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“Sportsmen have taken many specific, on-the-ground actions for sage grouse. Some of the other panelists sound willing and able to help with that kind of work. Do you see an opportunity to provide them some regulatory certainty in exchange for their help with active management for sage grouse?”

The short answer is ‘yes’.  Any substantial management practice that would reasonably be expected to provide benefit at a population level for sage grouse should be recognized with protection from subsequent regulatory requirements for as long as that practice is in place and/or effective.  The decision as to what constitutes a ‘substantial management practice’ should be made by the relevant state wildlife agency, and where appropriate, in consultation with the Fish & Wildlife Service. The state agency should be responsible for periodically certifying that the practice remains in place and is effective. Absent such periodic certification, any agreements would expire.

“What would be the most effective way to include the ideas of local working groups in the effort envisioned in the Subcommittee outline?”

I believe there remain open questions concerning coordination of sage grouse conservation activities and cooperation among state and federal agencies and other stakeholders. Local working groups (LWG) can be the most effective means for prioritizing and developing conservation programs to meet their particular local conditions. However, given resource limitations it is important that allocation decisions are made on a range-wide basis. LWGs may not have a sufficiently broad perspective to make such larger scale judgments.

As I noted in my testimony, I see a need for some form of a ‘central’ coordinating entity similar to what is at least implied in the Outline. That entity would receive information from all relevant sources, consolidate it and disseminate same to LWGs and others engaged in sage grouse conservation efforts. That entity would be in a good position to make recommendations concerning priority needs and allocation of resources. It should be comprised of representatives of all public and private stakeholders, and be convened under FACA if necessary to its effective operation. LWG representatives would assure that information and suggestions from their groups’ efforts are considered in an appropriate and timely manner.

