B Agricultural Resources
(; Management Plan

mmmmm Mﬁmﬂwm i ‘.

r\‘fh q\*h .




Update Topics

e Timeline

* Plan Changes

o Updated Outline
o Policy and Strategic Actions Focus




Plan Development Schedule

Past
Planning Stage Public and Board Input Opportunities Timeframe

OSBT Study Session — Scoping
(July 9, 2014)

_ _ 2014
Public Comment/Open House — Scoping
(September 10, 2014)

Plan Development OSBT Study Session — 15t Tier Topics

(June 15, 2015)
Public Comment — 15t Tier Topics 2015-2"Q
(June 10-24, 2015) 2016

Lessee Input — 15t Tier Topics, leases
(February 11-21, 2016)

Future

Plan Development &
Plan Review, Revision,
and Approval

Public Comment, Open House

OSBT 4" Q

34 & 4th Q 2016




Plan Outline - Chapters

Introduction

Agricultural Management

Ecological Integration

Community and Visitor Integration

Acquisitions

Plan Implementation



Agricultural Management

Working Lands

Leasing Ag Lands

Diversity of Ag Operations

Connecting Farmers to
Local Markets

Connecting Farmers to

Resources
_

Infrastructure: Structures

Infrastructure: Water
Delivery

Soil Conditions

Integrated Pest
Management

Climate Change

Preparedness

e Increase Diversified Vegetable Farming
e Evaluation of Alternative Agricultural Activities

® Expansion of previous Grass Banks plan component



Ecological Integration
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Bobolink Habitat
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Community and Visitor Integration
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Policy Guidance
Existing Conditions
Goals

Management Strategies
Measures of Success



Agricultural Structures

Existing Policy Guidance
Lorem ipsum d@olor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Phasellus
consecteturidlorem in vehicula. Aliquam pharetra temporurna,
sit amet volutpat duiconsectetureget. Cras.

Lorem ipsum dolor sit amet, consectetur adipiscing elit. Proin
finibus quis ex nec vestibulum. Suspendisse.

xisting Structures l& Current Conditio
Lorem ipSUTIT T ot =

sefermoreipTSCIN G elit.
Suspendisse pharetra elit placerat sapien tempus, ac rutrum eros
pretium. Sed consequat volutpat nibh, sed suscipit erat sceleff

et. Nulla pulvinar porttitor feugiat. Vivamus suscipit eros mo 2

risus hendrerit, at viverra felis mattis. Nulla quctorn

et eleifend nisi euismod sit amet. Fusc sopier sus sed
quam n, congue rhoncus felis. Done 1ero a erg: ialesua
rutrum. Nullam faucibus se#iritudin fe 2 ces dolor

aliquet at. Nulla dj

«CIr

K

rad ng elit. Duis metus

olutpatnisi. Suspendisse

Lorem ipsum dolor 1et, consely

leo, venenatis id neqt nalesua
laoreet magna in mass

aliquam vellaoreet ut, m

41s) ssuada. Nulla justo arcu,
squiseros. Morbinec arcu sapien.
Suspendisse facilisis eget dofor sit amet vestibulum. Mauris
tristique quam est, at feugiat nunc tinciduntlacinia. Mauris
aliquam porta ligula. Curabiturdignissim nislid nisl pretium, non
lacinia ante tempor. Integer rhoncus urna et mattis tincidunt.
Aenean ullamcorper sit amet ligula et sodales. Nullam semper

Policy Guidance

OSMP Charter

ARTICLEXII. OPEN SPACE

Sec.176. Open Space Purposes— Open space fand.

Open space land may not be impgoved after acquisition unless such
improvements are necess protect or maintain the land or to

provide for passive al, open agricuftural, or wildlife habitat

use of the lag dded by [No.4996 (1986), 1, adopted by

v.4,1986.)

Range Management Policies
1995.

be constructed on OSMP land if necessary to support
ctivities as specified in an Open Space management
and in accordance with the Charter Section 176).
Structures should be consistent with Open Space purposes, be
compatible with natural processes, functional, energy efficientand
cost-effective.
Existing buildings will be considered before new constructionis
contemplated.
All facility costs including initial construction, refurbishment, or
restoration, ongoing maintenance and operational costs should be
considered.
Facilities will be integrated into the Open Space environmentso as
toresultin minimum impact.
Facilities will be designed and developed to avoid competingy
or dominating Open Space features.




nunceu quam rutrum luctus. Fusce a dolor rutrum sem aliquam venenatis. Curabitur ac venenatis metus, vel molestienibh. Cras
necleo non mi maximus fermentum. Mauris laoreet varius volutpat.

' Provide the infrastructure necessary to support a diversity of agricultural operations.

%* Maintain agricufturally related structures in an acceptable condition or as identified in the department wide structures

assessment.

Management Strategies
3 : Ss to evaluate

.« the proposed structure is
u(\ agriculture™

proposed new or replacement agricuftural CharterTest

structures.

\

%+ Prioritization of major maintenance and

”j minatior\ re are no cost effective
|

replacement needs. ; e .
argy efficient alternatives to the proposed

Framework for Evaluating Pro

New or Replacement Agric

Structures * OSMP review of aesthetic impacts, proximity to

building sites, costs, and other existing structures

Lorem ipsum dolor sit\g 112t, consec

elit. Praesentet urnau sollicitud sue

magna. Mauris metus o
ullamcorper, aliquet dapib
sodales eros, at vehicula leo.

2mpus que

* Permitting process with the land use agency with

Land Use jurisdiction
Review

= wisque vitae
in lectus justo, finibus

sed sollicitudin non, elementum non est. Donecporta
pretium ex. Duis non duiac risus mattis imperdiet

scelerisque eget velit. Crasid est.



Goals

** Provide the infrastructure necessary tWrt a diversity of
agricultural operations.

s Maintain agriculturally related@truct reskzn acceptable
condition as identified inrfthe OSMP structurés assessment.

SRR
nent _ratqgles

mework/process to evaluate proposed new or
eat agricultural structures.

tion of major maintenance and replacement needs.



Framework for Evaluating Proposed New or Replacement
Agricultural Structures

~
* OSMP determination the proposed structure is
"necessary for open agriculture”
J
« OSMP determination there are no cost effective |
and enery efficient alternatives to the proposed
structure
J
™)

* OSMP review of aesthetic impacts, proximity to
building sites, costs, and other existing structures

J
™
e Permitting process with the land use agency with
Land Use jurisdiction
Review )

Figure X: New/Replacement Structures Evaluation Process




Case Study: Greenhouse and Hoophouse Evaluation

~
* OSMP determination the proposed structure is
"necessary for open agriculture"
J
* OSMP determination there are no cost effective
. and enery efficient alternatives to the proposed
Alternatives
Analysis structure >
~
* OSMP review of aesthetic impacts, proximity to
building sites, costs, and other existing structures
J
N
e Permitting process with the land use agency with
jurisdiction
=

Pigure X: New/Replacement Structures Evaluation Process

\ Hoophouse lllustration



Measures of Success

v' Proportion of operations for which nece ry infrastructure
has been determined.

v" Proportion of operations /irghgecessary infrastructure

is currently avai bl)

v" Percent o grz}zltu al related structures in acceptable
conditions as defined by the department structures
assessment.



Bobolink Habitat

Existing Policy

protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and are considered
“vulnerable to extirpation: (‘S3B”) by the Colorado Natural Heritage Program and

a “rare breeding species” by the Boulder County Comprehensive Plan. The
Grassland Ecosystem Management Plan established the goals, strategies, and
measures of success relating to the conservation of bobolfink habitat.

Integrate agricultural management practices that support nesting habitat for
bobolinks. -

Management btrat@ >

++ Adjusttiming ofagricultural operati
Adjust management by delaying mowing on a
after bobolink fledging, July 1

f hayfielde until
= Tbaito

N

(rice/densities of

wise

—

+» Establish Class A Bob
Establish 4 fields ( 267 acres),
bobolinks, as Class A Bobolink
from mowing every year until aft

kManag
orting hi
gem eas’: hayfields that are refrained
i« fledging, July 15 unless otherwise
determined by monitoring.

Bobolink Nesting Habitat

Bobolinks are ground-nesting songbirds that
originally nested in tallgrass or mixedgrass
prairie, but because of land conversion, have
increased their use of irrigated hayfields.
gon - in the summer,

occurs before the young

A4 ing until July

ws for the majority of fledglings to be

t and hence avoid mowing
» This use of hayfields as nesting
a potential management
conflict as most operators would like to
maximize yields, which translates to several

harvests (i.e. mowings) each season.

* Through the Grassland Plan4 hayfields, equaling 267 acres, were designated as Class A Bobolink Management Areas. The specific fields are not re-iterated as



Goals

s Integrate agricultural management practices that support nesting habitat
for bobolinks.

Management Strategies

¢ Adjust timing of agricultural operations - Delay m6wing on a select number
of hayfields until after bobolink fledging, July15 unléss otherwise
determined by monitoring. -

¢ Establish or maintain Class A Bobalink Mahagement Areas - Establish 4
fields ( 267 acres), supparting highér gbundaqce/densities of bobolinks, as
Class A Bobolink Managemeant Areqs: hah‘ields that are refrained from

mowing ever fter-bobolink fledging, July 15 unless otherwise
determined b

ear-ynti
o:;ﬁ}mg.
s Establish or maintain Class B Bobolink Management Areas - Establish 10.5
fields, (223-316 atres) supporting higher abundance/densities of bobolinks,

as Class B Bobolink Management Areas: hayfields that are not mowed until
after bobolink fledging, one year out of three.




Establish 10.5 fields, (223-316 acres) supporting higher
abundance/densities of bobolinks, as Class B Bobolink
Management Areas’: hayfields that are not mowed
until after bobolink fledging, one year out of three.

Best Opportunity Areas
Figu ge bobolink density per 10
acres on monitored fields from 2010-2014. Areas with
the higher abundance/densities and fields clustered
together, so as to provide larger contiguous habitat
blocks, present the best opportunities.

Measures of Success

v PercentofClassA& B Management Areas
designated

¥ Percent of Class A & B Manag t Areas
managed consiste iththe m 1
associated wj ) Hign

l'l'hx'ough the Grassland Plan 5 hayfields, equaling 172 acres, were
designated as Class B Bobolink Management Areas. The specific
fields are not re-iterated as the locations will be established or
re-confirmed through plan implementation processes.
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verage Bobolink Density per
10 Acres 2010 - 2014
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Establish 10.5 fields, (223-316 acres) supporting higher | ;@J P

abundance/densities of bobolinks, as Class B Bobolink
Management Areas’: hayfields that are not mowed
until after bobolink fledging, one year out of three.

!

Best Opportunity Areas

Figure X illustrates the average bobolink density per 10
acres on monitored fields from 2010-2014. Areaswith |
the higher abundance/densities and fields clustered
together, so as to provide larger contiguous habitat
blocks, present the best opportunities.

@sures of Su@

v PercentofClassA& B Management Areas

designated

¥ Percent of Class A & B Manag t Areas
managed consiste iththe m 1
associated wj ) Hign

verage Bobolink Density per
10 Acres 2010 - 2014

l'l'hx'ough the Grassland Plan 5 hayfields, equaling 172 acres, were
designated as Class B Bobolink Management Areas. The specific
fields are not re-iterated as the locations will be established or

re-confirmed through plan implementation processes.




Measures of Success

v'Percent Class A & B Bobolink Manage Areas
Designated.

v'Percent of Class A & B Bo nagementAreas
managed consi lth the 0w<n regimes
associat, rea deSignations.

)\



Plan Implementation

e Subject Area Expert Analysis
o Locations
o Site specifics
o Operational Details

* Updates to OSBT



Class B Bobolink Management Areas

/ DELUCA

HESTER
./ CAMPBELL

Property Field Acres
Lewis 245* 4
Lewis 244* 13
Lewis 251* 10
Lewis 256 13
Baseline & 75t 265* 10
Baseline & 75t 267* 19
Baseline & 75t 280 10
Baseline & 75 283 9
Baseline & 75t 285 13
Deluca 14 27
Deluca 13 32
Deluca 19 18 P
Hester 18 25 /
Campbell 459 29 \
Swartz 254 / : \ L
Swartz 250 \ 1§\ \ \ |
Swartz 247 \ 17 \ \
Spicer 260 \ 29
Standard: 100% of Class B Bobolink MX\Q cnt areas
mowed one year out of three after July 15 &nnually.

holink anagement Areas

Average Bobolink Density per
10 Acres 2010 - 2014
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