Jackson Sage Grouse Working Group

Meeting #3


Jackson Hole Sage-grouse Working Group

Meeting 3 Minutes

Wyoming Game and Fish Jackson Office

12/15/2004

Members in attendance: Eric Cole, Bert Raynes, Franz Camenzind, Joe Bohne, Doug Wachob, Sue Wolff, Randy Williams, Dave Cunningham (BTNF).

Members not present: Paul Bruun, Bob Lucas, Doug Johnston, Larry Jorgenson, Lance Koch (Cunningham as substitute)

Public in attendance: Sonya Erickson (Teton Conservation District)

WGF present: Tom Christiansen, Steve Kilpatrick

Facilitator: Jason Wilmot

8:15 Group introductions 
Jason Wilmot reviewed the agenda of the day

Jason proposed approval of meeting 2 minutes. There were no objections.

(Joe Bohne would like to talk about the airport issues if Doug Johnston is able to show up for the afternoon or the next meeting.)

8:30 Presentation:

Joe Bohne 
Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats 

 (PowerPoint problems during Joe Bohne’s presentation)

Decision to move to 11:00 agenda item: Group Discussion
Discussion Points: 
***Note:  The following were brought up as individual items, and do not reflect group consensus***

The politicization of the Assessment has undercut the science-based legitimacy of the process and opened the decision to future litigation, which will redirect resources away from conservation efforts.

Not listing the Sage-grouse will make less money available to agencies for management.

What are state sources of money?

State monies are usually available as matching funds with Fed money.

Wildlife trust fund – it is no longer a wildlife mitigation fund but sage-grouse will get some of the money.

Sage-grouse money must be “new” money not “old” money so that other programs are not being cut to fund grouse work.

Western governors see this as priority, so there is some political clout nationally.

“If the final listing decision is “not warranted” then we must manage the habitats differently than in the past or there will be little chance of  preventing declines in the sage-grouse population to the point where listing is necessary at some future date (10-20 years).”

Heavy development (oil and gas) of rangeland on the sage steppe will have significant long-term impact on grouse populations.  Small local populations will likely be lost and larger populations will likely get smaller.

Local working groups are a big part of the reason for the “not warranted” leaning of the federal decision. The feds are putting lots of confidence in the LWGs.

There are also high-level politics driving the decision.  Industry (O&G, ranching) lobbying is having effect at the top – sending conflicted messages.

National politics will dictate the resources available to this LWG.

If industry reps. are working for conservation with LWGs and states then it will be much better.  If they are working at political levels to undermine conservation efforts then LWG efforts will be undermined and limited in available resources.

F&WS funding will likely continue even after a “not warranted” finding.

The best model is to challenge industry to contribute some money to leverage for more federal funds.

There is consensus that this needs to be a science based approach.  The science is the hammer here. Try to use science rather than getting into opinions and politics.

Predator control will likely come up as one of the first steps in helping grouse. However if this is a chosen direction there must be monitoring.

Who will do the monitoring?  What is working? Why?  This will become a large burden on land mangers who already have little time/funding for new projects.

Conservation plan creation is the primary charge of the LWG as is implementation of the plan.  The group may take on other activities that could include those listed below.

      This group can have an active role in the decisions rather than only a reactive stance (e.g. lobbying, letter writing, phone calls).

Since there is no O&G interest on this LWG then any tie in to O&G development or other groups must be done delicately by this group.

How to better tie in with other LWGs?  

There are several arenas for this. Regional, state scale (day workshop), individuals have also attended other LWG meetings.

Can “fire money” be used here?

Even fire money has been cut so it may not be available.

BLM appropriation has also been slashed.

Without a separate pool of money then we will have trouble making much progress.

Wildlife Legacy Trust?  -  The money is there but it will be managed by an independent board and not administered by G&F. At next meeting this LWG may want to get more involved in that process. There is some political momentum behind the bill. 

Invite local politicians to come to a LWG meeting to help the group keep up with political issues such as the Wildlife Legacy Trust? This may be something for further discussion.

10:05 - 15 minute break

10:20 Continuation of Joe Bohne’s presentation

11:05 Break

11:10   Presentation

 Tom Christiansen – Sage Grouse Population Status and Trends in Wyoming (see handout)

LUNCH 12:00-12:45

12:45 -3:25 Housekeeping and Discussion

Chairperson selected:

Sue Wolff of GTNP selected as working group chair.

Ground Rules agreed upon by the group:

The “Final shared expectations and ground rules” created by the Bates Hole/Shirley Basin Sage-grouse working group were accepted, without edits, as the ground rules for the Jackson group.

Mission Statement created and agreed on by the group:

“Working with stakeholders to ensure the sustainability of sage grouse populations and their habitats.”

Group goals discussion:

Information collection:

“We need to prioritize these issues to limit distractions and best use the group’s resources.”

Maps (park, refuge, WGF)

It would help to get a cloud free landsat image from a bad winter to look for any exposed sage to locate critical winter areas. It would be good to get a scale map that provides a visual display of the habitat areas of the region.

Find out population needs.

Identify data gaps, synthesis 

Habitat inventories.  Occupied vs. not in suitable habitat? Analyze current habitat condition. GTNP habitat – Review report by Matt Holloran.  Identify sagebrush, seasonal ranges. What are habitat conditions?  Where are good seasonal range habitats, nesting areas, leks, fire (historical, proposed, perimeter, intensity), bottlenecks? ungulate concentration, grazing allotments, disease (west nile), slope aspect?

Space/time distribution

What are the limiting factors/threats for populations? Disease?  (contact – county person who works on West Nile)Get mosquito monitoring data

Are invasive species going to be a threat in the future?

How do management choices affect other species? 

Obstacles? – social, institutional, political, private, (bridge between decisions)-extension people?

This group should talk with the Idaho groups (working with the small population east of Soda Springs along the Wyoming-Idaho State line). Who are they? Does it exist?

Should we put a copy of Matt Holloran’s report in the Jackson library? Is there a PDF of the report? 

Action item: 

Early next year someone needs to follow up with state WGF GIS person to get a map of basic info for this group.

Goals for the next meeting:

  
Set next meeting date at the start of the meeting


Public comment period in the morning or at the beginning of the meeting


Set a date for creation of a map

Look at the list of goals, prioritize and set a timeline to meet goals, give assignments to members of the group

Connect with Doug Johnston about airport issues. Spring field trip to the airport when birds are strutting?

Joe Bohne may have some range wide assessment info to share at the next meeting. 


Report on the December proposed listing finding and discuss implications.

The group shoud have a funding discussion in relation to the new legislative session which starts Janaury 11. General lobbying?  Support additional funding? State bird?
Trust fund? One line in the Joint Appropriations bill specifies $500,000 for sage-grouse working groups.


Approve, by signature, the ground rules and mission statement.

Issues to be addressed at next meeting through email:

Can meetings be ½ day to increase attendance? Should we have evening meetings to better include everyone? Set fixed day of the month for meetings? Start just after lunch?  Will any of these ideas help with attendance?

How are absences going to be dealt with? Are those who are not present to be included in decisions? The group will check about agreement with items at the next meeting.

Next meeting date:

The next meeting will be a ½ day meeting starting with brownbag lunch at noon with the meeting beginning at 1 on Tuesday the 1st of February 2005. 

Public comment period:


There were no public comments.

Meeting evaluation items:


To be effective the group must have better attendance by all members.

Is replacement of non-attending members an option if they are not going to be available over the long run?

Meeting adjourned at 3:25
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