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Wind River/Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Local Working Group
November 14, 2006

BLM Conference Room,   Lander 9-3 pm
Members Present:  Pat Hnilicka, Stan Harter, Sue Oberlie, Jack Welch, Rob Philp,



    Dave Lieb, Jim Haverkamp, Steve Platt, Dave Vaughan, Bill Skelton

Absent:  Tom Abernathy, Mickey Asbell, Tony Malmberg, Western Thayer

Facilitator:  Barbara Hauge, Center for Resolution
Administrative Matters

The working group approved the minutes of November 2nd meeting, after correcting a typo and eliminating "exceeding 500 acre limit" regarding the use of the WGF tractor and mower.  Instead the minutes will read that the project manager will evaluate the size of their project and determine if they can do it themselves or if they need more labor.  

The next meeting was set for Thursday, December 14th from 9 am – 3 pm at the BLM office.  If Stan's fieldwork prevents him from attending, the meeting will be postponed to Thursday January 4th 2007 from 9am - 3 pm.

As a result of the Wildlife Trust Fund's preference that applicants provide a 1:1 match for Trust Fund dollars, Carrie Dobey increased her funding request from $10,000 to $30,000 when she submitted her formal request, as she had undershot her requests from other project partners.  Funds would be used for contracting for juniper removal in order to focus on habitat important for sage-grouse (rather than for mule deer).   In discussing approval of the project at the higher amount, the group identified the following positive aspects of the project:


if it enhances habitat for sage grouse, it will enhance it for cattle and won't impact on time 



of grazing, so it’s is a win-win;


it will produce results that can be judged and has built in a monitoring task;


it gets private property owners on board--a goal of the working group;


it has research value, demonstration value and produces on the ground improvements;


the project has been well thought out and has gathered good information;


the project benefits multiple species as well as health of the land, so there is good



"bang for the buck."
Bill asked whether BLM processes could be taken care of in the proposed timeline. Sue responded that if she gets a scaled-down amount of funding, she will prioritize private land, so will be able to handle permits.

Dave Vaughan raised the issue of whether a continued drought might make the project a failure, even though the pluses outweigh the negatives.  Sue responded that the effect of treatment might be delayed, but could last until the next year.  Also, if the project funds are committed, the project could be done the following year.  The group approved the project request for $30,000.  Pat will let Carrie know and will find out how to get funds to her.

Stan suggested that the application for project funding delete examples because they are confusing. He will talk to Tom C. about it.

Bill reminded the group that there may be volunteer help available to hand-cut juniper.  He believed he could get 5 people to hand-cut juniper for 2 days—a least once.

Dave said he and Tom were not able to get together to review the draft RMP’s.
Habitat Section of RMP’s 

The group agreed that the habitat section was incomplete, but was concerned about adding repetitive verbiage simply to address the overlap and interconnectivity the plan deals with.  Stan was asked to draft generic language for the Habitat section (using the state plan as a reference), add missing issues (e.g.: water development) and add a sentence that gives readers a heads-up that habitat is also addressed more specifically in the RMP’s for the other topics.  Dave pointed out that the “Wyoming Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan” was a well-documented and well-written resource that the plan should reference.  Sue suggested the 8 pages of material on habitat from the Wyoming plan could be included as an appendix, if the plan is to operate as a stand-alone document.

RMP’s for Conflicting Wildlife & Wild Horse Management and Predation

The group reviewed and revised the RMP’s.

Sue asked about falconers. Jack asked about the spring sage-grouse season, so the group reviewed the Hunting section as well.
Project Commitments

The LWG broke into small groups to review Project Commitments to:


decide whether any of them should be moved to the Recommended Actions table


ensure their completeness


clean up language


complete focus areas, and


if information was at hand, add funding and timeline information
The members reconvened as a large group.  Sue brought up private land sagebrush treatments and asked whether there were any reseeding projects. Since there were none to include, that item will be deleted and put on Recommended Actions. Sue said one can get permission to plant non-natives on Federal land if one goes through some hoops.  Sue will check the feasibility of such a reseeding project; if there are too many hoops, then reseeding will initially go on state and private land.

Sue’s group added 2 more projects: 

 conduct juniper removal project on public land in Red Canyon in Twin Creek area.

 treat 200 acres on the Philp Ranch in the Bridger Creek area to improve habitat.
Pat mentioned that there are 5 projects on the Reservation that will benefit sage grouse (sagebrush mowing, juniper removal and a burn).  Pat recommended that the group include all such projects. Sue was asked to include any she knew of.  The more projects the plan includes, no matter what the funding or intent, the better it will improve sagebrush habitat and the better our plan will rate during a PECE review by the USFWS.   

Stan will send out a revised draft for more comments.  Perhaps there are some missing water development projects. Dave asked if Weed & Pest is in communication with the group, and volunteered to ask Lars from Weed & Pest to write up relevant projects. Kevin Ettinger also may have project ideas for Spike Treatments on private lands.

Dave mentioned a West Nile Virus-related project involving collecting old tires in order to control the breeding of mosquitoes.  The group thought that project, which was recently completed, should be included.  Overall, the group agreed that recent projects that have been completed since 2004 should be included.
Recommended Actions

The LWG broke into small groups to review Project Commitments for clarity and completeness.

Sue suggested that the group review sections in their entirety once they are compiled and items moved out of the draft Project Commitments are included. Stan will combine obvious duplications.
Next Steps
Stan will send out later this week or early next week today's meeting notes to see if everything looks good.  Stan also got some comments on the goals and objectives, so will incorporate those, tracking the changes.

Stan will work on the assessment (which is basically the job completion report for WGFD), and will revise the three sections needed for discussion in the group: Factors Influencing Sage-Grouse Populations and Habitats, Life History Periods and Priority.  He will also draft the funding opportunity section and send a rough draft of the entire plan to the group by December 7th.

At the next meeting the group will review the Factors and Life History sections.  Members can make comments on the assessment section by email or notes. 

Sue raised the matter of providing for an internal review before the plan is submitted, to give to each members’ constituents a chance to see if anything raises a red flag.  The group agreed that it would be helpful to allow members two weeks to share the revised (not rough) draft plan with their constituents in January.   This will be a good opportunity for Tom and Dave to take it to the livestock group.  Members will then bring their constituents’ comments to the late January/early February meeting for discussion by the group.

Bill asked about whether the group’s meetings were being advertised to the public.  Barbara will draft a press release for the next meeting. Stan will get press contact information to send out the release.

Sue asked whether the group wanted to make a public request for ideas for the remaining $104,000 in project funds.  Pat thought the plan might already include enough commitments to use the funds.  The group decided to assign dollars amounts to commitments at the next meeting, and then decide whether they still wanted to solicit additional ideas, in case such a process would produce some even better projects the group was unaware of.  Discussion of commitments at the next meeting would also be helpful for projects the group wants to start in 2007. 
Other Business

Stan reported that he counted 366 wings in the barrels compared to 633 last year. The lower number might have resulted from reduced hunting due to snowy weather on the first weekend.  The number of wings and the ratio of chicks per hen went down this year, as expected. 

Lars, from Weed & Pest, joined the meeting.  He was brought up to speed about the group’s desire to include his projects in the Commitments table.  He offered to use a lek map and overlay weed treatment maps to get a rough average of the number of acres of sage-grouse habitat he is treating on a yearly basis.  He pointed out that by treating specific areas, their efforts are also protecting even larger areas from infestation.  Stan will give Lars' staff updated grouse information.  Lars will average 5-years of data to produce the average number of acres going forward and the benefits of treatment.  Lars will also list who is involved in funding those projects and will make a map.

The meeting adjourned at 3:15 pm.  The next regular meeting is proposed to be December 14th from 9 am to 3 pm at the BLM conference room.
To-Do’s

Pat: let Carrie know about proposal and find out how to get funds to her.

Stan: ask Tom to delete examples from funding application

Dave and Tom: get together to review the draft RMP’s regarding Ag concerns.

Sue: check whether there are additional projects not yet in the commitments table.

Stan: give Lars staff updated grouse info

Dave: ask Fremont County Weed & Pest for info on projects for inclusion in the plan (not necessary)
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