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Grassland Monitoring Plan

	The Monitoring Plan is created at the beginning of a project. This document should summarize the key aspects of the project in relation to the protocol, such as eligibility criteria and monitoring requirements, referencing other documents or evidence, where applicable. The Monitoring Plan is meant to take a forward-looking approach to monitoring and reporting over the life of the project, but may be updated if a significant change takes place. Annual Monitoring Reports will be submitted to document updates that take place during a given reporting period. Note: Monitoring Plans are not made public on the Reserve’s registry. However, if the project is pursuing a Recorded PIA, please note that the Monitoring Plan will be an exhibit to the PIA, and will be publicly accessible via the PIA.

Disclaimer: 
The purpose of this template is to assist grassland project developers in organizing their project data around important aspects of the Grassland Project Protocol, and to help facilitate verification. This document is a tool for verification only and should not be considered project guidance. Completing all fields in this document does not guarantee that the project will be successfully verified. This document does not take the place of the relevant protocol and the information contained herein is not designed to be all-inclusive or exhaustive. Project developers should always reference the relevant protocol in order to meet all requirements under the Climate Action Reserve (Reserve) program.
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	Grassland Owner
	May Farms

	Project Owner
	Ducks Unlimited, Inc.

	Technical Consultant (if applicable)
	N/A

	Reserve Project ID
	CAR1261

	Project Name
	May Ranch Avoided Grassland Conversion Project

	Cooperative ID (if applicable)
	N/A

	Cooperative Developer (if applicable)
	N/A

	Name of Individual Completing Plan
	Christine Rost

	Protocol Version
	2.1

	Last Updated
	9/22/2025
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Project Information

1. Project Description
Describe how the project area meets the definition of grassland, per the Reserve protocol.
 The roughly 14,500 acres in the conservation easement is native prairie, riparian areas, and intermixed wetland. After removing all roads, ditches, and wetlands, the project incorporates 12,434.10 acres of native prairie that has never been plowed. There is little (<10% ) to no tree canopy on all acres, and the entire project area meets the land capability classification threshold in the protocol.


2. Project Start Date
Describe and justify the project start date, with reference to evidence demonstrating project commencement.
The start date--12/14/16--is when the conservation easement was formally recorded with the County Assessor (Prowers County, CO); thus consistent with protocol guidance.

	Location of evidence or documentation[footnoteRef:1]: Recorded_May_CE_2016_12_14.pdf [1:  For electronic files, you may include a hyperlink to all relevant files pertaining to each section (e.g. C:\My Folders\CAR###\Project Start Date). Alternatively, you may want to simply describe where the relevant files are kept, such that another individual could locate them.] 





3. Ownership of Reductions
Describe how clear and explicit ownership of grassland property is demonstrated. Describe how clear and explicit ownership of GHG emission reductions from the project are demonstrated. What relevant contracts/documents are used to demonstrate ownership?
There was an extensive due diligence process completed for the conservation easement component, including a title review. The a detailed legal description (per the ownership) is also provided in the recorded easement (Exhibit. A). All building envelopes and exclusions were GPS'ed and recorded (Exhibit. B). The sodbuster provision area was outlined based on existing cultivated acres, and ground-truthed by a third-party consultant who completed the Baseline Delineation Report. The ownership of the emission reductions is outlined in a separate notarized agreement between Ducks Unlimited and May Farms. Specifically, there was an Option Agreement dated May 24th, 2017 that preceds an executed Conveyance agreement dated 2/20/18.

	Location of evidence or documentation: Recorded_May_CE_2016_12_14.pdf




4. Monitoring Land Use

· Historical Land Use – Describe whether the project area was in grassland cover for greater than 30 years, or between 10 and 30 years, prior to the start of the project. What evidence is used to support this assertion?
All 12,434.10 modelled acres have been in native vegetation for more than 30 years. This has been confirmed by the ranching family, who has managed all aspects of the operation for more 30 years. The historic vegetation is confirmed by the extensive Baseline Delineation Report completed for the easement component. All acres were enrolled in a no sod-buster clause and were examined for any cultivation history by a third-party consultant. Specifically, the native historic plant communities on the ranch were cross referenced to “rangeland relic areas, [and] areas protected from excessive disturbance.” No historic ground disturbance/re-established vegetation was observed, which any plow print would undoubtly be evident in this short-grass prairie ecosystem. Furthermore, historic imagery was provided to the verify that shows the ranch in a non-cultivated state thirty years ago.

Describe supporting evidence for each year of prior land use below:
As noted above, on-the-ground vegetation assessments were completed by a third-party professional and documented in the Baseline Delineation Report. A historic Google Earth image (going back to 1988) documenting the ranch in grassland was also captured and reviewed by the verifier. Lastly, in-person interviews with the landowner were conducted. They have been ranching on the tract for over thirty years. They logistically could not have maintained such an operation if any was in cultivation.

	 Location of evidence or documentation: MAY FINAL BASELINE.pdf



· Current Land Use – Describe the evidence used to document that the project area remains in undisturbed grassland for each year following the project start date.
Yes, the entirety of the easement and carbon project boundary were assessed on foot by a stewardship staff member, Bill Noonan, of CCALT on June 11th, 2024.  
The stewardship staff member looks for compliance based on the easment restrictions.

The protocol requires a rangeland health assessment (RHA) every six years. The first RHA was conducted in 2018 and the second RHA was conducted at the end of the 2024 growing season by Cedar Creek Associates, Inc. 

In 2024, twelve sites were sampled in all 8 ecological sites with the majority of ecosystem health variables categorized as stable. These variables included soil and site stability, hydrologic function, and biotic integrity (Table 3., Cedar Creek Associates, Inc.). 

Of the 12 sites sampled the DS2 and PS1 sites both had moderate departures from expected conditions in the 2018 RHA. The DS2 deep sand site had moderate assessment in 2018 for both hydrologic function and biotic integrity. The PS1 plains swale site had moderate assessment in 2018 for both soil and site stability and hydrologic function. All of these moderate departures have been positively changed to slight to moderate departures in the 2024 RHA.

The PS1 site has had a 'Moderate-Extreme' level of departure from expected conditions in Biotic Integrity in both the 2018 and 2024 Rangeland Health Assessments. After looking over the PS1's specific Evaluation Form and discussing in more detail with the rangeland health consultant the main reason for the decline in biotic integrity is the encroachment of an invasive plant species, Kochia, along with limited desirable vegetation. The PS1 is in the Plains Swell ecological site and this site is expected to have some seasonal ponding as a result of rain events. This can cause a seasonal congregation of cattle and with that an increase in ground disturbance. The RHA states that there are also stock tanks present in the northern part of this site and that encourages concentrated use of the area by cattle as well. Kochia loves to grow in places that have frequent ground disturbance. Another contributing factor to the increase in presence of kochia is it's a drought tolerant plant species and the area has been experiencing moderate to extreme drought during this time period. This site's topographic position along with some stock tanks being present is noted as a leading factor in why there has been a decline in biotic integrity in both the 2018 and 2024 Rangeland Health Assessment. It should be noted that kochia is a very common grassland invasive species in this area as confirmed by southern Colorado's ag and natural resources extension experts. There are limited feasible management plan options for the encroachment of Kochia at this particular site due to the topographical location and intermittent ponding. It is noted in the RHA that restoring the area closer to the ecological site reference sheet description may be difficult to achieve. 

The PS1 site also had a 'Moderate' level of departure from expected conditions in both soil and site stability as well as hydrological function in the 2018 RHA and a slight positive increase to 'Slight-Moderate' level of departure from expected conditions in soil and site stability as well as hydrological function. The soil and site stability and hydrological function are slightly diminished because of poor vegetation but there has been a slight increase since last RHA in 2018. As noted above, due to the topographical location and intermittent ponding of this site it is going to be extremely difficult to restore the area back to the ecological site reference sheet. 

The DS2 site has had a 'Moderate' level of departure from expected conditions in both hydrological function and biotic integrity in the 2018 RHA and a slight positive increase to 'Slight-Moderate' level of departure from expected conditions in hydrological function and biotic integrity. It is noted that the departures observed are mostly related to poor vegetation community but vegetation community has gradually increased and is on an upward trend since previous rangeland health assessment in 2018. A suggested management option if next rangeland health assessment shows a negative departure from this positive trend is to brush hog some of the dead standing sand sage and interseed. But it is important to keep in mind that this site is in the deep sand ecological site and is prone to soil erosion so care would need to be taken to prevent any erosion due to the disturbance of dead biomass.

 This shift in vegetation is not indicative of overgrazing or any other management practices. To address the issue of limited vegetation the ranch owner has voluntarily reduced the herd size since the wildfire in 2022 and not replaced herd size to support recovery of drought and fire damage. DU will also inform the ranch owner to keep an eye on the PS1 area.
 

	 Location of evidence or documentation: 2018 and 2024 Rangeland Health Assessments 




5. Project Monitoring Parameters

· Livestock Grazing – Describe any livestock grazing which occurs on the project area, referencing any paper or digital documentation concerning the type of livestock, number of grazing days for each type of livestock, and temperature data during the grazing season. If these grazing data are estimated, describe in detail the estimation procedure and sources of information that are used.
The historic grasslands of the May Ranch support a generational cattle ranching operation. Stocking rates were determined for each appropriate livestock type—beef cows, calves, heifers, bulls—through verbal and written communication with the ranch owner we updated the head of mother cows from 600 to 480 as the landowner indicated they were not in a financial position to retain any heifers in the aftermath of the 2022 fire that impacted May Ranch. We assume the same 90% pregnancy rates, as were reported in previous monitoring reports. Bulls were also updated from 100 to 35 and this was also due to the financial position of May Ranch. 

	Location of evidence or documentation: GrazingDayEquipmentCalc24.xlxs



· Fertilizer Use – Describe whether organic fertilizer is used on the project area and if documentation is available concerning the type, quantity, and nitrogen content of the fertilizer.
No organic fertilizers are applied on this operation, and thus, no evidence of type, quantity, content. In addition to landowner testimony, there was no evidence of fertilizer applications during multiple site visits.

	Location of evidence or documentation: N/A.



· Fires – Describe whether the project area is impacted by either prescribed or accidental burning, and what evidence exists to document fires (e.g., photographs, satellite imagery, insurance documents, government agency reports).
A large catastrophic fire occurred in 2022.  To contain the spread, the family created emergency fire breaks totaling 11.5 acres within the GHG project area.  These acres were removed temporarily from the project in 2022 and 2023 verifications, until it could be demonstrated that the aboveground biomass had recovered to reference conditions (see Photo 1).  This year, DU confirmed the re-establishment of native vegetation during a site visit in November.  This determination was supported by the rangeland health assessment conducted by Cedar Creek Associates, Inc. at the end of the 2024 growing season.  As a result, 11.5 acres were added back into the project for the 2024 verification event
 

	Location of evidence or documentation: 2024 Rangeland Health Assessment by Cedar Creek Assoc.



· Fossil Fuel and/or Electricity Consumption – Describe whether mobile or stationary equipment are used as part of project activities. How are fuel and electricity consumption documented?
Most everything is done on horseback. There is one main ranch truck (that hauls the horse trailer) that puts on roughly 10K miles each year, at an assumed mpg of 16. As of 2020, there are 2 large feed truck that help supplement during the four winter calving months, or 120 days. They complete 4 trips a day at a distance of 6 miles. We assumed a conservative mpg of 6. The equipment yard and distances traveled was reviewed in person and all data can be referenced in the GrazingDayEquipmentCalc24.xlxs.

	Location of evidence or documentation: GrazingDayEquipmentCalc24.xlxs




6. Legal Requirement Test
Describe how the Project Owner will ascertain and demonstrate that, at the time of the project start date, the project passed all three parts of the Legal Requirement Test (GPP Section 3.3.2).
The legal requirement test ensures that GHG reductions or removals were not required by existing laws or regulations.  There are no federal, state, or local requirements that would require no-till agricultural activities, or any component of this conservation easement or carbon project.  The carbon project and associated required conservation easement were voluntary in nature, demonstrated through the easement due diligence process including an IRS qualified appraisal and Colorado State Tax Credit program. 


7. Regulatory Compliance
Describe personnel and processes used to ensure that the project is in material compliance with all applicable regulations. Include a list of all laws, mandates, or regulations which could potentially be relevant to the project area or project activities. Please reference relevant documents.
This project is under a voluntary conservation easement in the state of Colorado for the preservation of this property and will contribute to significant conservation efforts in Prowers County in accordance with the Internal Revenue Code and Treasury Regulations 1.170A-14(d)(4)(ii) and 1.170A-14(d)(3). The conservation purposes of the conservation easement deed follow clearly delineated governmental conservation policies including the Farmland Protection Policy Act, P.L. 97-98, 7 U.S.C. 4201, et seq., Colorado Department of Agriculture statutes, Colorado Revised Statutes 35-3-102(a) and 35-3-102(b), Colorado Wildlife and Parks and Outdoor Recreation 33-1-101 and 33-10-101, and Colorado Department of Transportation 43-1-401. These governmental policies listed above allow for (but do not equire) protection of open space for public good. 

The Colorado Cattleman's Agricultural Land Trust (CCALT) is a Land Trust Alliance accredited land trust and qualified conservation organization as defined by the United States Internal Revenue Code to hold land trust easements. CCALT annually monitors and stewards the protections in the conservation easement as the grantee of the easement and has the right to prevent and correct or require correction of violations of the terms of the conservation deed. The conservation easement was recorded on 12/14/2016 with the title and is a matter of public record.


	Location of evidence or documentation: CCALT Easement Monitoring Report (CCALT 2024 295 Easement Monitoring Report.pdf) and May Ranch Conservation Easement (Recorded_May_CE_2016_12_14.pdf) 




8. Record Keeping
Briefly describe how project data are recorded and maintained. Where are they stored and for how long? Identify relevant personnel and describe their responsibilities.
The easement and GHG ownership agreements are recorded with the property deed in the county courthouse and are on public record. All agreements and obligations pertaining to the project are maintained by Ducks Unlimited using our proprietary accounting systems. Key personnel for DU include Billy Gascoigne, Director of Agriculture and Strategic Partnerships, Lauren Alleman, Carbon Programs Specialist, and Christine Rost, Agricultural Systems Modeler. DU personnel mentioned above collected activity data from grassland owner, May Farms, over phone and confirmed by email. There is an executed monitoring agreement between Ducks Unlimited and Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust (CCALT), in which CCALT administers all conservation easement and rangeland health monitoring activities and provides formal reports to DU. Those reports are shared with DU to evaluate any possible project infractions. CCALT’s Project Monitors are Dan Skeeters and Megan Knott.  

	Location of evidence or documentation: annual easement monitoring reports are archived at DU and CCALT




9. Calculation Method
Briefly describe the methods and software used to perform emission reduction calculations.
       The Climate Action Reserve's GrassTool Beta v2.1h was used to estimate baseline and project emissions for the 2024 verification period. CAR's Grassland Protocol V2.1 was referenced when using the SUURGO Web Soil Survey to identify soil classifications and soil texture. Permanent infrastructure was delineated in ArcMap by a remote sensing specialist. Project emissions for enteric fermentation and diesel use is outlined above and has been reviewed by the verifier in years past. The Major Land Resources Area designations, as defined by the USDA NRCS, was used to stratify our two ecosystem types and estimate our baseline emissions. Per CAR guidance, a weighted average based on respective acreage in each MLRA was derived and used in our input calculations.    

	Location of evidence or documentation: see GrassTool spreadsheets in registry documents




10. Original Logs
Please reference the location and storage procedure for original copies of any other routine operational logs that are maintained and carried out by staff, if not included above.
The original copies are stored on a Duck's Unlimited  folder on Sharepoint and are maintained by our internal Carbon team.

	Location of evidence or documentation:      




11. Qualifications/Description of Training
Provide evidence that any staff performing monitoring and reporting activities was trained and/or is qualified to carry out these tasks.
Billy Gascgoine has several years of experience working and advising within the grassland conservation carbon space. He is DU's Director of Agriculture and Strategic Partnerships and also a co-author on CAR's avoided conversion of grasslands protocol V2.1 and has been a part of the May Ranch project's MMRV since the project's start date.

Lauren Alleman is a ecologist who specializes in carbon markets and has lead DU's internal carbon programs for the last three years. 

Christine Rost has a Professional Science Master's degree from Colorado State University where her focus was on greenhouse gas modeling and accounting frameworks in food systems. She is DU's Agricultural Systems modeler and the GHG modeling lead for voluntary carbon market projects. 

	Location of evidence or documentation:      



12. Parameters fixed for the project lifetime
Please note the values for the following project parameters, which should not change during the Crediting Period.

	Parameter Monitored
	Value
	Description/Notes

	MLRA(s)
	69, 67B	Upper Arkansas Valley Rolling Plains, Central High Plains, Southern part
	State
	Colorado	Click here to enter text.
	County
	Prowers	Click here to enter text.
	Cropland Premium
	N/A.	Click here to enter text.
	DFconv
	1%	Click here to enter text.
	Stratum 1 (acres)
	515	69: FIne
	Stratum 2 (acres)
	8312.8	69: Medium
	Stratum 3 (acres)
	3576.3	69: Coarse
	Stratum 4 (acres)
	30	67B: Coarse
	Stratum 5 (acres)
	N/A.	Click here to enter text.
	Stratum 6 (acres)
	N/A.	Click here to enter text.
	Stratum 7 (acres)
	N/A.	Click here to enter text.
	Stratum 8 (acres)
	N/A.	Click here to enter text.
	Buffer pool contribution percentage
	1.8	This is automatically calculated by the GrassTool. 
	Typical sources of fossil fuel and electricity use on the project area
	Ranch truck and 2 feed trucks for the winter months.	Reference Fossil Fuel summary and calculation process above.
	Expected sources of project emissions (grazing, fertilizer, irrigation, other)
	Grazing.	Reference Livestock Grazing summary and calculation process above.
	Typical grazing season
	7 months	April-October


	Location of evidence or documentation: Addressed in summaries above.
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