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28 March 2006
Meeting convened at 0945h.

Gillette Campus of Sheridan College

Attendees:  Tom Christianson, Tom Doll, Robert Harshbarger, Tom Bills, Tom Maechtle, Tim Byers, Bob Krumm, Mickey Steward, Helen Jones, Wanda Burget, Heather O’Brien (WGFD Gillette), Dan Thiele (WGFD Buffalo), Don Spellman, Tracy Pinter, Warren Mischke, Justin Williams (Department of Agriculture), Aaron Waller (RCD)
Warren introduced guests and then turned the meeting over to Tom Christianson.  He reports that submittal of the Conservation Plan to the Commission must come after public review and comment.  If we shoot for a target date of September, this means the conservation plan must be pretty well done by early summer.  He reminds us that the document we are preparing is a living document and will be continually revised.  He hopes the group will continue to meet and prepare annual reports and addenda as the project moves forward.  Such an annual modification will include new projects, results of monitoring and so forth.

Tom Maechtle asks about funding needs, and if these should be included in the annual effort.  The Legislature did approve 1.1 million for the next biennium, about $50K more than the last biennium.  The process for how that money will be distributed will be set up in the next month.  Monies will probably be spent for plan implementations.  There are still many details to be worked out.  Mickey asks if some of that money might be used to start of sage-grouse trust fund.  We also wondered how the money would be allocated.
Tim asks if someone outside the group requests funding from the Wildlife Trust Fund for sage-grouse, would endorsement from the working group help the application?  Tom C. says yes.
Tom Maechtle reports the joint NRCS/WGFD biologist position for northeast Wyoming letter was sent out and Tom C. says the southwest working group is also asking for the position
Tom Doll hands out a draft of the O/G white paper; he would like it attached as a whole document.  He feels the document has been adequately peer-reviewed and that it has received qualified support.
Some discussion ensued regarding the location of different leks in the vicinity of the Napier Road Cottonwood lek.

Tim Byers talks about his version of a white paper, or what the Forest Service does for sage-grouse conservation and hands out a draft.  He talks about considering the entire life cycle of the grouse as well as accommodating the existing rights, power, and privileges of the various users.  Tom Bills gives some examples of conflicting user concerns and perspectives, reinforced by Tom Dolls.  Tim says his emphasis is on collaborative problem-solving.  Dan Thiele asks how the information would be incorporated in the conservation plan.
Bob Harshbarger asks about the effect of DM&E; he is against another railroad on the USFS.
Aaron asks how the USFS BMPs could be incorporated into the Conservation Plan BMPs.  Could Tim do this?  Aaron volunteers to do this.  Tom C. says BMPs need to be more substantive and gives an example of the Rawlins group who is considering a brochure whereby BMP details could be submitted to the working group for dissemination.  Tim says we may want to showcase experimental BMPs; Tom M. says we can’t do that unless there is some evidence that they work.  Mickey says that monitoring is key to good BMPs and that the conservation plan needs more emphasis on monitoring.
Tom M. says Melissa Doughtery and Greg Johnson received authorization from both Wyoming and Montana to start the predatory fish study; they also received $25K from Miles City BLM for this work.  All other necessary MSU paperwork has been obtained.  There are stocking rate experiments in the laboratory, a controlled study in a reservoir (funded by Bob Berry, a local Sheridan rancher).  All the work so far has been done in Montana.  The outdoor ponds have not yet been selected.  Sheridan College are in the loop on this project, particularly funding.  He also says that some changes need to be made to the write-up on the website for seeding and suggests I get with Phil on these and update it.
Local Government White Paper – by Mickey Steward
Procedure

Talk to County Commissioners so they have knowledge, can give concurrence, and can perhaps give suggestions; get a feel for their point of view
Talk to representatives of identified entities; and who are they?
Contents

Make reference to local entities funded by mill levy that have any conceivable input or effect
Predator Control Board for predator control
Weed and Pest for weed control
Conservation District for conservation activities
Public Health for recordkeeping on disease patterns

Document any county or city-funded entities that have any conceivable input

Animal Control (in many cases the Sheriff’s Office or Police Department)
Traffic Control and (Sheriff’s Office)
Road and Bridge (mowing, roadside reclamation, traffic control including signage); timing of construction of roads
Solid Waste Disposal Facility for predator control
Water Treatment Plant for discharge methods

Planners for Subdivision Activities
Municipal Parks and Golf Courses for mosquito control

Report on County Departments whose budgets are separate from the Commissioners or mill levies
County Assessor for keeping detailed information on property distribution patterns
Tom M. suggests that we try and get the road mowers for the highway department to bag and send in dead roadside grouse.
Add Niobrara and Converse to the commissioners list.  Tim Byers says the PreCorp is having a meeting in town about powerlines – it is at Friday at 0900 in the PreCorp office.
Justin Williams and Helen Jones have met on the Agriculture White Paper and so far created an outline; they are meeting today to continue their efforts.  Some of their outline headers are, “How Agriculture Contributes to the Economy of the State, How Industry Plays into Agricultural Activities (Landowner Agreements), Grazing Programs, and Water Development on Agricultural Lands.
Dan takes over the meeting to work on the Conservation Plan.  He refers to the objectives set for us as a working group and reminds us that we need a lot of work on the implementation phase of the Conservation Plan.  He wants to be sure that projects are prioritized by where the grouse are as well as offsetting impact and asks the questions about where should be our efforts.  Tim Byers says it might be that we rank the importance of areas and populations for their increase, maintenance, or neglect.
Bob Harshbarger points out that the state of our knowledge on sage grouse populations is a function of where we have looked and says that in counties that have not been thoroughly investigated we really have no idea about how many grouse there are.  How can we increase the state of our knowledge in un-surveyed areas?  He says maybe just providing a means for landowners to record and submit observations would be a big help.  Niobrara, Converse, Weston, and Crook counties would be fertile counties for this kind of endeavor.  Systematize “Wildlife Sitings by Landowners” – could we do a kind of bounty thing – maybe through the predator control board or other entity?  The agriculture white paper will include a recommendation to develop this concept.
Funding Decision Making

Opportunity for Actions

Occupied Habitat

Lek Density

Limiting Factors

Maintains or Increases Populations

The group could be a focal point for developing an landowner information collection program and establishing a means for information flow.  There is a pilot for this funded by Encana with some landowner participation.  Some type of proposed action along these lines will be included in the Agriculture White Paper.
We then move on to orphan proposed actions and how to find parents for them.  We could have a Recommended Category where the group could then undertake to obtain a commitment from the identified group.  We could have Current Actions, Planned Actions, and Recommended Actions in the implementation.  What we decided is that we could have Commitments and Recommendations, and we will make a point of giving groups that might be involved a head-up of what we are thinking.  Bob Harshbarger’s idea of wildlife observations spread to Bob Krumm suggesting that information collected by NGO’s and also using them to get the word out.  We must maintain sensitivity to privacy.
The conservation strategy will be tabulated with a column added for schedule.  We then talked about formatting for the document and further meetings.  We also talked about the public meeting methods and presentations.  We had A LOT of discussion about how to run the meetings – it was amazing.  We all agreed to put the document on line and put the document in the library for public review, and then have local meetings on different days.  Douglas, Newcastle, Gillette, Buffalo, and Sheridan.  We will put some thought into how to schedule them.  And we will continue to discuss the public meeting issue.
Agenda for April Meeting

Conservation Strategy

BMPs

White Papers

Format of Public Meetings

Best Management Practice Discussions

Melissa and Kevin Doughtery Presentation

Meeting Schedule

19 April in Buffalo

23 May in Newcastle

15 June in Gillette
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