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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2014, the Lesser Prairie-Chicken (LPC) Range-wide Conservation Plan Van Pelt et al. 2013,;
(RWP) was implemented and since has been utilized as a locally controlled and innovative approach
for maintaining state authority to conserve the LPC.

The purpose of the RWP is to establish a conservation strategy for the LPC that ensures the
improvement and long-term persistence of the species into the foreseeable future (50 years)
throughout its current or expanded range. More specifically, the RWP:

1.

Identifies range-wide and ecoregion breeding population goals for LPC, the range-wide
benchmark being a 10-year average of 67,000 birds.

Identifies desired habitat amounts and conditions as well as establishes restoration goals to
achieve the population goals within the first 10-year timeframe.

Uses the Southern Great Plains Crucial Habitat Assessment Tool (CHAT) to delineate
priority areas where LPC conservation actions will be emphasized and development will be
minimized.

Enhances cooperative efforts to expand voluntary landowner conservation programs and
encourage landowner participation.

Promotes agreements that incentivize industry avoidance and minimization and require
mitigation when that is not possible.

Establishes a mitigation framework administered by WAFWA that includes contractual
agreements with participating companies and private landowners. The framework requires
unavoidable impacts to be offset with off-site conservation actions and utilizes a 2:1
mitigation ratio to ensure that a net conservation benefit occurs.

Identifies research needs and establishes monitoring requirements for the LPC population
and enrolled properties.

Outlines an adaptive management framework that will maximize conservation benefits to
LPC by incorporating monitoring data and emerging science.

Incorporates input received from agencies, organizations, landowners, industries, other
stakeholders, and the public.
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During the reporting period, January 1, 2018 - December 31, 2018, the following progress was made:

1. The annual LPC aerial survey used to monitor progress toward the population goals was
conducted between March and May 2018. In 2018, the estimated breeding population size
was 38,637 (90% CI: 20233, 49698). There was an estimated range-wide population increase
of 29% from 2017 to 2018, based on the final aerial survey results, which was not statistically
significant at the 80% confidence level. Increases in abundance of LPC were estimated in 2
of 4 ecoregions including the Sand Sagebrush and Shinnery Oak. The estimated increase in
abundance of 1,758 lesser prairie-chicken in the Sand Sagebrush Prairie Region from 2017
to 2018 was significant at the 90% CI (0, 3561). The estimated increase in abundance of
3,405 lesser prairie-chicken in the Shinnery Oak Prairie Region from 2017 to 2018 was
significant at the 80% CI (118, 6631). The population in the Mixed Grass and Shortgrass
Ecoregions were estimated to be stable to slightly increasing during the 2018 evaluation
period.

Population trends during the implementation of the RWP include:

A stable to increasing population of lesser prairie-chickens since 2013 in the Mixed Grass
Prairie Ecoregion of northeast Panhandle of Texas, northwest Oklahoma, and south-central
Kansas and in the Shortgrass Prairie Ecoregion of northwest Kansas.

A stable to increasing population of lesser prairie-chickens since 2014 in the Sand Sage
Prairie Ecoregion of southeastern Colorado, southwestern Kansas, and the northwest
Oklahoma Panhandle

A stable to increasing population of lesser prairie-chickens since 2015 in the Shinnery Oak
Prairie Ecoregion of eastern New Mexico and western Panhandle of Texas.

2. During this reporting period, WAFWA did not secure any new permanent or term
conservation properties.

3. Attheend of 2018, WAFWA was managing 22 offset generating agreements encompassing
150,785 acres of which 37,616 acres are permanently protected by perpetual easements.
WAFWA was also administering two active non-offset agreements containing an additional
9,845 acres.

4. There were 111 active CCAA contracts (Certificates of Inclusion) by 105 companies
(no change since 2017) that encompassed 6,475,734 acres as of December
31, 2018 (-6%). CCAA acreage enrollment has declined for the last four
years. There were 52 active WCA contracts (Certificates of Participation) by 52
companies (-3 since 2017) encompassing 599,620 acres (-11%). WCA acreage enrollment
has declined for three of the last four years. The total enrollment in the two programs was
down 1.8% at 7,563,016.3 acres (-6.4%).

5. In 2018, there were 118 industry projects processed and mitigated. These projects generated
368 annual impact units equating to $452,628.65 in mitigation fees. By ecoregion, the
Shinnery Oak Ecoregion had the most projects (79 of 118 projects; 67%). The Mixed Grass
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Ecoregion had fewer projects mitigated (21) but produced the most impact units of all the
ecoregions (221 of 368 impact units; 60%). There continues to be a surplus of credits
available with a range-wide positive value of 90,349 units. The distribution of available
credits at the end of this reporting period was as follows: Sand Sagebrush (30,290), Shinnery
Oak (6,351), Mixed Grass (46,834), and Shortgrass (6,874).

6. There was continued effort to work with state wildlife agencies to identify and pursue
research and management needs. Those activities included: LPC translocation efforts that
move birds from the Shortgrass to Sand Sagebrush Ecoregion; Developing best practices for
using drones to monitor lek-mating grouse; Linking parasite loads, social networks, and
coloration in lesser prairie-chickens; Proximate and ultimate perspectives of foot-stomping
behavior in prairie-chickens; Pararsitological survey of LPC in Texas and New Mexico;
Population Biology and Landscape Ecology of the Lesser Prairie-Chicken (Oklahoma);
various land cover data, impacts of energy development on LPC space use, LPC movements,
and climate-related effects to LPC populations.

7. WAFWA continued to monitor the need for adaptive management. There were no new
adaptive management changes implemented in 2018.

8. Through the LPCAC, LPC Science Sub-Committee and LPC Finance Sub-Committee,
representatives from industry, landowners, co-operatives, non-governmental agencies, as
well as state and federal agencies addressed input and suggestions to make improvements
and provide valuable feedback on the RWP.

9. The LPC Inter-State Working Group made considerable progress on the development,
timeline and content of the RWP Five-Year Review.
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The 2017 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Range-wide Conservation Plan Annual
Progress Report

Edited by:

Roger L. Wolfe, Lesser Prairie-Chicken Program Manager
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the 2018 activities associated with the lesser prairie-chicken (LPC,
Typmanuchus pallidicinctus) Range-wide Conservation Plan (RWP) administered by the Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA, Van Pelt et al. 2013). The goal of the RWP
is to conserve the LPC for future generations while facilitating continued and uninterrupted
economic activity throughout the entire five-state LPC range (Figure 1). The RWP identifies a two-
pronged strategy for LPC conservation: (1) the coordinated implementation of incentive- based
landowner programs and (2) the implementation of a mitigation framework, which reduces threats
and provides resources for off-site conservation activities.

If conservation of the LPC is to show long-term success, a strong and mutually respective partnership
will be necessary between state, federal, non-governmental agencies; private landowners; and
industry. The foundation of that partnership is embedded in Section 6 of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). This section clearly directs the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to cooperate to the
maximum extent practicable with state fish and wildlife agencies and provides them with the
authority to carry that partnership forward. That partnership guided the development of the RWP
which now provides a clear road map for conserving the LPC.

BACKGROUND
The early history of the ESA listing status of LPC has been provided in previous annual reports.
Please refer to those reports, or the RWP, for more detailed information about LPC listing history.

Recent listing related activities include:

On September 8, 2016, a petition was filed by WildEarth Guardians, Defenders of Wildlife and the
Center for Biological Diversity asking the USFWS to re-list the LPC under the ESA. This petition
also requested that sub-populations of LPC located in the Shinnery Oak and Sand Sagebrush
Ecoregions be considered for emergency listing.

On November 30, 2016, the USFWS published a notice in the Federal Register in response to the
September 8, 2016 listing petition. The USFWS found that the petition presented substantial positive
information and therefore they would undergo the 12-month review process. During this 12-month
review, a Species Status Assessment of the LPC was also be conducted. As of December 31, 2018,
the SSA had not been released to the public, nor has a 12-month finding been determined.
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Figure 1. Current estimated occupied range plus 10 miles (EOR+10) of the lesser prairie-chicken
and the four ecoregions delineated by the WAFWA.
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CONSERVATION STRATEGY

The RWP describes a conservation strategy, which when implemented, will support sustainable
populations of LPC. The strategy identifies 10-year habitat and population goals that are sufficient
in size and juxtaposition to provide adequate population resiliency and redundancy. The RWP also
improves coordination and conservation targeting across all the agencies and organizations who are
delivering LPC conservation programs on private land. Additionally, the RWP promotes avoidance
and minimization of impacts to LPC habitat and establishes a process for RWP industry participants
to mitigate their actions, when necessary.

A key component of the RWP conservation strategy is applying the concept of focal areas and
connectivity zones. This concept identifies the areas of greatest importance to the LPC and focuses
conservation efforts into those areas. The strategy emphasizes delivery of habitat improvement in
focal areas and connectivity zones by maximizing incentives to encourage those landowners to
engage in LPC habitat maintenance and improvement.

Another important component of the strategy is identification of tools that help industry with siting
decisions and development of a compensatory mitigation program that RWP participants can
utilize when they are unable to avoid impacts to LPC habitat.

WAFWA MITIGATION AND METRICS SYSTEM

The WAFWA Mitigation Framework incentivizes avoidance and minimization of impacts to LPC
habitat from development. The metrics system within this framework provides a pathway to
mitigate for impacts to habitat through a biologically-based system that incorporates space, time
and habitat quality to define both habitat impact units and habitat offset units. A habitat impact is
defined as: potential LPC habitat that has been rendered unusable by LPCs based on direct or
indirect habitat loss related to development. A habitat offset is defined as: an area of potential LPC
habitat that is conserved and managed or restored to compensate for impacted habitat. Impacts are
considered permanent, unless remediation back to baseline occurs. The mitigation system also
utilizes a 2:1 mitigation ratio to ensure that offsets are greater than impacts, resulting in a net
conservation benefit for the LPC.

The WAFWA Mitigation Framework functions as a platform to balance impact and habitat offset
units in that a portion of the offset units are allocated at the sign-up based on current acreage and
habitat quality. Additional offset units are generated annually, and the quantity is reflective of
potentially usable acreage and habitat quality. The landowner is incentivized to manage for quality
habitat because their annual payment is based on the acreage and Habitat Evaluation Guide (HEG)
score of the enrolled property. If the participant does not follow the recommended management plan
for the property, the offset units will be reduced, as will the annual payment to the participant. This
performance-based system ensures participants are not paid in advance for un-generated offset
units.

Offset units will be generated by enrolling a property into an agreement with WAFWA or one of its
technical service providers. Participants may enroll in short-term (5-10 year) agreements or in long-
term agreements requiring an easement. The value of 25% of the habitat offset units will
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be targeted towards permanent conservation to support long-term conservation and population
strongholds. The remaining 75% of the conservation efforts will be targeted towards short-term
contracts (5-10 years), which represent permanent conservation that may shift around on the
landscape within the targeting goals of the RWP and the SGP CHAT. Finally, the WAFWA
mitigation system incentivizes the remediation of impacts that are not permanent on the landscape
by providing the opportunity to generate offset units that can count toward new developments
elsewhere. The 25/75 ratio of long and short-term offset units will be evaluated through the adaptive
management process and may need to be adjusted in the future.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Adaptive management is defined as a formal, structured approach to dealing with uncertainty in
natural resource management, using the experience of management and the results of research as an
ongoing feedback loop for continuous improvement. Adaptive approaches to management recognize
that the answers to all management questions are not known and that the information necessary to
formulate answers is often unavailable. Adaptive management also includes, by definition, a
commitment to change management practices when deemed appropriate within the guidelines of the
RWP.

Adaptive management is a dynamic process that helps reduce uncertainty in natural resource
management by incorporating into flexible conservation plans new information as it becomes
available. Adaptive management strategies allow for mutually agreed-upon changes to the
conservation measures to occur in response to changing conditions or new information, including
those identified during monitoring. The primary reason for using adaptive management in the
RWHP is to allow for changes in the conservation measures that may be necessary to reach the stated
long-term goals. Under adaptive management, the mitigation and conservation activities
implemented under the RWP will be monitored to identify whether they are producing the required
results. Additionally, adaptive management activities affecting the implementation of the RWP
will be influenced by emerging science and RWP implementation that fills existing knowledge
gaps. Those two types of information will be used to guide adjustments in implementation of the
RWP. To date, the adaptive management process in the RWP can generally be broken into two
categories. The first category is directed at ensuring the program maintains its progress toward LPC
habitat and populations goals. The second is directed at enhancing participation by industry by
avoidance and minimization of impacts on LPC populations and habitat by industry development,
operations and maintenance

The RWP identifies a series of activities or situations that will trigger the adaptive management
process or specific conservation actions for LPC, as well as the timelines that those activities or
situations will be evaluated (see Table 10 on page 117-120 in the RWP). There are eight individual
variables in that list which are to be evaluated on an annual scale:

1. Administrative fee—WAFWA reports on the sustainability of the administrative endowment in
the annual reports (see the financial summary). No adjustments to the administrative rate were made
in 2018.

2. Individual technical service provider (TSP) compliance—Starting in May 2014, WAFWA
has held five technical service provider training courses and has trained 267 individual TSPs on the
use of spatial data available on the SGP CHAT website and the process for conducting field habitat
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evaluations. Certified TSPs submit habitat evaluations to the WAFWA GIS lab for review. These
evaluations include photo points allowing for visual confirmation of collected data. No TSP
compliance issues were identified in 2017,

3. Population size—WAFWA conducts annual population monitoring and a detailed description
is included in this report. Populations are evaluated on a three-year moving average.

4. Conservation Practice Costs—Conservation practice costs were reviewed again in 2018. After
review by the LPCFSC, a recommendation was made to the LPCAC to not make adjustments in the
payment rates to enrolled landowners. The LPCIC approved these recommendations and no changes
will be implemented in 2019.

5. Emerging science—The LPC Science Sub-committee, (LPCSSC), reviews and informs the
LPCAC on LPC science-related issues. No new items were identified and addressed in 2018.

6. Tangible mitigation unit offset ratio. This report contains an annual analysis of the acres
impacted by industry development, habitat quality of those impacted acres and compares that to the
acres conserved and the habitat quality of those acres.

7. Quality of the offset acreage—The habitat metric system defined in the RWP evaluates habitat
quality for offset acreage on an annual basis. A summary of habitat quality is included in this report.

8. Habitat restoration goals—The RWP uses a system of focal areas and connectivity zones with
goals of 70% suitable habitat in the focal areas and 40% in the connectivity zones. To achieve those
goals, LPC habitat must be restored and maintained. Many LPC conservation programs across
the region now use the SGP CHAT to target conservation efforts. This report will include an annual
evaluation of those goals considering the restoration efforts of all conservation programs that provide
data for that analysis. The strength of this approach is that common targeting helps leverage
conservation efforts and funding with efforts from partner organizations.

9. A five-year review of the RWP will be conducted during 2019. Major items to be reviewed
include; habitat quantity within CHAT categories and focal areas, avoidance of high priority CHAT
categories and impact analysis, strongholds and progress toward stronghold goals, conservation
practices, endowment sustainability and potential EOR+10 revision.
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INDUSTRY PARTICIPATION

The RWP is designed to include conservation measures that eliminate and/or reduce threats by land
uses including mineral, oil/gas, wind-energy developments, agricultural practices, and civil
infrastructure (including transmission and distribution lines, radio/cell towers, water lines, and
roads) on state and private property.

LEK SURVEYS FOR PROJECT CLEARANCE

Under the RWP, participant companies may conduct lek surveys to address restrictions under the
conservation measures in the WCA and the WAFWA Oil and Gas Candidate Conservation
Agreement with Assurances (CCAA). For areas within the EOR+10 that have not been surveyed for
LPC (assume LPC presence) or are within 1.25 miles of a known lek, the conservation measures
restrict activities during the breeding season where humans are present during the hours of 3 A.M.
to 9 A.M., noise levels for facilities constructed and mitigated for under the WCA and CCAA,
restrict off road travel in rangeland or planted grass and require the marking of fences. Participants
have the option of considering an area occupied with active leks and following those restrictions or
conducting lek surveys as defined in the lek survey protocol, which covers both aerial and ground-
based surveys (see Appendix G in the RWP and adaptive management section in the RWP).

To receive a project clearance determination from WAFWA, survey data must be submitted to
WAFWA and the data is checked to confirm it meets the lek survey protocol requirements. Project
clearance surveys will have the appropriate buffers added (1 mile for ground surveys and 200m for
aerial surveys), which are included in the lek survey layer on the CHAT website and are made
available for public use for project planning. WAFWA updates this layer annually, once all lek
survey data is received and summarized in August. WAFWA uses this layer, and all lek survey
information received, to assess survey coverage of proposed development projects. The survey
coverage determines if breeding season restrictions apply. Surveys are considered valid for five
breeding seasons.

In the spring of 2018, 325,169 acres were surveyed for project clearance, totaling 0.8% of the total
area of the EOR+10 (Table 1). Survey coverage varied by region from a high of 111,025 acres were
in the Mixed Grass Ecoregion to a low of 50,642 acres in the Shinnery Oak Ecoregion (Table 1).
Currently 20,909,354 acres of the EOR+10 (51.8%) have surveys conducted within the previous five
years and are considered currently surveyed (Figure 2, Table 2).



1.
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

The 2018 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Range-wide Conservation Plan Annual Progress Report

March 2019

Page 14

Table 1. Summary of acreage covered by lek surveys in 2018 by ecoregion and CHAT category.
Surveys are conducted by industry contractors, state agencies, and federal agency personnel to detect

LPC presence or identify an area as not having LPC.

Ecoregions

Mixed grass Prairie

Sand Sagebrush Prairie

Shinnery Oak Prairie

Shortgrass Prairie

EOR+10 Total:

CHAT Score
CHAT1
CHAT2
CHAT3
CHATA4

Ecoregion Total:

CHAT1
CHAT?2
CHAT3
CHAT4

Ecoregion Total:

CHAT1
CHAT?2
CHAT3
CHAT4

Ecoregion Total:

CHAT1
CHAT2
CHAT3
CHAT4

Ecoregion Total:

Acres

84,389
7,456
9,736
9,444

111,025
75,491
0

8,071
2,198
85,760
0

0

41,361
9,281

50,642

50,829

0

17,335
9,579

77,743

325,169

% of Area

3.28%
0.67%
0.19%
0.25%
0.88%
4.77%
0.00%
0.43%
0.05%
1.07%
0.00%
0.00%
0.70%
0.29%
0.46%
2.72%
0.00%
0.98%
0.20%
0.90%
0.81%
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Table 2. Summary of acreage covered by lek surveys performed in 2014-2018 (current active survey area).

Ecoregions CHAT Score Acres % of Area
Mixed grass Prairie CHAT1 2,562,349 99.47%
CHAT2 1,210,377 108.44%
CHAT3 5,660,744 109.16%
CHAT4 1,042,194 27.66%
Ecoregion Total: 10,475,664 82.84%
Sand Sagebrush Prairie CHAT1 1,490,155 94.11%
CHAT2 140,898 57.48%
CHAT3 739,894 39.29%
CHAT4 403,393 9.33%
Ecoregion Total: 2,774,341 34.53%
Shinnery Oak Prairie CHAT1 1,073,542 102.59%
CHAT2 862,333 96.59%
CHAT3 4,101,457 69.31%
CHAT4 965,408 30.38%
Ecoregion Total: 7,002,741 63.46%
Shortgrass Prairie CHAT1 348,115 18.60%
CHAT2 18,098 9.85%
CHAT3 169,089 9.56%
CHAT4 121,306 2.52%
Ecoregion Total: 656,608 7.59%
EOR+10 Total: 20,909,354 51.81%

All lek detections from project clearance surveys are included in the WAFWA lek database, along
with lek locations from the range-wide population surveys and those reported from state agencies
and other data sources. If a new detection is recorded in an area that was surveyed in a prior year
without detections, that new lek location supersedes the previous data and breeding season
restrictions apply within 1.25 miles of that location for a minimum of five breeding seasons from
the last detection. This database currently includes 3,763 lek observations recorded between 2005
and 2018, with 1,309 being from 2014-2018 and are considered “current leks” using the 5-year
definition within the RWP. This total represents raw lek observations and may include the same lek
observed across multiple years. There were 132 leks observed during the 2018 survey season based
on the data submitted to WAFWA (Figure 3). Of those leks observed between 2005 and 2018
(3,763) 2,942 were in CHAT 1 (74%), 340 were in CHAT 2 (9%), 402 were in CHAT 3 (11%),
and 71 in CHAT 4 (2%) and 8 were outside of the EOR+10 (0.2%). Leks outside the EOR+10 were
in northwest Kansas (5), and three leks were just across the border in Colorado. Of those leks outside
the EOR+1, all were identified by state wildlife agency personnel. There were additional
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observations from aerial surveys, but since this area of NW KS also has greater prairie-chickens, the
certainty that these are lesser prairie-chickens has been raised and these observations are considered
questionable and under review.

Additional updates to leks and the surveyed areas may occur after August if new data is identified.
Data users are encouraged to check the SGP Chat website and data portal to ensure they have the
most current data available for their planning.

WAFWA CONSERVATION AGREEMENT PARTICIPATION BY INDUSTRY

The WAFWA conservation agreement (WCA) covers oil and gas, pipelines, wind energy, electric
distribution and transmission, telecommunications, and other activities (See Sec. 10 of the WCA).
As of December 31, 2018, there were 52 active WCA contracts by 52 companies (signed Certificates
of Participation) (Table 3), three less than recorded at the end of 2017. All Certificates of
Participation for this agreement have been scanned and made available to USFWS on a secure
website.

The current active enrollment area totals for the WCA is 599,620acres (Table 4 & 5). WCA
enrollments are down 11% from the 673,538 acres reported for 2017. An additional 2,040 acres are
currently suspended for non-compliance. The acreage enrolled in the WCA has declined four three of
the last four years. The business plan in the RWP expected increases in enrollment each year and
established a 375,000-acre new enrollment target for the CCAA and WCA in the business plan of the
RWP for 2018.

Figures 4 and 5 depict the distribution of the current active WCA enrollments across the extent of the
EOR+10. The majority of the WCA enrollments (57.1%) are in the Mixed Grass Ecoregion, followed
by the Shinnery Oak Prairie Ecoregion (30.8%), the Sand Sagebrush Ecoregion (9.6%), the Shortgrass
Prairie Ecoregion (2.5%) (Table 4). The enrollment in this agreement represents a small percentage
of the range of the species (1.5%) (Table 4 and 5). However, that enrollment has substantial biological
importance because it represents a large portion of the electric grid within the EOR+10. By state,
Oklahoma has the most WCA enrollment at 233,837 acres (39.0% of the total) followed by Texas at
188,424 acres (31.4%), Kansas at 89,565 acres (14.9%), New Mexico at 85,508 acres (14.3%), and
Colorado at 2,285 acres (0.4%) (Table 5).
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Figure 2. Lek surveys conducted in 2018 (new), 2014-2017 (active), and 2013 (just expired) across
the estimated occupied range of the lesser prairie-chicken with a 10-mile buffer (EOR+10).



1.
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
The 2018 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Range-wide Conservation Plan Annual Progress Report

March 2019
Page 18

+ Leks identified in 2018
+ Leks identified in 2014 - 2017
© Historic leks (pre 2014)

X Focal area

[ Connectivity zone

CHAT 3
CHAT 4

01020 40 860 80

S —w— Viles W+E

Figure 3. Leks identified in 2017 compared with those identified in 2014-2017 (still considered active)

and leks last observed in 2013 or prior which are considered historic leks.



1.
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies March 2019
The 2018 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Range-wide Conservation Plan Annual Progress Report Page 19

Table 3. Companies enrolled in the WCA and their current contract status for the 2018 reporting year.

No Company Name Contract Status*
1. American Electric Power Company, Inc Active
2. Bailey County Electric Cooperative Active
3. Bluestem Wind Energy, LLC Active
4, BP America Production Company Active
5. Central Valley Electric Cooperative Active
6. Chaparral Energy, LLC Active
7. Cimarex Energy Company Active
8. Cimarron Electric Cooperative Active
9. CK Energy Electric Cooperative, Inc Active
10. Coral Coast Petroleum, LC Active
11. DCP Midstream, LLC Active
12. Deaf Smith Electric Cooperative Active
13. Edmiston Oil Company, Inc Active
14. Gore Oil Company Active
15. Grand Mesa Pipeline, LLC Active
16. Greenbelt Electric Cooperative Active
17. Hess Oil Company Active
18. Indian Exploration Company, LLC Active
19. ITC Great Plains Active
20. John O. Farmer, Inc Active
21. Enterprise Products Operating, LLC Active
22. ER Operating Company Active
23. Farmers Electric Cooperative Active
24. Kaiser-Francis Oil Company Active
25. Anadarko Petroleum Corporation Active
26. Lyntegar Electric Cooperative Active
217. North Plains Electric Cooperative Active
28. Northfork Electrical Cooperative Active
29. Northwestern Electric Cooperative Active
30. OG&E Corporation Active
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31. Midcoast Operating, LP Active

32. P.O. & G. Operating, LLC Active

33. Peregrine Petroleum Partners, Ltd Active

34, Pioneer Resources, Inc Active

35. Ramsey Property Management, LLC Active

36. Raydon Exploration, Inc. Active

37. Raymond Qil Company, Inc Active

38. Red Oak Energy, Inc Active

39. Slawson Exploration Company, Inc Active

40. Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, Inc Active

41, Sunflower Electric Power Corporation Active

42. Tower Assets Newco IX, LLC Active

43. Tri-County Electric Cooperative Active

44, Unit Petroleum Company Active

45, VAL Energy, Inc Active

46. Versado Gas Processors, LLC Active

47, Western Farmers Electric Cooperative Active

48. Western Gas Partners, LP Active

49. Xcel Energy, Inc Active

50. Prairie Wind Transmission, LLC Active

51. Lea County Electric Cooperative, Inc. Active

52. Bloom Wind, LLC Active

53. Jayhawk Pipeline, LLC Inactive Transferred to CCAA
54. Texakoma Exploration Production, LLC Inactive Transferred to CCAA
55. Superior Pipeline Company, LLC Inactive Transferred to CCAA
56. SemGroup Corporation Inactive Transferred to CCAA
57. Plains All American Pipeline, LP Inactive Transferred to CCAA
58. ONE Gas, Inc Inactive Transferred to CCAA
59. Magellan Midstream Partners, LP Inactive Transferred to CCAA
60. MarkWest Oklahoma Gas Company, LLC Inactive Transferred to CCAA
61. Kinder Morgan, Inc Inactive Transferred to CCAA
62. Kirkpatrick Oil Company, Inc Inactive Transferred to CCAA
63. Enable Midstream Partners, LP Inactive Transferred to CCAA
64. Jones Energy, LLC Suspended



1.
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

The 2018 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Range-wide Conservation Plan Annual Progress Report

March 2019
Page 21

65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.

Stratakan Exploration, LLC

Forestar Petroleum Corporation

McElvain Energy, Inc

Monarch Qil Pipeline, LLC

Dolomite Resource Corporation

Eagle Exploration & Production Company
Eagle Oil and Gas

Alfalfa Electric Cooperative

Nadel and Gussman, LLC

Opal Resources Operating Company Il, LLC
Broadview Energy

Roosevelt County Electric Cooperative
Samson Lone Star, LLC - Samson Resources Company
Anadarko E&P Onshore, LLC

BP America Production Company (Hemphill)
COG Operating, LLC

ConocoPhillips Company

Continental Resources, Inc

Eagle Rock Energy Services, LP

Eagle Rock Field Services, LP

Energy Transfer Partners, LP

EnerVest Operating, LLC

Devon Energy Comporation (Kansas)

Devon Energy Comporation (Oklahoma)
Devon Energy Comporation (Permian Basin)
Devon Energy Comporation (Rockies)
Devon Energy Comporation (Texas Panhandle)
Oxy Oil and Gas

ONEOK Partners, LP

Mewbourne Oil Company

Apache Corporation

Landmark Resources, Inc

Linn Operating, Inc

Samuel Gary Jr. & Associates, Inc

Terminated by Lease Expiration
Terminated by Non-Payment
Terminated by Non-Payment
Terminated by Non-Payment
Terminated by Non-Payment
Terminated by Non-Payment
Terminated by Participant
Terminated by 