JH Sage Grouse Working Group #22                          
October 19, 2006


Upper Snake River Sage Grouse Local Working Group

October 19th, 2006

Wyoming Game and Fish Conference Room,   Jackson,  1 - 5pm

Members Present:  Joe Bohne, Franz Camenzind, Sue Wolff, Eric Cole, Doug Wachob, 


Kevin Pfister, BTNF (for Lance Koch)

Absent:  Paul Bruun, Doug Johnston, Lance Koch, Bert Raynes, Randy Williams, Larry Jorgensen

Guests:  Bryan Bedrosian and Derek Craighead, Beringia South 

Observers:  Geneva Chong, USGS;

Facilitator:  Barbara Hauge, Center for Resolution
Administrative Matters

The group approved the minutes of the September 28th meeting.

Sue will send out the final lek data for this year by Monday.

Joe will send out commitments by November 10th (not all the appendices and figures, but the full rough draft text).  Joe anticipated that some sections will need help from the group and will flag those in a cover memo.

The next meetings were scheduled for Thursday, November 16 from 1-5pm and Monday, 

December 18th from 1-5pm, both in the WGF conference room.

Beringia South Proposal

Bryan Bedrosian presented an updated project proposal from Beringia South to undertake a baseline study by marking and following adult females in order to estimate survival, productivity, general habitat use, and habitat differentiation among species.  The revision cited Matt Holloran’s conclusions and highlighted the value of additional proposed baseline research that addresses the limiting factors of the sage-grouse population.

Bert asked whether Bryan’s proposal considers disease. Bryan said that West Nile Virus (WNV) testing can be added. Joe said WNV is not a significant issue in places like Jackson, which have (higher) cooler summers.   

Kevin asked whether habitat was relevant to explaining the low number of chicks per hen.  Winter forage information will be crucial for this study.  Geneva said the vegetation data from her summer study was focused on winter locations, so could help answer the question about winter range.  

The proposal’s Appendix I adds GPS technology to the study. The group thought the Wildlife Conservation Society might be a source of funds for the GPS collars.  

Joe said that having year-round data should be valuable to the USFS.  He said it would be interesting to know if there's a link between the groups of birds.  How related genetically are the groups of birds?  If genetics suggests interchange, it's as good as marked birds.

The group discussed further the technical aspects of monitoring.

The group reviewed each of the other appendices that can be added to the baseline study done by marking adult females:

Appendix II: adding more time to follow the females (adds home range habitat 

use and steps up the monitoring for winter habitat, so provides more year-

round information)


Appendix III: marking and following males to show seasonal home ranges and 

inter-lek movements


Appendix IV: documenting of predator rate near nesting chicks

Kevin asked whether the studies will produce obvious habitat actions or whether those would need to be produced with habitat studies.  Bryan said the proposal will recommend habitat actions and guidelines.

Doug said that the effort to reintroduce fire needs specificity: where should mature sagebrush stands be protected from fire, especially winter range areas?  We are manipulating habitat, but don't know how it affect sage-grouse long-term.

Eric said we might need more habitat information and asked whether it is it built into the study or whether it could be done later.

Derek responded that there are lots of questions that a proposal could ask and that he and Bryan need to know where to cut it off.

Joe said that we don’t know how to manage sagebrush. It would be useful to identify areas to restore that would be likely to be used by sage-grouse. It would be nice to have data, though we could probably ballpark it using our personal experience.

Joe also pointed out that the proposal needs a selling point to spend all this money on a few hundred birds--we have an at-risk population.  

Doug asked what actions the group wished to take: which are important components of the proposal and how the group wished to proceed.  The group approved the idea of the base proposal plus Appendices 1, II and IV.  Matching funds to date should include Geneva’s summer vegetation work, the Beringia South raven study, and Sue’s further monitoring.  Sue mentioned that there may be local donors interested in bird studies.  She will also look around for fire-related funds.  The Animal Damage funds might be appropriate for the predator part of the project.

An application for WGF habitat-related funds, for which there is a $5,000 limit, is due in January.

Airport funds might be targeted for a GPS collar, since that would be better than a VHS transmitter.  A letter from Sam Crowe would help Larry make his case.

Joe reminded the group that some new Cooperative Sagebrush Initiative funds coming from industry and funneled through WAFWA, could help with the Beringia South proposal.  Joe and Tom Christiansen will attend a meeting in Boise October 30th to November 1st relating to these funds and need a proposal by October 25th in order to apply.  Doug and Bryan will submit the necessary proposal by October 25th. 

The meeting adjourned at 2:45 pm.  The next regular meeting is proposed to be November 16th from 1-5 pm in the WGF conference room
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