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Moffat County Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Program Committee
September 9, 2025 - Meeting Minutes

Roll call was performed with the following members of the Moffat County GrSG Working Group and
grant applicants in attendance:

Kacey Green, CFCD GrSG Administrator

Mark Lowrey, CFCD GrSG Project Manager

Cassie Lamb - CFCD GrSG Monitor
Colton Murry - CFCD GrSG Chair, CPW

Stephen Hinkemeyer - CFCD GrSG Member
Doug Davis — Landowner Representative

Rebecca Burton - Community member

Desa Ausmus — Wildlife Specialist, BLM
Brian Holmes - CPW Conservation Biologist
Lisa Belmonte - Biologist White River Office
Adam Tucker - Mountain Airspray

Kenny Kawcak - Applicant

Michal Blanck - CPW HPP Coordinator

Adoption of the Agenda/Review and Approval of Minutes
Doug made a motion to adopt the meeting agenda and approve minutes, Rebecca seconded. The motion
passed unanimously.

Grant Compliance and Financial Review — Kacey Green

Project Status Acres GrSG$S

ZC Livestock Complete 724 $74,900.00
Gerber/SBRIWM Pending final approval TBD $30,026.00
Nottingham Complete 236 $29,300.00
Raftopoulos Complete 1,500 $89,750.00
RV Angus In process 500 $154,000.00
Visintainer Complete 4,200 $106,191.00
Brosious In process 1,633 $126,089.00
Swartzell In process 440 $140,580.00
3 Springs In process 69 $26,912.00
McFarland In process TBD $33,900.00
Bellio Pending final approval $12,242.00
Charchalis S In process 2653 $186,187.00




-Total Acres Impacted: 11,983+ acres
Acres Projected in Grant Language: 12,000

-Total Allocated to Habitat Restoration: ~$997,835

-Total Remaining for Habitat Restoration: $1,034,770,11

-Total Remaining for Conifer Removal: $175,000.00

Kacey had a meeting with Alan Vitner at the BLM to see what he wanted from CFCD. He wanted to see a
detailed progress report prior to asking for more money.

Project Updates

Cassie compiled an up to date handout showing the status of each project, shown below:

Completed: 7/C Livestock, MC/Nottingham, Raftopoulos, and Visintainer.

Approved/In Process: RV Angus, Swartzell, Three Springs Ranch, Gerber, Brosious, McFarland, and
Charchalis South.

For Review: Pankey, Bellio, Kawcak_ K, Coles Ranch, and Tallent Ranch. Wygant and Vermillion have been
tabled, but not up for review today.

Upcoming: McElvain.

Mark has talked to Terry Wygant (CPW) and he is on board to do sagebrush mastication along with
juniper treatment. This is going to be a 2026 project due to hunting season and further planning, but not
up for review today.

McElvain: This project proposes mastication of approximately 30 acres of encroaching juniper to restore
sagebrush habitat. In addition, it includes developing a spring into a spring fed catchment basin to
provide aquatic habitat and support a 250 foot riparian stringer meadow for brood rearing habitat. There
is a site tour for contractors September 15th so they can view the project prior to placing a bid.

Cassie presented the RangeView results from the Brosious and Charchalis analyses. The committee
discussed which areas should be sprayed versus left untreated based on the analyses. Members
emphasized the importance of ground truthing large projects such as these to ensure the analyses
accurately reflect on the ground conditions. They also stressed the need to confirm that other vegetation
would be present to fill in after bulbous grass is sprayed. Doug asked whether the project area should be
sprayed border to border and expressed concern that, if it was not, the infestation could continue to
spread in a few years due to the existing seed bank.

September 24-25 is the next statewide HPP meeting where Gerber’s project will be presented.

Projects to Review



Kawcak K

This project proposes to treat less than 200 acres through aerial or boom spraying with herbicide to
manage the native forb commonly known as Pussytoes (Antennaria dioica). In recent years, this species
has exhibited encroachment characteristics that have contributed to a reduction in other native plant
species. The project will apply process based management approaches within the 200 acre area,
providing additional tools to support the “Defend the Core/Grow the Core” Greater Sage-Grouse
Management Strategies.

The project objective is to treat areas (totaling 40-45 acres) within the 200 acre parcel with Grazon P+D
to reduce the competition of the pussytoes on other grass, brush, and forb species. There would be 12
acres sprayed mid September 2025 and the remaining 28 acres are to be sprayed in the spring of 2026. If
spraying yields reasonable results the treated areas would be reseeded with desirable grass and brush
species in the fall of 2026 or spring of 2027.

The landowner has used several chemical treatments to try to reduce pussytoe encroachment, with no
success. It has been difficult to find a herbicide with pussytoe on the label, however Grazon P+D has
been shown to affect this native forb. His goal is not to eliminate pussytoes, but to decrease the
overwhelming presence of it and return the pasture to native range.

Doug noted the rapid expansion of pussytoes in the area. He stated that little research has been
conducted on pussytoes and questioned what soil deficiencies might be contributing to its invasive
characteristics. Doug also observed that pussytoe infestations occur primarily in areas with some degree
of human influence and are rarely found in native rangeland. Doug also has not found a herbicide that
will touch this. He also stated he has never seen anything eating the forb.

Colton asked about the plant-back period following the application of Grazon P+D. He suggested
establishing a test plot this fall to evaluate the herbicide’s effectiveness on pussytoes before treating the
entire acreage. The committee supported the idea of spraying 12 acres this fall to test the treatment,
noting that if it proves ineffective, the remaining allocated funds would be returned to the funding pool.
Kacey recommended conducting a soil test to gain a better understanding of the site’s soil conditions.

Steve made a motion to approve this project at $23,625 plus $500 for a soil test. Desa seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.

Tallent Ranch

This project proposes to complete and improve an existing watering system originally constructed for
both wildlife and livestock. The planned improvements will focus on creating brood-rearing habitat and
enhancing a mesic meadow. The system was initiated by the landowner, who passed away before it



could be completed, and family members have been unable to finish the work. The project was brought
to the committee by CPW.

This project proposes to install drains to create wet meadows on the two north and two east tire tanks
currently present. There is a small 1500 gallon water storage tank that needs excavation to see what the
issue is and why it is not delivering water to the two east tanks. The applicant would also like to replace
this storage tank with a larger 20,000 gallon tank. Mark clarified that the landowner is unsure whether a
pipeline currently exists from the storage tank to the two east tire tanks, and part of the excavation will
be to determine this.

Jeff (not present at the meeting but had spoken with Kacey prior) wanted to confirm that this project
was not solely intended to complete a livestock watering project. Colton noted that in past projects, we
have only covered costs for items beyond the tank, since creating a wet meadow falls within grant
language, not necessarily anything above the tank. Mark pointed out that this is not a livestock operation
and is primarily intended for big game watering. Colton asked if the well output would be able to keep
up with the number of stock tanks being proposed. While Cassie and Mark did not know the exact
output, the landowner and Casey Herrod were confident that the current system would be sufficient.

Cassie presented the committee with the quote from Casey Herrod to complete the full project and
discussed the possibility of removing the storage tank line item and other items not related to installing
drains.

Steve made a motion to table the project in order to obtain more information about well capacities and
to rework the cost estimate to align with what was done for the SBRIWM project. Doug seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.

Coles Ranch

This project proposes to utilize Post-Assisted Log Structures (PALS) and process-based restoration to
create catchment basins at two different locations, which include a dam breach repair. In addition, this
project proposes to install seven water bars, update the drain off of a stock tank, and utilize soft
engineering at two erosion sites. This will result in facilitation and creation of brood-rearing/wetland
habitat. West of the Charchalis South bulbous bluegrass project.

This project was originally reviewed by NRCS and CPW for the potential use of Zeedyke structures. Cassie
and Mark had Justin Stover from River Science in Cafion City inspect the project area and provide
professional recommendations on what structures would best address the site. After evaluating the area,
costs, property access, equipment needs, and other factors, it was determined that constructing Post
Assisted Log Structures (PALS) would be the most beneficial and cost-effective low-tech method to
prevent erosion and raise the water table in the drainage of interest.

A member asked why the use of Zeedyke structures, as originally planned, was no longer being
considered. It was explained that hauling rock into the desired location would not be feasible due to



limited access for large machinery and the extremely high cost to do so. There was not enough rock on
site to complete the zeedyke structures as well.

Colton recommended using straw instead of hay bales for erosion control, noting that this would prevent
consumption by big game. Brian questioned whether conditions downstream of the proposed PALS
structures had been evaluated. Mark explained that the lower reach of the drainage was so deeply
incised that substantial intervention would be required, with little likelihood of achieving a measurable
rise in the water table. Justin believed that the downstream portion appeared to be functioning as
intended given the proposed upstream improvements. Brian emphasized that this project area,
ecologically, would provide significant benefits to sage-grouse habitat.

Two bids were obtained for completion of the project: one from Rocky Mountain Youth Corps (RMYC)
and one from River Science. River Science was identified as the preferred contractor due to their prior
involvement, mentorship role, and expertise in low-tech, process based restoration. The committee
agreed that River Science would be the most suitable contractor.

Colton further suggested sourcing wood straw from Mountain Pine Manufacturing for the two soft
engineering sites, noting his prior donation of wood scrap material for construction of the PALS.

Steve moved to approve funding in the amount of $9,211.96 plus the additional cost of wood straw for
erosion control. Desa seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Bellio

This project proposes reseeding 81 acres of dryland agricultural fields with a reclamation/forage mix,
followed by noxious weed control treatments on 104 acres. These fields were previously planted with
ryegrass, but due to weed infestations and past agricultural practices, they have become dominated by
Scotch thistle, invasive annual grasses, and other weedy species. This was tabled 7/8/2025 and 8/12/25
where alternate A and alternate B were discussed and ultimately determined that alternate C needs to
be created after working through what practices would work best to control weeds and establish a
beneficial outcome for sage grouse. Below are the activities proposed in alternate C:

Year 1 - Drill winter rye at 50-60 Ibs acre. Cereal Rye $ 30.00 per 50# bag 81 acres @ $30.00=
$2,430.00. Snyder & Counts.

Year 2 - Spray Makazee Herbicide (glyphosate) at 2 gts/acre. Makazee $ 25.00 gallon 104 acres @ $
12.50=$ 1300.00 Addition as requested: Nitros to be applied with Herbicide @ $25 / acre

Years 3 or 4 - Drill alfalfa seed @ 8 Ibs/ac = $29.60 / acre ($3.70/ Ib)

Triticale (Cover Crop for Alfalfa) @ 15 Ib / ac = $6.75 / acre ($0.45 / Ib)

**Putting the Triticale with the alfalfa would depend on the amount of volunteer Rye that is believed to
germinate with the alfalfa. This would be determined at or shortly after herbicide application prior to
alfalfa seeding. Frontier Station.

Project Total Estimate $16,812



Landowner: $3,646 (drill seeding) 24%
GSG Requested Amount: $13,166

Jeff expressed concern regarding landowner compliance due to past issues with follow through. Kacey
noted that this is a multi year project proposal administered entirely on a reimbursement basis;
therefore, if the landowner does not complete the practices outlined in the proposal, reimbursement
will not be issued from this funding source.

The committee discussed the proposed activities under alternative C and agreed that the outlined
approach represented the most effective option for controlling weeds and establishing suitable habitat
for sage grouse. Cassie asked whether the committee wished to approve alternative C as presented or
include a stipulation requiring spot spraying in subsequent years following treatment. Colton stated that
approving the project as proposed would be sufficient, as he will continue to follow up with the
landowner over time.

Steve moved to approve funding in the amount of $13,166 for the Bellio Project, Alternative C. Doug
seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Pankey

This project is proposed to reseed 320 acres of expired CRP fields to a native range/forage pasture. This
proposal includes approximately one mile of temporary electric fence to protect the treated area from
cattle. The field is enclosed on three sides, however, additional fence construction is required to secure
the fourth side. This project meets conservation outcome #1: Improve habitat quality on rangelands and
create continuous patches of sagebrush. This was tabled 8/12/25 due to the request of a grass kill
herbicide application prior to seeding.

If possible, the grass kill application would occur in fall 2025, followed by seeding in spring 2026. Colton
asked whether the field in question had been grazed recently. It was noted that the area is part of an
open pasture that cattle have had access to over the years; however, due to current grass conditions, it
has not been actively grazed.

Kacey observed that most recent seeding proposals have included the use of Nitros. She questioned
whether the product should continue to be incorporated, as its effectiveness has not been proven yet,
and it represents a noticeable increase in project costs. Mark added that he introduces Nitros to
landowners and allows them to decide whether they wish to include it when proposals are developed.

Steve inquired about the long term plan for the temporary fencing that will be installed to protect
treated and seeded areas. In reference to similar projects involving temporary fence construction, Mark
asked whether the committee should establish criteria regarding temporary fencing once treatment is
complete. Kacey further asked whether landowner contributions should include fence construction in



such projects, allowing them to build it according to their preferences. She noted that this could reflect
favorably when NFWF reviews the proposals.

Mark commented that if fencing were designated as the landowner’s contribution, then the cost of seed
drilling would need to be contracted separately, as that was initially intended to serve as the landowner’s
in-kind contribution. A committee member suggested installing a temporary fence and removing it once
new grass is established. Ultimately, the committee agreed that the project should proceed as proposed.

Doug made a motion to approve this project for $87,190. Steve seconded. The motion passed
unanimously.

Closing Discussion

No closing discussion.

The next meeting of the MCGSG group will be:
Tuesday, October 14, 2025, from 2:00 to 4:00 pm

In the NRCS office conference room.

Adjournment

A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Desa, there was a second. The motion passes
unanimously.



