South Central Sage-Grouse Working Group

April 20, 2006

BLM Office Rawlins

Present:  Frank Blomquist, Tom Clayson, Roger Cox, John Espy, Gene Carico, Barb Parsons, Karen Larsen, Randy Phipps, Tim Woolley, Michelle Zitek, and Tom Christiansen 

Absent:  Jack Berger, Mike Cuin, Glen Leavengood, Bill Nation

Introductions and preliminary items:  Minutes from the March 2006 meeting were approved with a minor change.  The change is noted in the minutes posted on the website.  Karen arranged for lunch, and it was appreciated by all.    

Other Announcements:  Bill Nation wanted the group to know that he received the money from the grant, and has ordered the seeds.  

Tom Clayson shared information about the US Fish and Wildlife Service decision not to list the Gunnison Sage-Grouse.  He found this information on the Internet.  He sent the group the following link so that they could review this information:  http://mountain-prairie.fws.gov/pressrel/06-33.htm.   He indicated that the Q&A section said that the Gunnison conservation plan did not play a large role in the decision not to list this particular species.   

Frank announced that he would have some botanic interns working for him this summer.  He plans to have them collect seeds.  They have not decided what plant species to focus their efforts on as of yet, but are looking at about 7 different species to be used for propagation.  He is coordinating with Andy Warren and Mr. Hicks, but is not sure of the timeframe. 

Public Comment Period:  There were no public comments.

Where are we and where do we go from here?  The group discussed Appendix 10: Suggested Local Plan Outline and compiled a three ring binder as they discussed this outline.  The first part of the plan is the conservation assessment.  We still need to add write-ups on each issue to complete this portion.  The group discussed the rankings given to issues during the January meeting.  (Original ranking for January 2005 meeting notes.)

	Vegetation mgmt – 10
	Livestock grazing - 4
	Hunting - 0

	Conflicting wildlife

Wild horses management – 8
	Invasive Plants – 3
	Parasites and Diseases - 0

	Predation – 8
	Weather - 3
	Pesticides - 0

	Mineral Development - 7
	Residential Development - 2
	Recreation - 0

	
	Farming - 2
	


It was decided not to have a numbered list, but to address each of the issues in a narrative.  (Draft narrative is attached for review.)  The list and the narrative will be included in the Conservation Assessment.  The next section is the Conservation Strategy.  This consists of the goals and objectives the group has been working on.  We still need to discuss the implementation strategy to complete this section.  The final part of the plan will be the Recommended Management Practices (RMPs).  

Refining goals and action items:  The group worked on refining the goals and action items discussed during the March meeting.  Tim will work on formatting these and will send an updated copy to the group for review before the next meeting.  There was not have time to discuss and refine the minerals and energy resources goals and action items.  This section was tabled for discussion at the May meeting.  Randy agreed to work on this portion and to send it to the group before the next meeting.  Both items should be available for review before the next meeting. 

A final plan review:  The group did a final review of what still needed to be added to the plan.  We still need to draft narratives for each of the issues and we need to begin work on the implementation strategy.  

The May meeting was rescheduled.  It will be held May 24, in Rawlins at the BLM Office.  The group agreed to individually review the documents sent to them and to wordsmith them individually.  The group decided they would like to begin work on the implementation strategy next.    

Michelle asked the group to write down on sticky notes what went well during this meeting, and what could be improved.  Following are the responses from the group.

What could be improved?

Screen was hard to read.  Can we improve on readability?

Less people in attendance could/does lead to faster decisions, but does not adequately, or might not adequately, represent all interested parties.

More cookies

Am not sure of the need to go into small groups – We seem to do well as one

Schedule breaks for certain times and not take them as needed.

It was all great.

Better attendance?  We are getting far enough along that is will be important to get every member’s input.

What went well?

Overhead/computer presentation and review by group very productive and useful.  Notebooks to keep material all together.

Small groups to work on fleshing out conservation strategy.

Good progress on plan.

Overall good meeting - Flow was good.

Structured guidance for meeting led to greater accomplishment. 

Great flow and organization - Really helped to clarify where we are, where we are going.

Came in with clear plan on what to accomplish and did.  Next meeting plan of attack.

Work groups facilitated speed of getting through tasks.

Working on the goals and objectives as a group with subgroups, and using computer to record the edits.  This will speed up the planning process.

Michelle thanked everyone for his or her continued work, and the meeting was adjourned.

The importance of factors affecting sage-grouse narrative (4-20-06)

Of the limiting factors we feel that there are items such as weather that may be very limiting but we have little control of the factor.  Other factors such as farming or residential development may be very limiting, but only in isolated areas of the south central working group area.  Other items such as hunting and recreation, pesticides, parasites and disease are considered to be low priority limiting factors at this time, but may become more important in the future.  The remaining factors, (list remaining) vegetation management, conflicting wildlife and wild horse management, predation, mineral development, livestock grazing, and invasive plants (Michelle added) are considered to be higher priority areas that could be affected by project actions.  Because of the diverse nature of the south central area, it needs to be stressed that all proposed projects be evaluated on a site specific basis rather than a general cookbook.  While water availability was not listed as a limiting factor it should be understood that this can also be a very limiting factor.  Any one factor may not be in its self extremely limiting, but a combination of factors may be extremely limiting.  

