  Bratton 
added competition is needed in the county gravel industry.    
 
Langenfeld showed illustrations of the proposed pit, five years into operation. There will be permanent berms; one to the 
east and the second along the highway.  They will help mitigate the view of the pit from the highway.   Most of the mining 
will be complete when the berms are well vegetated.  He added when the mining in the second pit is complete the berm 
will be removed.  They will finish mining in the processing area, and finally the lakes will be filled. 
 
Langenfeld explained the berming will be used to obscure the view of the pit.  There will be four berms only two will be 
permanent. The height of the berms will not be over 10 ft.  He showed illustrations of what the berms could look like.  He 
said there will be many years when the meadow will not be touched.   
 
Langenfeld reiterated the CPW has submitted comments.  CPW cannot be certain but has indicated generally an impact 
from dewatering can help keep the water cool.  It is also good to have another water source when the water is low. 
 
Langenfeld explained why the traffic counts had been taken in April as opposed to June.  He had questioned the timing 
and was informed that in a traffic study what matters is how much more traffic you are running through your access.  They 
were able to study it in April because how many cars turning in and out of the access is the important thing.   
 
Neighbor Aaron MacLennan said because of the direction the wind blows it may be beneficial to move the monitoring 
stations or add another one.  
 
BOCC commissioners Phil Chamberland and Johnathon Houck were present for the discussion.  Houck asked if the 
methods used to mitigate visual impacts would mesh with the mitigation already in place. Langenfeld said it will not be 
done all at once.   
 
Rubingh asked about the traffic study; the study being done in April is still alarming.   He noted his concern with the visual 
line of sight and the berming areas. Langenfeld pointed out when determining the size of access, it is what is going in and 
out of the access, not the traffic going by on the highway.   
 
Chamberland and Fulton agreed with Rubingh’s concerns with a traffic study conducted in April and the visual impacts of 
the berming.    
 
Rubingh asked about the monitoring locations. He questioned why the stations would not be mobile to address each area 
of operation. Langenfled explained monitoring stations remain in the same location so the effects can be compared 
throughout the years.  They have picked the two areas where they anticipate the worst impacts.   
 
Cattles asked if noise became a concern somewhere else on the site could the monitors be moved; Langenfeld said the 
experts would recommend adding another one temporarily.   There is one by the highway to monitor the traffic noise and 
dust.  They are berming around the processing area to mitigate noise and will be monitoring there too.  
 
Fulton suggested a third location near the mining area.   Langenfeld agreed more data is always a good thing.    
 
Rubingh asked if Langenfeld had spoken to Trout Unlimited and Western State University’s Kevin Alexander.  Langenfeld 
had not heard back from Alexander.  Langenfeld reiterated the CPW comments were the most important.  Assistant 
Director of Community Development had spoken to Trout Unlimited representative Jessie Kruthaupt.  Kruthaupt said Trout 
Unlimited was not aware of potential negative impacts and added the additional water could be positive.  
 
The commissioners discussed the effects of berming.  Bratton acknowledged the neighbors above the pit would not 
benefit much from the berming.  Langefeld said from a practical standpoint there is not much that can be done to hide the 
pit from the neighbors’ views.  Chamberland suggested tress on the berms. Fulton said without a water source the trees 
will not live.    
 
Seitz agreed the traffic count being conducted in April is problematic.  He said if later there is a traffic accident they will 
feel badly; it does not make sense.  There is a lot of fast moving traffic on the highway and slow moving trucks pulling out 
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onto the highway is very dangerous.  Seitz was not convinced the need for competition in the gravel industry could be 
controlled.  He asked Bratton if he would “put it in writing- they will not sell gravel to United Gravel.”  
 
Seitz was concerned with the location of the pit.  The gravel will be needed primarily in the Crested Butte area.  This will 
have gravel trucks going through the city on Main St.  He said the negative impacts to downtown Gunnison could be 
significant.  It makes a lot more sense to mine it north of town where the construction will likely take place. The silos and 
operations have been moved away from the highway.  He said the scales should move too. He emphasized this would be 
a benefit to a few that should be carefully considered.   
 
Cattles asked if a different access on the highway had been considered: Bratton answered yes but it was not practical. 
 
Neighbor Robert Belahay voiced many concerns including; 


 the Land Use Resolution (LUR) states a mining operation shall not cause adverse impacts to residential areas 


 the applicant must submit a visual impact assessment; it has not been done sufficiently 


 any violations to the National Ambient Air quality  would require the project to shut down and immediate correction 
would be required  


 the most advanced technology should be used to monitor the neighbors’ wells- if impacted the applicants must 
agree to address it  


 the wetlands could be polluted 


 negative visual impacts are not being adequately addressed 


 acceleration and deceleration lanes should be considered  
 
Neighbor Steve Fry concerns included; 


 the pit could lower the water table-impacting his well 


 questioned if another gravel pit was really needed 


 a gravel pit will devalue the private property close to the pit 


 noise and air pollution are already concerns with the existing plant.  
 
Neighbor Arron Maclean concerns included; 


 agreed with both Fry and Belahay’s concerns 


 needs assurance his well will not be impacted 


 visually he will be effected quite a bit  


 the view was the reason he bought the property- now he will likely sell his home ( if he can) 


 the existing operation is busy and the smell is unpleasant already, adding more will greatly compound it 


 the process should be made mobile and stay in the far south corner 


 the stock piles of material in the existing operation are at least 30 ft. high and very dusty 


 need for a third monitor 


 acceleration and deceleration lanes are needed     
 
Neighbor Mary Kay Fry concerns included: 


 asked if written comments can be submitted later 


 gravel truck traffic going through on Main St.  


 the operation will have a significant negative impact to the adjacent residential area 


 the view, dust, noise and smell will change the use of her home 


 concerned with the possible impacts to her health and her children’s health  


 the water from Valco is very dirty- not sure this water would be any different 


 did not see any piles of dirt on the illustrations- there will be many  


 134 acres is double the 70 acres of the existing operation    
 
Ramon Reed was concerned with the berms and the safety aspects of slow trucks exiting and entering the highway.  He 
asked what the height of the berms will be relative to the highway.   He suggested planting Cottonwood trees on the 
berms because they grow naturally there.  The neighbors across the highway will be adversely effected, he suggested 
local screening.  He said there could be individual mitigations done on the effected owners’ sites.  A mitigation fund from 
the developer could help.  He has many concerns.  He focused on the impacts of a sediment pond.   
 
Jack Cullinan was in favor of the application; it is hard to grow the community without the gravel competition piece. 
 
Aaron Maclean said he understands need for competition.  He questioned how any money is put in the people’s pockets.  
He did not see a big improvement to everyone’s economy.  He asked how he can be helped.   
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Mary Kay Fry questioned if the benefit of competition will be going to her also.  The traffic at her entrance is already 
unsafe; an increase in activity will only compound the problem.    
 
 Fulton allowed written comments to August 9, 2013.   
 
Langenfeld addressed; 


 The protection of neighboring wells; we must demonstrate we will not injure neighboring wells; if injured they have 
to compensate the owners.  Bratton said they could agree to extend the 600 ft. boundary. They are willing to 
potentially protect the neighbors across the road wells. 


 


 The dust of the existing operation: the BMP and management technology can control the dust.   They can run a 
full time water truck to keep the dust down.  He pointed out the air quality control office responds to citizen 
complaints, and they would hold the operator to the standards of the permits   


 


 The visual impacts – local screening and working with neighbors could be beneficial.  The cottonwood trees could 
be good but sustainability is a concern.  Their plans are based on sustainability.  The visual protection is part of 
bigger approach with the entry way to the City of Gunnison.   


 


 The water discharge, quality and sediment pond; there are water discharge control structures, ensuring good 
quality water discharge. The water coming out of the aquifer is very clean.  Gravel filter systems can be installed.  
The pond acts a control point to ensure the State requirements have been met.   It is a site specific requirement.   


 


 The total area is 135 acres, it includes the disturbed and undisturbed areas.  The asphalt plants on site should be 
fixed.  At completion dewatering would have to been done all the time.   


 
Bratton agreed with Reed and will consider local berming to improve individual aesthetics. Cottonwood and willow trees 
could be used.   
 
Bratton is concerned with the visual of the overall area; the property values could increase by improving the Signal Peak 
entrance.   
 
Bratton said the impact to property value is a relative thing.  He said the traffic would more likely be split than doubled.  He 
agreed to work with the neighbors.   
 
Langenfeld said he will do more to prove the traffic study works.   
 
Reed said the City has an open house this month on the City’s access plan, he recommended everyone express their 
concerns. 
 
Chamberland noted CDOT will meet with the BOCC on September 22, 2013.    
 
Chamberland asked if there will be filtration system: Lagenfeld said there will be a bag house- he will provide information 
on it.   
 
Chamberland commented north of town could be a better location, but the same situation will exist wherever it goes.  
There is a possibility of conflict with residential areas almost anywhere.   
 
Eskew pointed out much of the expense when purchasing gravel is how far it travels to get to your site.  The trucking is 
very costly.  She was troubled by the safety aspects for the benefit of a few.  Public safety and the cleanliness of it will 
impact us all for many years.  This is very visible and the traffic concerns are a big problem.    
 
Houck said there are always impacts to someone but the job is to make the best result. He thanked the audience for their 
comments. 
  
Fulton continued the public hearing to September 6, 2013 @ 1:00 P. M.   
 


**** 
Fulton adjourned the meeting at   1: 15 P.M. 
 
________________ 







 13 August 2  PC Minutes 
Page 6 


                                                             Date of Approval 
  


/S/ Beth Baker 
Community Development Department Services Manager 
Gunnison County Community Development Department 








GUNNISON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
PRELIMINARY AGENDA: Friday, September 6, 2013 


 
  


8:00 a.m.  Call to order; determine quorum 
 
Scarp Ridge LLC, joint public hearing/no action, Sketch Plan application. The applicant is 
requesting approval for a master plan for the Scarp Ridge LLC (aka Irwin) property to include use 
of the existing lodge for weddings and events and as a conference center; six new single-family 
residences on adjoining mining claims; one storage structure, one elevated overlook structure, two 
alpine huts; expansion of the existing maintenance barn; the addition of a roof deck to the existing 
parking barn; outdoor pavilion that would seat approximately 170 people; new mountain bike trails; 
zipline; kids’ village to include playground equipment; reroute of the existing Scarp Ridge trail. The 
proposed structures and facilities will comprise a year-round commercial resort.  
 
The property is located 12 miles west of the Town of Crested Butte, accessed from Kebler Pass Road (CR 
12), Lake Irwin Campground Road (FSR 826), Green Lake Road (FSR 826.1E) and Irwin Lodge Road (FSR 
826.1C). The parcel is legally described as the following 19 lode mining claims, all in the Ruby Mining District: 
Aumego, U.S. Survey No. 2703; Capitol U.S. Survey No. 3466; Clara U.S. Survey No. 2801; Fourth of July 
U.S. Survey No. 3467; Zumo U.S. Survey No. 2702; Crystal, U.S. Survey No. 1156; Diquita, U.S. Survey No. 
2786; Double Dyke U.S. Survey No. 5511; Lead Chief U.S. Survey No. 2731; Legal U.S. Survey No. 4149; 
Silver Hill U.S. Survey No. 2813; Justice U.S. Survey No. 2867; Pickwick, U.S. Survey No. 2814; Tacoma U.S. 
Survey No. 2701; Lottie S U.S. Survey No. 5322; US Treasury, U.S. Survey No. 5322; Lower Chloride, U.S. 
Survey No. 17240A; Little Minnie, U.S. Survey No. 4421; Staten Island, U.S.  Survey No. 3716. 


  
10:00 a.m. Frank Kugel & George Sibley, Upper Gunnison River Water Conservancy District work 


session/no action, informational discussion on water topics 
  


11:00 a.m. Community Development Staff – amendments to the Gunnison County Land Use Resolution, 
work session/possible action, proposed amendments to sections of the Land Use Resolution to 
update Gunnison Sage-grouse regulations 


  
11:45 a.m.  Approval of Minutes 


 Unscheduled citizens: A brief period in which the public is invited to make general comments 
or ask questions of the Commission or Planning Staff about items which are not scheduled on 
the day’s agenda. 


  
Lunch  


  
1:00 p.m. Gunnison Valley Properties, LLC, continued joint public hearing/no action, Preliminary/Final Plan; 


request for a year-round sand and gravel operation on 109-acres of a 220-acre parcel; 62-acres of 
which will be excavated. The operation will include the extraction, crushing, screening, washing and 
stockpiling of approximately 200,000 tons of sand and gravel per year.  Asphalt and concrete 
batching is also proposed to be conducted at the facility. The property is located approximately ½ 
mile east of the City of Gunnison, south of Highway 50 to Tomichi Creek, legally described as a 
being located in the NE/4 SE/4 NW/4 Section 4 and the NE/4NE/4 Section 5, Township 49 North, 
Range 1 East, N.M.P.M., 43188 Highway 50.   


  
End of 


Meeting 
 Report of actions taken by BOCC. 


 A brief period in which Commission debriefs on the day’s processes, etc. No discussion or action 
on any specific Land Use Change Permit applications will take place at this time. 


  
Adjourn  


 
 
 
 
NOTE: Unless otherwise noted, all meetings are conducted in the Blackstock Government Center Meeting Room at 221 N. 
Wisconsin St. in Gunnison, across the street from the Post Office.  This is a preliminary agenda; agenda times may be changed 
by the staff up to 24 hours before the meeting date. If you are interested in a specific agenda item; you may want to call the 
Community Development Department (641-0360) ahead of time to confirm its scheduled time. Anyone needing special 
accommodations please contact the Community Development Department before the meeting. 
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1 
Draft LUR Amendment Language 
Revision #1 ‐ July 22, 2013 
 


Proposed Amendments– Sage‐grouse related Sections 
Gunnison County Land Use Resolution 


SECTION 1-112: USE OF MAPS  


Gunnison County uses the following maps as general sources of information to provide initial guidelines for siting 
development, and for alerting the County, the applicant and the public about the physical characteristics of a 
parcel and the area in which it is located. Site-specific studies may be required of individual parcels to determine 
individual characteristics more definitively, and how they may affect a development proposal. 


A. MAPS ADOPTED. Gunnison County hereby adopts the following maps in this Resolution, as if they were 
actually included as illustrations in the Resolution. These maps may be updated from time to time, pursuant 
to Section 1-112: B: Adoption of New or Updated Maps. 


3. GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK AND OCCUPIED HABITAT MAPS. Gunnison County maps that 
depicts private lands located within 0.6 miles of known Gunnison Sage-grouse leks; and the Gunnison 
County Gunnison Sage-grouse Occupied Habitat Map that generally depicts Gunnison Sage-grouse 
occupied areas defined as Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, as currently adopted by the Board. 


SECTION 2-102: DEFINITIONS  
GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE OCCUPIED HABITAT means areas of suitable habitat as delineated within 
the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan and known to be used by Gunnison Sage-grouse 
within the last 10 years from the date of mapping as delineated on the Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-
grouse Occupied Habitat Map. Areas of suitable habitat contiguous with areas of known use, which do not 
have effective barriers to Sage-grouse movement from known use areas, are mapped as occupied habitat 
unless specific information exists that documents the lack of Sage-grouse use. This category can be 
delineated from any combination of telemetry locations, sightings of the Gunnison Sage-grouse or sign, 
local biological expertise, GIS analysis, or other data sources. 


GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT means areas that are mapped as habitat for Sage-grouse as 
defined by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization Tool (Gunnison Basin Sage-
grouse Strategic Committee 2012), as may be amended by the Gunnison Basin Sage-grouse Strategic 
Committee, with final approval by the Gunnison County Board of County Commissioners. 


GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE RANGEWIDE CONSERVATION PLAN means the document titled the 
Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Steering 
Committee, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, Denver, Colorado, 2005, as may be amended and 
accepted by resolution of the Board. If not listed specifically within this Resolution, definitions related to the 
Gunnison Sage-Grouse shall be as specified in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan. 


LEK  means an arena where male Sage-grouse display for the purpose of gaining breeding territories and 
attracting females. These arenas are usually open areas with short vegetation within sagebrush habitats, 
usually on broad ridges, benches, or valley floors where visibility and hearing acuity are excellent. Leks are 
delineated on the Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Map. 


TIER 1 HABITAT means seasonally important Sage-grouse habitat defined in the Rangewide 
Conservation Plan 2005, by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Prioritization Tool as 
having a score of +15 or higher. 


TIER 2 HABITAT means Sage-grouse habitat defined by the Gunnison Basin Gunnison Sage-grouse 
Habitat Prioritization Tool as having a score of +14 or lower. 


HABITAT PRIORITIZATION TOOL means the modeling methodology adopted by the Gunnison Basin 
Sage-grouse Strategic Committee (2012) to map Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat types and provide 
comparative numerical scoring of those habitats.  The Habitat Prioritization Tool is maintained by the 
Gunnison County Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Department. 
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SECTION 4-102: PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
PROJECTS THAT DO NOT REQUIRE LAND USE CHANGE 
PERMITS 


The following Administrative Review Projects require a Building Permit, an Individual Sewage Disposal System 
Permit, an Access Permit, Reclamation Permit, or other County permit, but shall not require an additional Land 
Use Change Permit; such Projects shall comply with all the other requirements of this Resolution: 


L. PARCELS WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE OCCUPIED HABITAT. A land use change proposed on 
a parcel located wholly or partially within Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat. 


 


SECTION 5-102: PROJECTS CLASSIFIED AS ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
PROJECTS THAT REQUIRE LAND USE CHANGE PERMITS 


The following types of Projects are classified as Administrative Review Projects that require Land Use Change 
Permits: 


P. PARCELS WITHIN A 0.60 MILE RADIUS OF A GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK. A land use change 
proposed on a parcel located wholly or partially within a 0.60-mile radius of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek. 


 


SECTION 7-201: SKETCH PLAN APPLICATION FOR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS 


2. NATURAL FEATURES. A map or maps identifying the general locations of the following elements, and 
any other significant visual or other resource areas on the property: 


f. WILDLIFE HABITAT MAPS. Wildlife Habitat Maps, prepared by the Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife including the Wildlife Resource Information System (WRIS) and/or the National Natural 
Diversity Information Source (NDIS) maps available from the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife; 
and the Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Map that depicts private lands located within 
0.6 miles of known Gunnison Sage-grouse leks; and the Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse 
Occupied Habitat Map that generally depicts Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat.  Maps may 
also be submitted that are prepared by the applicant’s wildlife consultant to provide site-specific detail 
using the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife and Gunnison County habitat maps as baseline 
data. 
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Revision #1 ‐ July 22, 2013 
 


SECTION 11-106: PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS 


A. PURPOSE. The natural and scenic resources in Gunnison County, including wildlife, are essential 
components of the County's economic base and help to establish the rural character of the County. Tourists 
visit and recreate in Gunnison County because of the quality of these natural resources, including the 
abundance of wildlife species found in the area. These resources are also a basic element of the quality of 
life for residents of Gunnison County. The standards in this Section are intended to protect sensitive wildlife 
habitat areas, to protect biological field research, and to ensure that wildlife remains a part of Gunnison 
County's natural environment for generations to come. In addition, this Section is designed to:  


1. SUSTAIN AND ENHANCE EXISTING POPULATIONS OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE. Sustain and 
enhance survival of the Gunnison Sage-grouse.  


2. PRECLUDE THE NEED TO LIST, OR MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF LISTING OF GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE AS CANDIDATE SPECIES. Help implement an effective strategy and programs that will 
preclude the need to list, or minimize the impact of listing of the Gunnison Sage-grouse as a candidate 
for threatened or endangered status pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973, or at a minimum, 
demonstrate the intent of Gunnison County to preserve and protect habitat that will lessen the impact if 
listing does occur. 


B. APPLICABILITY. All applications for Land Use Change Permits, including Building Permits, Individual 
Sewage Disposal System Permits, Gunnison County Access Permits, Gunnison County Reclamation 
Permits, and Land Use Change Permits shall be processed subject to the individual requirements of this 
Section, and assessed  to determine if  the location of the proposed activity is within the sensitive wildlife 
habitat areas designated on the maps referenced in Section 11-106: C.: Maps Used to Identify Sensitive 
Wildlife Habitats.  


1. DEVELOPMENT ON INDIVIDUAL LOTS, WITH A BUILDING ENVELOPE, IN SUBDIVISIONS 
APPROVED BY GUNNISON COUNTY BEFORE APRIL 3, 2007.  If a building envelope Activity on 
individual lots in subdivisions approved by Gunnison County before April 3, 2007, for which building 
envelopes were that was designated on an approved plat, recorded in the Office of the Gunnison County 
Clerk and Recorder, and is located in Tier 1 Sage-grouse habitat, the building envelope shall be relocated 
to avoid or minimize impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse or their habitat, to the maximum extent feasible. 
This requirement is general in nature and applicable to property subject to land use regulation by 
Gunnison County. If it is determined that relocation of the building envelope is necessary to avoid or 
minimize impacts to Gunnison Sage-grouse or their habitat, the process to relocate the building envelope 
shall be handled as an administrative review by the Community Development Department.  inside a 
building envelope, shall be located to minimize adverse impacts to wildlife, to the maximum extent 
feasible, except as prohibited by a vested right pursuant to Section 1-109: Vested Property Rights. 


a. ALTERATION OF BUILDING ENVELOPES TO BENEFIT GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE. If the 
decision-making body, in consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, determines 
that relocation of a designated building envelope in a subdivision approved by the County before 
April 3, 2007 will benefit the Gunnison Sage-grouse, such alteration may be permitted, pursuant to 
the requirements of Article 5: Administrative Review Projects That Require Land Use Change 
Permits. 


C. MAPS USED TO IDENTIFY SENSITIVE AND CRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITATS. The general reference 
maps used to identify locations of sensitive wildlife habitats. Because maps depicting wildlife habitat are 
general in nature, and because animal distribution is fluid and animal populations are dynamic, the maps 
shall be used as “guides” or “red-flags.”  


1. COLORADO DIVISION OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE MAPS. The Wildlife Resource Information System 
(WRIS) and Natural Diversity Information Source (NDIS) maps available from the Colorado Division of 
Parks and Wildlife.  


2. GUNNISON COUNTY MAPS. The Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Map and the 
Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Occupied Habitat Map. The purpose of these this maps is to 
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place a landowner on notice that a parcel may contain sensitive wildlife important Sage-grouse habitat 
areas.  


3. SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION PREVAILS. If the applicable decision-making body determines that a 
site-specific analysis demonstrates that a proposed activity is not located on a parcel that is wholly or 
partially within or near sensitive wildlife habitat or critical wildlife habitat, including Gunnison Sage-grouse 
occupied habitat, or within 0.6 miles of a known Gunnison sage-grouse lek, or that legally-created or 
natural physical characteristics are consistent with sensitive wildlife habitat, are permanent and create 
barriers to Gunnison Sage-grouse activity within occupied habitat or within 0.6 miles of a lek, then the 
requirements of this Section shall not apply to the proposed activity.  


D. INITIAL SITE-SPECIFIC ANALYSIS REQUIRED FOR ACTIVITY PROPOSED ON A PARCEL THAT IS 
WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN 0.60 MILES OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK OR OCCUPIED 
HABITAT. As part of the applicable required permit application review process, Gunnison County, the 
Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator, in consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife, shall conduct an initial site-specific analysis of development that is proposed on a parcel that is wholly 
or partially within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek habitat.  If the applicable decision-making body 
determines it necessary, the County also shall conduct a site-specific analysis of a development that is 
proposed on a parcel that is wholly or partially within Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat. 


E. APPLICATIONS FOR BUILDING PERMITS, ACCESS PERMITS, INDIVIDUAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
SYSTEM PERMITS AND GUNNISON COUNTY RECLAMATION PERMITS ON A PARCEL THAT IS 
WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN 0.60 MILES OF GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK OR OCCUPIED 
HABITAT. Development located on a parcel that is wholly or partially within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-
grouse lek habitat that requires a Building Permit, Access Permit, an Individual Sewage Disposal System 
Permit, or a Gunnison County Reclamation Permit, and any development classified as an Administrative 
Review Project pursuant to Article 4: Administrative Review Projects That Do Not Require Land Use Change 
Permits and Article 5: Administrative Review Projects That Require Land Use Change Permits  shall be 
reviewed as follows:  If the Community Development Department determines during review of an application 
that the proposed use exceeds the classification criteria of an Administrative Review project, the criteria 
detailed in Section 3-111: B. 1: Additional Criteria shall be considered and the appropriate review process 
and submittals and an application for the applicable Land Use Change Permit shall be required to be 
submitted. 


1. LOCATION WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE TIER 1 HABITAT A 0.60 MILE RADIUS OF A 
GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK. All applications for Land Use Change Building Permits, Access 
Permits and Individual Sewage Disposal System Permits and Gunnison County Reclamation Permits 
shall be reviewed by the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator and shall require 
consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife. classified and initially reviewed as 
Administrative Review projects pursuant to Article 5: Administrative Review Projects That Require Land 
Use Change Permits when the property on which the activity or use is to occur is on a parcel that is 
located partially or wholly within a 0.60 mile radius of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek.  


2. LOCATION WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE TIER 2 OCCUPIED HABITAT. All applications for 
Land Use Change Permits, Building Permits, Access Permits, Individual Sewage Disposal System 
Permits and Gunnison County Reclamation Permits shall be reviewed by the Gunnison County Wildlife 
Conservation Coordinator and may require consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife 
classified and initially reviewed as Administrative Review projects pursuant to Article 4: Administrative 
Review Projects That Do Not Require Land Use Change Permits when the property on which the activity 
or use is to occur is located partially or wholly within Gunnison Sage-grouse occupied habitat.  


3. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE. Owner(s) of land may request a pre-application conference with 
Gunnison County staff to review Gunnison Sage-grouse issues that reasonably may arise from an 
application pursuant to this Section. Upon receipt of such request, Gunnison County staff, and as 
available a representative of the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, will meet with the owner(s) to 
review such issues and to identify potential solutions.  The Community Development Department will 
coordinate the conference.  Gunnison County shall consider the advice of applicant’s wildlife 
biologist/ecologist or a similar qualified expert. 
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4. REFERRAL TO COLORADO DIVISION OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE GUNNISON COUNTY 
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COORDINATOR AND ON-SITE CONSULTATION. The Community 
Development Department and the Public Works Department shall forward a copy of the application(s) to 
the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator.  The Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation 
Coordinator shall determine the habitat type and whether an on-site consultation is required.  If an on-
site consultation is required the Gunnison County Wildlife Conservation Coordinator shall coordinate and 
local office of the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife and schedule an on-site consultation with the 
applicant and/or applicant’s representative, the Community Development Department, Public Works 
Department and the Gunnison County Sage-grouse Conservation Coordinator and a representative from 
the Division of Parks and Wildlife, as available.  The purpose of the on-site consultation shall include 
location of any lek or occupied habitat, identification of site-specific data to inform the review process, 
and identification of potential mitigation of Sage-grouse related issues. The on-site consultation shall be 
coordinated by the Community Development Department. 


a. TIMELINE FOR REVIEW.  The County shall request that the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife 
submit comments about the application within 21 days after the on-site consultation; when comments 
are not provided within that time by the Division, the County shall proceed to complete the permit 
process without those comments.   


F. REVIEW, REFERRAL TO COLORADO DIVISION OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE OF MINOR AND MAJOR 
IMPACT PROJECT APPLICATIONS.  The Community Development Department shall refer Land Use 
Change Permit applications for Minor or Major Impact projects to the local office of the Colorado Division of 
Parks and Wildlife for that agency’s review and comments to make use of the expertise and judgment of that 
agency in the protection of sensitive wildlife habitat, and its recommendations, if any, to reduce or eliminate 
adverse impacts to sensitive wildlife habitat and species that may result from proposed development.  It is 
intended that the Division of Parks and Wildlife will review the application and participate in on-site 
consultations and provide timely comments to the Community Development Department that identify actions 
and/or recommendations to reduce or eliminate adverse impacts  to wildlife.   


1. MINOR IMPACT PROJECTS. The Department shall submit a copy of the Minor Impact project 
application to the Division pursuant to Section 6-106: E: Request for Review by Other Agencies or 
Departments, with a written request that the Division review the application and identify in a written 
response whether or not the parcel on which the land use change is proposed is located within sensitive 
wildlife habitat, and issues that it believes appropriate to be addressed during the permitting process. 
Based upon the Division’s knowledge of a specific site, the Division may also recommend that a wildlife 
habitat analysis be conducted, pursuant to Section 11-106: F.4.: Wildlife Habitat Analysis of Minor Impact 
or Major Impact Projects,  which shall be required to be submitted by the applicant before a public hearing 
is scheduled on the Minor Impact project application.  


2. MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS. The Department shall submit a copy of the Preliminary Plan for a Major 
Impact project application to the Division pursuant to Section 7-302: C: Review and Comment by Review 
Agencies, with a written request that the Division review the application and identify in a written response 
whether or not the parcel on which the land use change is proposed is located within sensitive wildlife 
habitat and issues that it believes appropriate to be addressed during the permitting process. If the parcel 
is located within sensitive wildlife habitat, a wildlife habitat analysis conducted pursuant to Section 11-
106: F.4.: Wildlife Habitat Analysis shall be submitted by the applicant before the public hearing on the 
Preliminary Plan is scheduled.  


3. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE FOR MINOR OR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS LOCATED ON 
A PARCEL WHOLLY OR PARTIALLY WITHIN GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE OCCUPIED HABITAT 
OR WITHIN 0.6 MILES OF A GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEK. A Pre-Application Conference is 
required for any Minor or Major Impact project located wholly or partially on a parcel within Gunnison 
Sage-grouse occupied habitat or within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek.  


4. WILDLIFE HABITAT ANALYSIS OF MINOR IMPACT OR MAJOR IMPACT PROJECTS. If Colorado 
Division of Parks and Wildlife comments indicate that the proposed land use change for a Minor Impact 
or Major Impact project is within sensitive wildlife habitat, the applicant shall be required to submit a site-
specific wildlife habitat analysis. The analysis shall evaluate the relevant physical features of the property, 
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shall make a site-specific determination of the locations of wildlife habitat on the property, and shall 
describe how the proposed development will comply with Section 11-106: G.: General Standards for 
Development in Sensitive Wildlife Habitat Areas. The analysis shall be prepared by a wildlife 
biologist/ecologist or similar qualified expert in consultation with the Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife. It shall be submitted with the Preliminary Plan application for a Major Impact project, or before 
the public hearing is scheduled on a Minor Impact project, and shall contain the following:  


a. MAP. A map of the property shall be submitted, depicting the activity patterns of the wildlife using 
the sensitive wildlife habitat, identifying, where relevant, migration routes, travel corridors or patterns, 
nesting, feeding, watering and production areas, and any critical connections or relationships with 
habitat adjoining, but outside of, the project site. The map shall also identify whether the land 
immediately surrounding the proposed land use change is privately owned or is public land owned 
by the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife, or other similar agency.   


b. REPORT. A report shall be submitted that describes the activity patterns of the wildlife using the 
habitat, using a scientifically valid time period. It will also identify any species that use the property 
that are listed by the U.S. Department of the Interior or the State of Colorado as endangered, 
threatened, or are species of special concern.  


1. EVALUATE IMPACTS. The report shall evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed 
land use change on the sensitive wildlife habitat and the species using that habitat, 
including whether it could be a threat to the viability of the species, cause a reduction in 
the diversity of wildlife species in the county, or change the status of its federal or state 
listing. The report shall identify the types of potential impacts that are anticipated (including 
stress due to human presence, interference with reproduction, change of migration routes, 
etc.) and the time periods (spring, summer, fall, winter, year-round, etc.) during which 
wildlife are expected to be affected by the proposed land use change.   


2. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The report addressing any Major Impact project (and any 
proposed land use change classified as a Minor Impact project that the Planning 
Commission determines requires such evaluation) shall also evaluate the cumulative 
impacts on wildlife habitat beyond the project site. The report shall also address whether 
the cumulative impacts of the proposed land use change when added to the past and 
present impacts of other land use changes, will eliminate, reduce, or fragment wildlife 
habitat in the county to the extent that the viability of an individual species is threatened or 
the diversity of species found in the county is reduced, or the population of a species in the 
impact area will be significantly reduced.   


3. MITIGATION PLAN. The report shall include a wildlife habitat mitigation plan that 
describes how the proposed development will comply with Section 11-106: G.: General 
Standards for Development in Wildlife Habitat Areas, providing detail regarding the 
avoidance, mitigation, and enhancement techniques, monitoring and performance criteria 
that will be employed.   


G. GENERAL STANDARDS FOR DEVELOPMENT IN SENSITIVE WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS. All 
development shall comply with the following standards when it is located on lands designated as sensitive 
wildlife habitat, including but not limited to parcels located partially or wholly in habitat areas delineated on the 
Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat Lek Map; and the Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-
grouse Occupied Habitat Map, and all lands determined to be sensitive wildlife habitat pursuant to Section 
11-106: B: Applicability. 


1. MITIGATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE HABITAT. A proposed land use change must 
mitigate adverse impacts it causes to lands determined to be sensitive wildlife habitat including but not 
limited to a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek or occupied habitat. Proposed land use changes that are found 
to have a significant net adverse impact that cannot be mitigated upon sensitive wildlife habitat, shall be 
denied. 
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a. CONSIDERATION OF BENEFICIAL EFFORTS. Gunnison County shall consider, and affirmatively 
recognize as mitigation in the permitting process, conservation easements/covenants (and similar 
mechanisms), and documented management agreements/programs accomplished, or to be 
accomplished, in coordination with the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife or other agencies 
(such as the Natural Resources Conservation Service or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) that are 
beneficial to the Gunnison Sage-grouse. Each case will be reviewed on an individual basis to 
determine if the easement, covenant or deed restriction satisfies all of these standards. 


1. TERMS OF EASEMENT ARE PERPETUAL AND SATISFACTORY TO COUNTY. The 
terms of the existing easement, covenant or deed restriction are perpetual and acceptable 
to the County. 


2. PRESERVED LANDS PROVIDE GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE HABITAT. That both the 
preserved land provides Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, and the restrictions imposed by 
the pertinent easement, covenant or deed restriction are sufficient to justify the 
determination that adverse impacts have been substantially or wholly mitigated by such 
preservation. 


3. ADDITIONAL BENEFITS SUBSTANTIALLY OR WHOLLY MITIGATE ADVERSE 
IMPACTS. Additional preservation efforts substantially or wholly mitigate adverse impacts 
to sensitive wildlife habitat. 


2. IRRIGATION DITCHES. Pursuant to Colorado law, owners of irrigation ditches have the right to maintain 
irrigation ditches, headgates and other diversion structures. Gunnison County shall not require mitigation 
that will interfere with the right of ditch owners to maintain ditches, headgates or other diversion 
structures.  


3. MITIGATION TECHNIQUES. Mitigation techniques to protect wildlife species that the County determines 
may be impacted by a proposed land use change on lands identified in Section 11-106: B: Applicability, 
including, but not limited to:  


a. LIMITATIONS. Requirements to avoid sensitive wildlife habitat during seasons the wildlife species 
use the habitat. When appropriate, the proposal shall include techniques to minimize human 
intrusion, including, but not limited to:  


1. BUFFERS. Visual and sound buffers to screen structures and activity areas from habitat 
areas through effective use of topography, vegetation, and similar measures. 


2. LIMITATIONS OF HUMAN ACTIVITIES DURING SENSITIVE TIME PERIODS. Seasonal 
avoidance limitations on, or stoppages of intrusive human activities during sensitive time 
periods, including limiting construction activities and recreational uses during sensitive time 
periods such as elk migration, elk calving or when sage grouse mating, nesting or brood 
rearing is occurring on parcels located partially or wholly in habitat areas delineated on the 
Gunnison County Gunnison Sage-grouse Lek Habitat Map or the Gunnison County 
Gunnison Sage-grouse Occupied Habitat Map.  


3. LOCATIONAL CONTROLS. Controls on the location of development, so it does not force 
wildlife to use new migration corridors, or expose wildlife to significantly increased 
predation, interaction with vehicles, intense human activity, or more severe topography or 
climate, or encircle wildlife habitat with development.   


b. WATERING AREAS. Measures to avoid disturbance of waterholes, springs, seepages, marshes, 
stream beds, stream banks, wetlands, streamside vegetation, ponds, and watering areas to the 
maximum extent feasible. Catchment basins may be required to prevent stream siltation.   


c. HABITAT COMPENSATION. Requirements to develop additional habitat, or to acquire and 
permanently protect existing habitat to compensate for habitat that is lost to development, in the form 
of ongoing on-site or off-site wildlife habitat enhancement. Enhancement is the process of increasing 
wildlife carrying capacity on undeveloped habitat and may include prescribed burns, seeding, brush 
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cutting, and fertilization, as determined to be appropriate by the County, based on the advice of the 
Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife or other technical experts.   


d. DOMESTIC ANIMAL CONTROLS. Controls on domestic animals within or near areas of sensitive 
wildlife habitat. Dogs may be prohibited within one-half mile of elk, deer, and bighorn sheep critical 
winter ranges and winter concentration areas. The number of cats and dogs allowed in a 
development may also be limited.   


1. DOGS AND CATS PROHIBITED OR CONTROLLED NEAR GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE HABITAT. Requirements in the form of conditions of a permit, and/or inclusion 
within declarations of a subdivision’s protective covenants enforceable by Gunnison 
County, may be required prohibiting, or requiring control by kenneling or other physically-
secure methods within or near a 0.60 mile radius of a Gunnison Sage-grouse lek or within 
or near sensitive Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat.  


e. PROTECTION FROM ANIMAL-BORNE DISEASES. Gunnison County may impose limitations on 
the introduction or possession of non-native species to lessen the possibility of the introduction of 
disease to native wildlife populations. 


f. CONTROL OF NUISANCES. Controls on lighting, noise, excess use of fertilizers or pesticides, and 
similar nuisances that could have a significant net adverse effect on Gunnison Sage-grouse 
occupied habitat and the continued use of the area by other wildlife.  


g. DENSITY RELOCATION. Residential development may be clustered to avoid sensitive wildlife 
habitat.  


h. ROAD CONSTRUCTION. Requirements to avoid new road construction through sensitive wildlife 
habitat.  


i. STREAM ALTERATIONS OR DIVERSIONS. Controls on alterations or diversions of streams to 
retain the character and productivity of the streams. Such alterations will be subject to all applicable 
local, state and federal codes and regulations.  


j. ALTERATIONS OF EXISTING WET MEADOW/SAGE HABITAT INTERFACE AREAS. Controls 
on alterations of existing wet meadow/sage habitat interface areas.  


k. STRUCTURES TO MINIMIZE HAZARDS. Requirements to design, locate, construct and maintain 
game-proof fencing, one-way gates, game underpasses, or other structures to minimize hazards to 
wildlife, such as requiring a minimum distance between high-power electric wires to avoid 
electrocution of eagles. 


l. AGENCY ACCESS. Where applicable, the provision of access to Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife or other applicable agencies to facilitate maintenance of wildlife and wildlife habitat. 


H. STANDARDS SPECIFIC FOR DEVELOPMENT PROPOSED ON PARCELS THAT ARE WHOLLY OR 
PARTIALLY WITHIN 0.60 MILES OF A LEK, OR WITHIN OCCUPIED HABITAT OF GUNNISON SAGE-
GROUSE HABITAT.  In addition to the standards and mitigation techniques included within this Section, the 
following standards shall apply specifically to development proposed on a parcel that is wholly or partially 
within a 0.60 mile radius of a lek, or within occupied habitat of the Gunnison Sage-grouse Habitat:  


1. DISTURBANCE GUIDELINES. Development activity shall comply with the GUSG Disturbance 
Guidelines in the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservation Plan, Appendix 1, as may be adopted 
and amended from time to time by the Board.  


2. LIMITATION ON HUMAN ACTIVITIES INCLUDING RECREATIONAL USES DURING GUNNISON 
SAGE-GROUSE SENSITIVE TIME PERIODS.  Seasonal avoidance or limitations of intrusive human 
behavior during sensitive time periods, including but not limited to winter and when Gunnison Sage-
grouse are mating or raising chicks.  


3. UNDERGROUND UTILITIES REQUIRED NEAR GUNNISON SAGE-GROUSE LEKS. Utility lines shall 
be placed underground within 0.60 miles of a Gunnison Sage-grouse habitat, to discourage avian 
predators.   
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I. FENCES. Design of fences other than those associated with agricultural operations to shall ensure 
they do not adversely impact wildlife. Design standards for fences are as follows:  


1. MAXIMUM HEIGHT. Fences shall not be higher than 42 inches.    


2. MATERIALS. Fences should be limited to a maximum of three strands or rails. Rail fences should only 
use rounded rails. Wire fences should not be made of woven wire, unless they are used to enclose sheep 
or goats. Wire and rail fences shall have a kick-space (distance between the top two wires or rails) of not 
less than 18 inches that uses wire or rail that has a smooth surface. The top rail should be made of a 
solid material in heavy use areas, to make it more visible to wildlife.    


3. REMOVABLE SECTIONS. Fences in migration corridors should have removable sections or openings 
to allow for seasonal passage of wildlife. The applicant shall be responsible for removing fence sections 
when migration is occurring and replacing those sections when the season of migration has ceased.   


4. UPGRADING EXISTING FENCES. As a condition of development approval, applicants proposing land 
use changes within sensitive wildlife habitat areas should agree to remove or to alter any existing fences 
on the property to comply with the above requirements.  


5. FENCES AROUND RESIDENCES EXEMPT. Fences located in the immediate vicinity of a residence 
shall be exempt from these limitations. 


6. DESIGN AND LOCATION. Fence location and design should minimize adverse impacts to sensitive 
wildlife habitat.  


J. VEGETATION. Proposed land use changes shall be designed to comply with the 
recommendations of the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife regarding vegetation, and to 
preserve large areas of vegetation utilized by wildlife for food and cover. Roads shall be located on 
the edge of wildlife habitat areas, to prevent fragmentation of wildlife habitat. When native 
vegetation must be removed within habitat areas, it shall be replaced with native and/or desirable 
non-native vegetation capable of supporting post-disturbance land use. Individuals planting 
vegetation away from the homesite should consider using vegetation suitable for wildlife cover and 
food. Vegetation removed to control noxious weeds shall not be required to be replaced, unless 
the site requires revegetation to prevent erosion or noxious weeds from becoming established.   


1. TIME ALLOTTED FOR REVEGETATION. Vegetation required pursuant to Section 13-115: 
Reclamation and Noxious Weed Control shall be established and growing within two growing seasons 
(730 days) of the issue date of the applicable Gunnison County Reclamation Permit.   


K. CDOW ACCESS. Where applicable, the applicant shall continue to provide historical access or 
agreed-upon new access other than the historical access, for the Colorado Division of Parks and 
Wildlife to manage wildlife and to monitor wildlife activities.  
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