South Central Local Sage Grouse Working Group

January 13, 2005

Draft Meeting Summary

This was the fourth meeting of the South Central Local Sage Grouse Working Group (SCLSGWG). The majority of the meeting was devoted to a working group discussion about local sage grouse conservation issues.  Other items for discussion included the mission statement, informational brochure, and project updates. Future meeting dates and a list of participants are included at the end of this summary. Action items are included throughout the summary. 

Meeting Agenda

1. Welcome, Introductions, Agenda Review, Approval of November 30 Meeting Summary, and Update on Legislative Issues 

2. Public Comment

3. South Central LWG Mission Statement 

4. Oil and Gas Issues in the South Central LWG Area

5. Statewide and South Central Sage Grouse Conservation Issues

6. South Central LWG Projects

7. Meeting Logistics 

8. Public Comment 

9. Meeting Evaluation 

10. Adjournment

1. Welcome, Introductions, Agenda Review, Approval of November 30 Meeting Summary, and Update on Legislative Issues 

Karen Larsen, SCLSGWG chair, opened the meeting. After introductions, Julie McKay, facilitator, reviewed the agenda. The group approved it and the November 30th meeting summary. The update on legislative issues was postponed until more information is available. 

2. Public Comment

No public comments were made during the comment period. 

3. South Central LWG Mission Statement 

The goal of this discussion was to finalize the Mission Statement. After an initial group discussion of the Mission Statement in November, Barbara Parsons facilitated the working group effort to develop it over email. From the email communications and additional conversations among group members, Roger Cox presented several different versions of the Mission Statement for the group to consider.

After discussing the meaning of several terms, the group reached consensus on the following statement:

The mission of the South Central Local Sage Grouse Working Group is to develop and promote best management practices that will conserve, enhance, and restore habitat for sage grouse and other wildlife while supporting the principles of multiple use.

To conclude the discussion, the group talked about how it went about reaching consensus. The group stressed the importance of being willing to understand the perspectives of others and remain open to different approaches. The group also recognized that email is useful for this type of effort, but that its limitations also need to be acknowledged. The in-person discussion was needed to finalize the statement. Overall, the group felt that the consensus-building process went well and expressed appreciation to Barbara Parsons for her effort.     

4. Oil and Gas Issues in the South Central LWG Area 

In response to concerns about the appropriate focus and timing for a discussion about oil and gas issues, the group agreed to postpone this topic for a future meeting. [Note: At a later point in the meeting, the group agreed that it would be helpful to have a presentation on oil and gas issues. Tom Clayson gathered group input about specific topics of interest. One group member indicated that it would be helpful to know about the kind of small projects that industry would be willing to support.]

5. Statewide and South Central Sage Grouse Conservation Issues 

The purpose of this discussion was to examine the sage grouse conservation issues identified in the statewide plan and determine how applicable they are to the South Central area. The issues discussed by the group included:

· Conflicting Wildlife and Wild Horse Management Goals (8)

· Farming (2) 

· Hunting (0) 

· Invasive Plants (3) 

· Livestock Grazing (4) 

· Mineral Development (7)

· Parasites and Diseases (0)

· Pesticides (0)

· Predation (8) 

· Recreation (0) 

· Residential Development (2) 

· Vegetation Management (10)

· Weather (3) 

[Note: For a summary of the group’s discussion of these issues, please see the separate document, “Identification of South Central Sage Grouse Conservation Issues.”] 

To conclude the discussion, each group member indicated which issues he or she would like to focus on in developing the local conservation plan. (The number next to each issue above is the number of votes the issue received.) Group members indicated that they “voted” for issues that they can do something about and be effective. However, in analyzing the results of the group prioritization process, group members acknowledged that they need to be careful in determining what the numbers associated with each issue mean. They noted that many of the issues are interrelated. The ranking of the issues should also be considered in relation to the group discussion about the issues themselves.  

6. South Central LWG Projects 

SCLSGWG Informational Brochure 

Tom Clayson presented the revised draft of the informational brochure to the group for review. 

Action Item:

· Group members should give their edits to the brochure to Tom Clayson who will revise it and bring the final version to the next meeting.   
Updates and Other Projects

The working group shared information about several projects in the area. They include: 

· Upper Stewart Creek Riparian Project− As a follow up to the November meeting, Glen Leavengood will work with Karen Larsen to develop a letter indicating group support for this project.  

· Glen Leavengood reported that Larry Hicks of the Little Snake River Conservation District is looking for funding to establish forbes in areas of lower precipitation. He is exploring the potential for developing a seed source for this reclamation effort with the Plants Material Center. 

· Tom Clayson distributed the “Lake DeSmet Conservation District Sage-Grouse Restoration Pilot Project” (1/5/05) as an example for the group. This pilot project was based on the Deseret management model. 

· Frank Blomquist reported on a recent range wildlife workshop he attended. The workshop included a presentation about the status of sage grouse, with habitat fragmentation emphasized as a significant concern. Other working groups (Buffalo, Casper) were mentioned and Pat Diebert again emphasized the importance of the local working groups and their ability to have an impact.  

7. Meeting Logistics

Future Meeting Dates

The group identified the following dates for its next four meetings in 2005:

· February 15, 8:30 a.m. – 3:30 p.m. 

· March 24

· April 21

· May 19 

Meetings will continue to be held at the Bureau of Land Management office, 1300 North Third, Rawlins, in the RFO large conference room. 

Agenda for February 15 Meeting  
With the goal of further understanding local sage grouse issues, the group identified the following agenda items for its next meeting:  

· Review and discussion of mapping information, focusing on relationship between sage grouse and mapping data/layers 

· Deseret presentation by Rick Danver, if available 

· Vegetation treatment options video, carried over from January meeting agenda (Glen Leavengood)

The group agreed to have a working lunch at the February 15 meeting. Julie McKay reminded the group that Michelle Zitek, WGFD, will attend the next meeting to transition into the facilitator role. 

Action Item:

· Glen Leavengood will see if Rick Danver is available to present at the February 15 meeting. 

· Julie McKay and Karen Larsen will develop a draft agenda for the February 15 meeting and distribute it to the group for review. 

Annual Report
Julie McKay and Karen Larsen will follow up with Tom Christiansen about the annual report.

Reno Conference

The National Sage Grouse Working Group conference is scheduled for February 11-12 in Reno. Tom Christiansen will provide more details as they are available.  

8. Public Comment 

No public comments were made during the comment period. 

9. Meeting Evaluation 

At the end of the meeting, group members provided written feedback on what worked about the meeting and what could have been done differently. Responses included:

· Good timing 

· Great discussion

· Need clear idea as to what we are to accomplish at the meeting.

· Good meeting─ finally getting something done

· Good job keeping the meeting moving and limiting some people’s air time.

· I am glad to meet eye to eye with everyone. We are on track and will hopefully make a difference in the long term good benefits for sage grouse in this area and the State of Wyoming.

· Using email to start on mission statement before discussion at the meeting (good)

· Working lunch, allows us to use time wisely (good)

· Having website that has most documents for reference (good)

· Group is getting better at discussions (good)

· More group interaction (went well)

· Mission statement process (went well)

· Need to pull information together to get started on a plan 

· Allowing a certain amount of discussion does help to promote/provoke further discussions

· Meetings are informational and educational 

10. Adjournment 
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