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1.  Mission

Provide for the long-term conservation and enhancement of the sagebrush steppe/mixed-grass prairie complex in a manner that supports sage grouse, a healthy diversity and abundance of wildlife species, and human uses.

2.  Objectives
· Maintain or improve distribution and integrity of sagebrush steppe communities

· Maintain or improve sage grouse populations

3.   Role of Local Working Group
The role of Local Sage Grouse Working Group is to develop and facilitate implementation of local conservation efforts and projects for the benefit of sage-grouse and their habitats.
4.  Membership/Organization
a. Membership in the Local Working Group is open to all but should include a balance of local stakeholders.
b. Local Working Group members will be expected to:
i. Attend as many scheduled meetings as possible
ii. Speak up and offer their thoughts in the meetings
iii. Communicate with others in a respectful manner
iv. Share information about the work of the Local Working Group with other interested individuals and groups as appropriate
c. The organization is informal, but with designated co-chairs (elected at a meeting of the group).  At least one co-chair will be from the private (e.g. non-government) sector.
5.  Expectations of Local Working Group
a. Coordinate issues and solutions with appropriate agencies

b. Develop action steps to implement the state plan
c. 
d. Identify priority areas
e. Have at least one project funded and implemented by January 2006

f. Continue to develop other projects and conservation efforts
g. Provide brief annual written updates of progress to the MT FWP (and/or statewide sage grouse group)

h. Conduct public information efforts that will both inform the public of the Local Working Group’s goals, efforts, and accomplishments and build support for those actions.
i. Let the public know about the meetings

j. Keep a record of who attended the meetings and any decisions that were made

6.  Guiding Principles

a. Conservation actions implemented for sage grouse will contribute to the overall health of sagebrush communities across the landscape

b. Conservation strategies will integrate local, regional, and national needs for conservation planning

c. Wildlife professionals, land managers, private landowners, and all others who have a stake in sagebrush communities will be tolerant, understanding, and respectful of other perspectives and focus on areas of common interest

d. The state plan is not intended to exclude any uses or activities or infringe on legally defined property rights; rather, it serves to provide solutions to problems and address issues that negatively affect sage grouse and degrade sagebrush community health

e. Projects will include clear objectives, measurable results, cost and funding sources, parties responsible for project implementation, a timetable for completion, and a monitoring schedule. (Designed to meet PECE- Policy for Evaluating Conservation Effectiveness Criteria)
7.  Authority

The Local Working Group is an autonomous body.  The Sage Grouse Management Plan will serve as the guiding document for the work of the Local Working Group, however, under that umbrella, the Local Working Group is free to develop and prioritize local actions.  The Local Working Group has the potential to influence practices on private lands and agency policy, but cannot change agencies’ policies nor mandate management strategies on private land. 
8.  Decision-making

The Local Working Group will identify group decisions by consensus of persons present at a meeting.  Where consensus is not reached, the meeting notes will clarify differences of opinion.  

9.  Time Frame

It is anticipated that the need to continue to address this on a local basis will continue for some time (10 years or more) due to the long-term nature of effecting and measuring change in sage grouse population and habitat.  
SAGE GROUSE LOCAL WORKING GROUP CO-CHAIR

Draft Job Description
ROLES

· Provide leadership for the local working group and willingness to work to increase awareness about sage grouse related issues in the local area

· Develop agendas for meetings

· Work with local agency representatives who will send out the invitations, meeting notes, and news releases about meetings

· Identify topics of interest for news releases or special presentations

· Willing to attend statewide or other meetings related to sage grouse on an as available basis

· Chair the meetings 
· Sign letters regarding consensus issues as needed (e.g., letters of support for agency projects) 
· Submit the annual summary to FWP

· Elevate issues that could be larger in geographic scope than the local working group area to the appropriate level (state, and/or multi-state regional)
REQUIREMENTS FOR CO-CHAIRS

· At least one co-chair is from the private sector

· Ability to listen to a variety of view points, present ideas without dominating

· Familiarity with state plan and local working group progress to date

GLASGOW LOCAL WORKING GROUP

ACTION PLAN for April 2004-April 2005
BACKGROUND

Introduction
The Glasgow area working group is one of 11 working groups identified in the “Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage Grouse in Montana.”   Other locations identified in the plan in the northern half of Montana include Jordan, Winnett-Grass Range-Winifred, and Harlem-Chinook-Malta.  The Glasgow working group is the first working group established in northern Montana and working groups in these other locations have not yet been established.

The Glasgow Local Working Group began meeting in January of 2004.  Meetings were open to all and participants included agricultural interests, sportsmen, and agency representatives.  Approximately 20-35 persons attended each meeting.   There were seven meetings between January 2004 and April 2005.  Primary focus of the meetings was to review the issue topics in the state Management Plan, review programs providing financial assistance to landowners for sage grouse-related improvements and conservation measures, and begin on-the-ground projects.

Geographic Area
There was no pre-determined geographic area for the Glasgow area working group.  Participants to the meetings have included persons from Phillips and Valley Counties and from the Fort Peck Reservation (which lies in portions of Valley and Roosevelt Counties).  

The area covered by Valley and Phillips County is in the northeastern portion of the sage grouse range in Montana.  The counties are bordered by the Missouri River to the south and Canada to the north.

The major watersheds in this area are the Missouri and Milk River Watersheds.  Major tributaries include Larb Creek, Beaver Creek, Whitewater Creek, Frenchman Creek, and Porcupine Creek (all of which flow into the Milk River).

Landownership and public land management in Phillips and Valley counties include:

· Private landownership (predominate land ownership)

· Land managed by the Bureau of Land Management 

· Land managed under the Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge

· Lands of the Fort Belknap Reservation (western Phillips county)

· Lands of the Fort Peck Reservation (eastern Valley county)

General Description of Habitat
Phillips and Valley counties are within the Wyoming Big Sagebrush-Silver Sagebrush ecotype, which extends over most of eastern Montana.  Within these counties, silver sagebrush becomes more dominant in the northern portions, especially north of the Milk River and as one gets closer to Canada. 

Wyoming Big Sagebrush is smaller in this area than farther south in Montana or in Nevada or Utah.  

Considerable areas of these counties have been converted from native vegetation to agricultural production.  This includes grain (primarily wheat) as well as some areas replanted with crested wheat grass.  There are also large blocks of land in CRP

Livestock grazing is a predominate use in other areas not converted to farmland or residential use.  Conversion to residential is not prevalent—this is an area of Montana that has been experiencing population declines over the past few decades.   There is little residential development in the area outside of established towns and recreational area locations near the Missouri River. 

Over the past 15 years the area has suffered alternate periods of extreme heat and lack of moisture in the summer, cool temperatures and heavy rains and moisture in the summer, mild open winters, and winters with extreme cold and heavy snowfall.

General Description of Sage Grouse Population
Based on available data and anecdotal information, sage grouse populations in these counties experienced declines in the latter half of the 20th century, but more recently appear to have stabilized based on lek counts and fall harvest wing counts.  In fact, compared to the general outlook for sage grouse across the multi-state habitat in the U.S. and Canada, the sage grouse populations here are a bright spot.  (See Figure 1)  The one potential exception to this generally good status in this area is the sage grouse population north of the Milk River.  There are insufficient data to make a determination of population viability north of the Milk River.  There is also a question of the connection of these birds to the populations just across the border in Canada, which are known to be experiencing significant declines.

Despite harsh winter climate in this part of Montana, sage grouse survive winters well, especially compared to other upland game birds.  Sage grouse use sagebrush for food and shelter during the winter months.  (Refer to the “Management Plan” for more information on seasonal habitat needs.  Also refer to Brendan Moynihan’s Ph.D. dissertation on importance of winter habitat in northern Montana.)
Research on habitat and sage grouse populations is being conducted by FWP, BLM, CMR in the Glasgow Local Working Group Area.
Figure 1:  Strongholds for breeding populations of sage-grouse in western North America

[image: image1.emf]
Darker shades represent the greatest densities of males/km2.

SOURCE:  Connelly, J. W., S. T. Knick, M. A. Schroeder, and S. J. Stiver. 2004. Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats. Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. Unpublished Report. Cheyenne, Wyoming.

Key Issues for Sage Grouse in this Area

Key issues are focused on the objectives of the state plan—sage grouse populations and sage grouse habitat.  It is assumed that primary emphasis will be given to those populations that are known or suspected to be at risk, or where future actions could create new risk factors.  Areas with stable populations will be less of a focus (except where future actions could be a problem).  


· Consider populations at risk:

· The population viability north of the Milk River is unknown and in question given the proximity to declining populations across the border in Canada

· Identify future actions or situations that could create new risk factors for population viability.  In this area this includes:

· Increased gas exploration and development in southern Phillips County

· Powerline extension across the area

· West Nile Virus (known to kill birds that contract the disease, first surfaced in Montana in late summer 2003; cool weather conditions in 2004 did not lend themselves to production of mosquito that carries the disease)

· Other?

· Actions that reduce or minimize sage brush habitat.  In this area this includes:

· New conversion of sage brush land to cropland

· Eliminating sage brush (including burning, plowing, or use of herbicides) as part of efforts to rid areas of club moss, to promote grass growth, or other

· Wildfire

· Adequate seasonal habitat

· Drought and other factors can affect forb and insect production, both of which are important food sources for young sage grouse

· Water availability (especially during drought)
· Predation and hunting

· In its determination not to list sage grouse, the federal Fish and Wildlife Service indicated that predation and hunting are less significant effects on population than other factors.  Some believe that these factors have a much more negative impact and that more research is needed on predation and hunting to determine their actual effects on sage grouse population viability.
ACTION PLAN

April 2004-April 2005

1. Meetings

The Local Working Group will meet at least once during the year.  Purpose of the meeting will be to:

1) provide updates on various projects, studies, statewide and multi-state regional sage grouse conservation efforts

2) provide information and training on financial assistance programs for sage grouse conservation efforts

3) identify any new developments (actions or other) resulting in new impacts for sage grouse in the local area

4) identify opportunities for the Local Working Group to provide information to the public regarding the Local Working Group’s goals, efforts, and accomplishments, and build support for those actions

5) monitor effectiveness of ongoing projects 
6) identify new projects or actions of the Local Working Group 
7) elect co-chairs

8) 
Co-chairs may call other meetings as relevant, including for purposes of project planning, implementation, and monitoring.  

2. Logistical Support

Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (FWP) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will coordinate with co-chairs to provide the following logistical support:

1) Preparation and distribution of meeting announcements and written meeting summaries

2) Management of the Local Working Group mailing list data base

3) Preparation of news releases

4) Meeting logistics (e.g., meeting location, refreshments, etc.)

5) Preparation of draft annual progress report (as draft to be reviewed by local working group and then submitted to FWP.  Annual progress reports are to be submitted by February 15 to FWP.
3. Action Items for 2004-2005

Between April 2004 and March 31 2005, The Local Working Group will:

1) Identify and Implement at least one project (NOTE:  the group identified the following projects at past meetings and will discuss these at the March 16 meeting)

a. Population study north of Milk River

b. FWP population counts throughout the area

c. Annual field tour

d. Effects of various chizzle plowing methods on sage brush habitat

e. Re-establish sagebrush on converted lands (e.g., LU lands)

2) Provide at least one public information session (e.g., presentation at a conservation district meeting, grazing district, public meeting, other)

3) Update the action plan for 2005-2006 (including identifying other projects for subsequent years and role of local working group)
4) Provide written information to agencies on local working group consensus items of relevance to agency actions  (e.g., supporting specific agency projects)
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