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I. Introduction
BLM developed this National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (National Sagegrouse Strategy) to guide future actions for conserving sage-grouse and associated sagebrush
habitats and to enhance BLM’s ongoing conservation efforts. The National Sage-grouse
Strategy provides a framework for future conservation efforts by setting out broad goals and
specific actions to meet the goals. For each action that BLM will take, the National Sage-grouse
Strategy explains what the action is, when the action will be taken and who will be the
responsible official or office for completing the action. Integral to the National Sage-grouse
Strategy are various guidance documents that will help BLM ensure that it successfully
incorporates sage-grouse conservation measures into all of its ongoing programs and activities,
including land use planning, grazing and mineral leasing, and other programs.
BLM designed this National Sage-grouse Strategy around four main goals. Associated with
each goal are specific strategies and actions that BLM will undertake to meet the goal. The four
goals are:
1) Improve the effectiveness of the management framework for addressing conservation needs
of sage-grouse on lands administered by the BLM.
2) Increase understanding of resource conditions in order to prioritize habitat maintenance and
restoration.
3) Expand partnerships, available research and information that support effective management
of sage-grouse habitat.
4) Ensure leadership and resources are adequate to continue ongoing conservation efforts and
implement national and state-level sage-grouse habitat conservation strategies and/or
plans.
BLM is not a newcomer to sage-grouse conservation. As the land manager of almost half of the
remaining sagebrush habitat, BLM plays a key role in conserving sage-grouse and sagebrush
habitat. BLM has been taking actions for years on its own and as an active partner in state and
local led efforts that have benefited the species and associated habitats. For example, in July
2000, BLM signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Western Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA), the U.S. Forest Service (FS), and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) that provided for state and local cooperation to coordinate planning,
habitat and population mapping, and evaluation and restoration of sage-grouse populations.
However, conservation of sage-grouse habitat is complex. Effective conservation strategies
must occur at a variety of scales, with a variety of partners (state, local and tribal governments),
and be integrated into the daily activities of the BLM land management mission. Conservation
of sage-grouse requires national level policy, national and local program commitment, and local
and regional knowledge and support.
Sections I through IV contain background information about sage-grouse population and life
history, habitat requirements, and threats or risks potentially affecting the species. The
information comes from a large body of published scientific literature, which is provided in
Section IX. Sections V through VII detail the guiding principles, goals, strategies, and actions
that provide the fundamental themes and guidance for preparing and implementing national and
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state-level strategies. Additional information on progress reporting and a list of major authorities
used by the BLM in carrying out conservation efforts are provided in Sections VIII-IX.
II. Purpose
The purpose of this comprehensive National Sage-grouse Strategy is to set goals and
objectives, assemble guidance and resource materials, and provide a comprehensive
management direction for the BLM’s contributions to the on-going multi-state sage-grouse
conservation effort in cooperation with the WAFWA.
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (1976) (FLPMA) provides the basic authority for
BLM’s multiple use management of all resources on the public lands. One of the BLM’s many
responsibilities under FLPMA is to manage public lands for the benefit of wildlife species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend. However, habitat management is one of many
provisions of the multiple-use mandate outlined in FLPMA. Because conserving sagebrush
habitats involves managing many other public land uses, this National Sage-grouse Strategy
includes guidance and existing regulations for a variety of BLM-administered programs. FLPMA
gave BLM the legal authority and mandate to manage and regulate the uses on the public lands
“so that their various resource values are utilized in a combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people” (Section 103 (c)). Consistency and
coordination in identifying and addressing threats to sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat in
context of the multitude of programs that BLM manages is required. Addressing these threats
throughout the range of the sage-grouse is critical to achieving the mandate of FLPMA and
threat reduction, mitigation, and elimination to sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats.
In July 2000, WAFWA, FS, FWS and BLM signed an MOU that provides for Federal, state and
local cooperation to coordinate planning, habitat and population mapping, and evaluation and
restoration of sage-grouse populations. In July 2002, WAFWA agreed to develop a
Conservation Assessment (CA) for sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat to be completed in
two distinct phases. Phase 1 is a range-wide assessment of sage-grouse populations and
habitat status, trends and threats across eleven Western states. It was completed in June
2004. Phase 2, a range-wide implementation plan, will outline specific actions for the
conservation of sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitats. Phase 2 is scheduled for completion in
mid to late 2005.
As an active partner in Federal, state and local sage-grouse conservation planning efforts and
as the primary Federal manager of sage-grouse habitat, the BLM is in a key position to
contribute to sage-grouse habitat conservation from the range-wide geographic scale to the
local level. This National Sage-grouse Strategy will strengthen Federal, state and local efforts
by addressing habitat needs and trends on the BLM–managed lands and by ensuring that sagegrouse habitat needs are addressed in BLM land use plans and through actions carried out at
the site specific level. Implementation of BLM’s National Sage-grouse Strategy and the statelevel Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategies will complement and expand the ongoing
efforts to conserve sagebrush ecosystems on public lands administered by the BLM for the
benefit of sage-grouse and other wildlife species.
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III. Other Sage-Grouse Related Programs, Initiatives and Efforts
BLM program actions described in this National Sage-grouse Strategy focus on achieving
coordinated conservation efforts on BLM-administered public land and are consistent with and
support the following on-going efforts:
1) Conservation Planning Framework Team: The 2000 MOU between BLM, FWS, FS and
WAFWA established a Conservation Planning Framework Team consisting of four (4)
representatives from WAFWA member agencies (U.S. only) and one (1) each from BLM,
FS, and FWS. The Team is responsible for developing the range-wide conservation
planning framework, making recommendations and providing guidance to working groups
on the contents of state and local conservation plans.
2) Nevada Ad Hoc Working Group: In 1999, the BLM, FS, FWS, and the Nevada Department
of Wildlife formed an ad hoc working group to coordinate the development of planning tools
and other resources to facilitate conservation of species of concern throughout the
sagebrush biome.
The working group adopted a regional, multi-scale approach to conservation and restoration
in the sagebrush biome in an attempt to manage overall efforts more effectively. Prototype
processes and projects of regional importance are being developed or planned for the Great
Basin, Columbia Plateau, Wyoming Basin, Northern Great Plains, and the Utah/Colorado
Plateau. This approach will provide better information about sage-grouse and sagebrush
habitats and improve conservation planning by prioritizing areas where conservation
activities are most likely to be successful using existing and projected resources.
3) SageMap: Regional Science Based Assessments: As a result of the ad-hoc working
group’s efforts, in 2002 the BLM, in cooperation with the FS, Pacific Northwest Research
Station, and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Biological Resources Division, Snake
River Field Station (SRFS), developed science-based procedures that use existing
information to conduct regional sagebrush habitat assessments for species of concern. The
procedures are made available to the public through the USGS SageMap website and were
used to develop the prototype Great Basin assessment. Information from that assessment
is being used in support of sage-grouse conservation planning and the Great Basin
Restoration Initiative (GBRI). These procedures are also being used to conduct or support
prototype assessments in the Wyoming Basin.
4) SageMap Query and Data Analysis Modeling: The SageMap project, conducted by SRFS,
is identifying and collecting spatial data layers needed to research and manage sage-grouse
and shrubsteppe systems. The data sets, which can be queried, viewed, and downloaded
from an FTP site, are important for understanding and managing shrubsteppe lands and
associated wildlife. SageMap was created to share and disseminate information on
sagebrush management, especially among resource managers and researchers interested
in available literature and data from research within the sagebrush biome. SageMap
contains over 3,000 data sets and currently is the most comprehensive source of spatial
data related to sagebrush and associated studies in North America.
5) Great Basin Restoration Initiative: The GBRI was initiated by BLM in response to
widespread habitat losses in the Great Basin from wildfires and other causes. Concern over
the loss of habitats for sage-grouse and other sagebrush-dependent species was a
significant and important factor in how GBRI evolved.
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6) Plant Conservation Alliance: The Plant Conservation Alliance (PCA) is a public/private
partnership among 10 Federal agencies and more than 200 non-Federal cooperators. In
accord with Congressional direction, the PCA (through BLM) is leading an interagency
native-plant material-development program for use in restoration and rehabilitation efforts on
Federal lands. Funds have been provided for development of appropriate native plant
materials within sagebrush ecosystems. This is critical to the development of seed sources
for restoring native plant communities within sagebrush ecosystems.
7) Supportive BLM Programs: Numerous BLM programs, plans or initiatives provide additional
guidance and resources to conserve and/or restore sagebrush and sage-grouse habitats as
described in this National Sage-grouse Strategy. These include:
-

Department of the Interior (DOI) and BLM Strategic Plans
95 BLM Land Use Plans covering the current occupied range of sage-grouse
Healthy Forests Initiative
BLM Special Status Species – Manual 6840
BLM 1601 Handbook Appendix C – Land Use Planning, Special Status Species
National Fire Plan – 10-year Implementation Plan
BLM Standards for Rangeland Health Handbook (H-4180-1)

IV. Overview of Sage-Grouse; Population and Life History and Threats to Sage-Grouse
Habitat
Sage-grouse historically inhabited much of the sagebrush-dominated ecosystems of North
America. Today, sage-grouse population abundance and extent have declined throughout most
of their historical range. Population dynamics of sage-grouse are marked by strong cyclic
behavior; however, in the last 30 years, the peak in the cycle of bird numbers has declined.
Adult survival is high but is offset by low juvenile survival, resulting in low productivity. Habitat
requirements for sage-grouse vary greatly depending on the season and life-history stage. Key
habitat components include adequate canopy cover of tall grasses and medium height shrubs
for nesting, abundant forbs and insects for brood rearing, and availability of herbaceous riparian
species for late growing-season foraging.
No single factor can be identified as the cause of declines in sage-grouse populations. Since
settlement of the West began, numerous activities have adversely affected the number of birds
and the amount, distribution, and quality of sagebrush habitats. Historically, sagebrushdominated vegetation was one of the most widespread habitats in the country. However, the
majority of sagebrush ecosystems were lost or altered in some way by human activities and
naturally occurring events. Some examples are large-scale conversions to cultivated croplands
or pastures, altered fire frequencies resulting in conifer invasion at higher elevations and annual
grass invasion at lower elevations, livestock grazing, herbicide use, mineral and energy
development, and recreational activities related to urban growth and increased human
populations. In many cases, the extent and significance of these effects or how sage-grouse
populations will respond over time to cumulative effects caused by historical uses coupled with
new activities is still unknown. Currently, the risk to sage-grouse comes from multiple sources
across multiple scales. Thus, the BLM National Sage-grouse Strategy is comprehensive in its
approach and address the risk to sage-grouse and habitat at appropriate scales.
A more detailed treatment of life history, threats and risks to sage-grouse is contained in the

Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly, et al.
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2004) produced by WAFWA and available at http://sagemap.wr.usgs.gov/.
V. Guiding Principles
The National Sage-grouse Strategy is the framework for conserving and managing sage-grouse
habitats on lands administered by the BLM. In addition, this National Sage-grouse Strategy
serves as the umbrella for BLM state-level strategies, which have been or are being developed
in cooperation with state wildlife agencies and partners.
The following principles are the foundation of the National Sage-grouse Strategy.
•

Cooperative Integrated Approach: The BLM recognizes the states’ role in sage-grouse
conservation planning as described in the 2000 MOU. The BLM National Sage-grouse
Strategy complements state-led sage-grouse conservation planning efforts and provides
consistent guidance for integration of range-wide, state and local-level conservation
actions into existing BLM programs. This cooperation and coordination will ensure
appropriate actions are identified at the appropriate scale for conserving sage-grouse
and sagebrush habitat.

•

BLM’s Roles as the Key Federal Sagebrush Habitat Manager: Approximately half of the
remaining sage-grouse habitat is under BLM jurisdiction and management; therefore,
BLM land plays a significant role in the conservation of sage-grouse and other
sagebrush-dependent wildlife species.

•

Best Available Science: The BLM will use the best available science and other relevant
information to develop conservation efforts for sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats.

•

Comprehensive Strategy: Planned actions carried out under this National Sage-grouse
Strategy will be fully consistent with laws, regulations, and policies.

•

Interdisciplinary Integrated Approach: The use of interdisciplinary teams and specific
analysis at the local and regional levels are key to the success of sage-grouse and
sagebrush conservation.

•

National Goals, Local Solutions: This National Sage-grouse Strategy contains clearly
defined goals and measurable tasks. BLM land use plans will be an essential
component in implementing local solutions and sage-grouse and sagebrush
conservation. These plans will use science and information at the local and state level
with input from agency partners, scientists and other planning participants to develop
appropriate solutions at the appropriate scale.

•

Strategic Implementation: Development and implementation of this National Sagegrouse Strategy is consistent with, and supports implementation of the Department of
the Interior (DOI) Strategic Plans Resource Protection mission under the pillars of
partnerships and management.

•

Land Use Plan Based: BLM land use plans and associated implementation plans are
the principal mechanisms for making decisions and conducting on the ground actions to
conserve and restore sage-grouse habitats for lands administered by the BLM. Land
use plans will be updated and amended when and where appropriate, to adequately
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address sage-grouse and sagebrush conservation needs through full public
participation.
•

Rangeland Health Program Based: BLM Standards for Rangeland Health are the
primary tool for evaluating the condition of sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats. BLM
Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) will be consulted as additional program guidelines
are developed.

•

Cooperative Conservation: Communication, cooperation, and consultation among state
and Federal agencies, tribes, stakeholders, BLM RAC’s within states, and the
conservation community are essential for achieving successful conservation results.
Partnerships both inside and outside the BLM will be fostered at every opportunity and
every organizational level.

•

Supportive to Current Initiatives: The BLM will capitalize on existing national or regional
initiatives, such as the GBRI, Seeds of Success, Partnership Against Weeds, and the
Plant Conservation Alliance, that benefit sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat.

•

Open Collaborative Approach: The BLM will collaborate and share, as appropriate and
authorized all information that is pertinent and useful in conserving sage-grouse and
sage-grouse habitat.

•

Adaptive: The Bureau is committed to sage-grouse and sagebrush conservation and will
continue to adjust and adapt our National Sage-grouse Strategy as new information,
science and monitoring results evaluate effectiveness over time.

•

Implementation Commitment: Successful implementation of this National Sage-grouse
Strategy requires a long-term commitment from BLM managers and staff across all
programs and at every level of the organization.

8

VI. Vision, Goals, Strategies, and Actions
Vision: Manage BLM-administered public land to maintain, enhance and restore
sagebrush habitats while ensuring multiple use and sustained yield goals of FLPMA.
The following table identifies the Goals, Strategies, Actions, Responsible Party, and Deadline
for each Action.
Goal 1: Set forth the management framework for addressing conservation of sagegrouse on lands administered by the BLM.
Strategy 1.1: Provide needed coordinated policies and program direction at the
National and the BLM State and Field Office levels.
Actions
1.1.1 Issue direction on completion of
state-level strategies and BLM
plans.
1.1.2 Complete BLM coordination on
State agency led strategies and/or
plans.
1.1.3 Issue off-site habitat mitigation
policy. Identify limitations and
opportunities for funding and
implementation across programs.
1.1.4 Develop a resource guide to
enhance partnership involvement in
sage-grouse conservation efforts.
1.1.5 Revise or develop fire management
plans for each state to include
sage-grouse habitat management
guidance.
1.1.6 Report to the Director on progress
towards implementation of this
strategy.

Responsibilities

Deadline

Director, WO-230 (Lead),
WO-210 (Co-lead)

November 2004

State Directors

Ongoing, with final state
submissions July 2005.

WO-300 (Lead); WO-200
(Co-lead)

March 2005

Director, WO-200, WO-300,
WO-800

October 2004,
Completed

State Directors

October 2004

WO-200 (Lead) (National
Sage-grouse Strategy)
State Directors (State-level
strategies)

September 1, 2005,
2006, 2007

Strategy 1.2: Establish and maintain a data base to describe and track
conservation efforts in sagebrush habitats.
Actions
1.2.1 Gather initial information on
conservation effort from all
states with current sage-grouse
populations.
1.2.2 Support the information gathered
with a data base that allows
assemblage across state lines
and queries.
1.2.3 Expand the data base to include
sagebrush habitat in states
without current sage-grouse
populations.

Responsibilities

Deadline

WO-200 (Lead), WO-300, WO880

July 2004, Completed

WO-200 (Lead), WO-300, WO880, NSTC

July 2004, Completed

WO-880 (Lead), WO-200, WO300

December 2005
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Strategy 1.3: Provide guidance to ensure integration of sage-grouse habitat
conservation measures for actions provided through the
management in land use planning process.
Actions
1.3.1 Issue guidance to ensure land use
plans and plan amendments
adequately address sage-grouse
habitat conservation needs.
1.3.2 Develop standard terminology for
sage-grouse habitats (e.g.,
stronghold areas, breeding, etc.)
for consistent future use.
1.3.3 Complete preparation of
Southeast Oregon RMP case
history for applying multi-scale
information.
1.3.4 Develop a process and schedule to
update deficient land use plans to
address sage-grouse needs.
1.3.5 Develop process for use of broad-,
mid- and fine-scale assessments
in land use planning efforts and
incorporate into planning guidance.

Responsibilities

Deadline

Director, WO-200 (Lead)

October 2004,
Completed

WO-200 (Lead), NSTC

January 2005

WO-230 (Lead), DSDs, NSTC

March 2005

State Directors, WO-210

April 2005

WO-200 (Lead), NSTC

October 2005

Strategy 1.4: Issue mandatory guidance on management of sagebrush habitat for
sage-grouse conservation.
Actions

Responsibilities

Deadline

1.4.1 Develop and issue “Guidance for
the Management of Sagebrush
Plant Communities for SageGrouse Conservation.”
National guidance must be
adaptable to local variability
provided sage-grouse
conservation goals are
maintained or enhanced by the
local adaptations.
1.4.2 Develop additional management
guidance as needed, to address
specific future conservation
needs.

Director, WO-230 (lead)

October 2004,
Completed

WO-200 (Lead) and Fire

Ongoing

1.4.3 Develop and issue livestock
grazing BMPs to restore,
maintain or enhance the quality
of sage-grouse and sagebrush
habitat.
1.4.4 Develop and issue BMPs for oil
and gas development.

WO-220 (Lead), WO-200

December 2004

WO-300 (Lead), WO-200

June 2004, Completed,
WO-2004-194
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Goal 2: Enhance knowledge of resource conditions and priorities in order to support
habitat maintenance and restoration efforts.
Strategy 2.1: Complete and maintain eco-regional assessments of sagebrush and
sage-grouse habitats across the sagebrush biome.
Actions

Responsibilities

Deadline

2.1.1 Develop national spatial data sets
for multi-scale assessments.

WO-200 (Lead),WO-300,
State Directors, NSTC

September 2006

2.1.2 Complete ecoregional
assessments of the Wyoming
Basin, Northern Great Plains,
Colorado Plateau, and complete
habitat connectivity analysis.

NSTC (Lead), WO-230, State
Directors

September 2006

2.1.3 Update ecoregional assessments
for the Columbia Basin and Great
Basin.

WO-230 (Lead), State
Directors

September 2008

2.1.4 Complete state-level mapping of
sage-grouse/sagebrush habitats
and disturbance regimes.

State Directors (Lead), NSTC

May 2004, Completed

2.1.5 Participate in preparation of the
WAFWA range-wide sage-grouse
conservation assessment phase I
and phase II.

WO-230 (Lead), State
Directors

June 2004, phase I
completed

November 2006 for
connectivity analysis

Phase II, 2005

Strategy 2.2: Provide a consistent and scientifically based approach for collection
and use of monitoring data for sagebrush habitats, sage-grouse and
other components of the sagebrush community.
Actions

Responsibilities

Deadline

2.2.1 Develop, cooperatively with our
partners, appropriate
monitoring strategies and
protocols at the appropriate
scale for sage-grouse habitat
in conjunction with the
development of the range-wide
conservation action plan.

WO-200 (Lead)

August 2005

2.2.2 Develop, cooperatively with our
partners, a sage-grouse
habitat assessment
methodology in conjunction
with development of the rangewide conservation action plan.

WO-200

November 2005
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Actions
2.2.3 Incorporate the sage-grouse
habitat assessment framework
into the land health
assessment process for
evaluating indicators of healthy
rangelands.
2.2.4 In conjunction with the
development of the range-wide
conservation action plan, issue
guidance for collecting finescale monitoring and
assessment information and
incorporating requirements into
implementation projects and
plans.

Responsibilities

Deadline

WO-200

December 2006

WO-200 (Lead), NSTC

April 2005

Strategy 2.3: Identify, prioritize and facilitate needed research to develop relevant
information for sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat conservation in
coordination with WAFWA.
Actions
2.3.1 In cooperation with partners,
establish an national
interagency,
interdisciplinary technical team
to:
• receive research questions
from local and regional
managers and working
groups;
• sort priority information needs
and identify sources of
research information (e.g.
West Nile virus); and
• serve as clearinghouse for
research funding proposals.

Responsibilities
WO-200

Deadline
July 2005
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Goal 3: Expand partnerships, available research, and information that support
effective management of sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats.
Strategy 3.1: Maintain, develop and expand partnerships to promote cooperation
and support for all activities associated with sage-grouse and
sagebrush conservation.
Actions
3.1.1 Participate in the local, regional
and national conservation
efforts established under the
agreement with Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies.
3.1.2 Expand partnerships at all levels
to support development and
implementation of the National
Sage-grouse Strategy.
3.1.3 Maintain and expand state and
local partnerships to implement
the tasks outlined in the
cooperatively developed statelevel strategies and/or plans.

Responsibilities

Deadline

State Directors; WO-200

Ongoing

Director, State Directors, Field
Managers

Ongoing

State Directors, Field Managers

Ongoing

Strategy 3.2: Effectively communicate throughout BLM and with current and
prospective partners on steps BLM will take to conserve sagegrouse and sage-grouse and sagebrush habitats.
Actions
3.2.1 Complete a communications plan
for the National Sage-grouse
Strategy, including internal and
external audiences.
3.2.2 Complete a communications plan
for state-level sage-grouse
strategies/plans, including
internal and external audiences
Ensure that the BLM National,
State and Field Office
communication strategies
support the comprehensive
National Sage-grouse Strategy
and ensure each level of the
BLM organization knows how
their strategies implement goals
and enhance sage-grouse and
sagebrush conservation goals.

Responsibilities

Deadline

WO-610 (Lead), WO-200, WO300, WO-880

August 2004,
Completed and
Ongoing

State Directors (Lead), Public
Affairs, Field Managers

December 2004
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Strategy 3.3: Facilitate the collection, transfer and sharing of information among
all BLM partners and cooperators, as well as BLM program
personnel.
Actions

Responsibilities

Deadline

3.3.1 Continuously improve interagency
data and mapping efforts such as
SageMap

WO-200 (lead)

Ongoing

3.3.2 Improve web-based tools available to
support sagebrush conservation
efforts (e.g. links to literature, project
and studies maps, decision support
models)

WO-200 (lead)

2005; Ongoing

3.3.3 Develop and distribute publications
that support field-level conservation
efforts

WO-200 (lead)

Ongoing; 2005 and
beyond

3.3.4 Develop minimum standards for data
collection, data dictionary and
reporting at state, regional and
national levels that are compatible
with data developed by state
agencies and other partners
3.3.5 Provide training to ensure Bureauwide understanding of sage-grouse
habitat requirements and Best
Management Practices (BMPs)
across all disciplines
3.3.6 Host a biennial workshop with
partners to share understanding and
knowledge of sagebrush ecology and
management, including use of BMPs

WO-200 (Lead), WO-880

December 2006

WO-230 (Lead), NTC

December 2005

WO-200

Biennial

3.3.7 Identify cooperative funding and/or
other mechanisms for data collection,
reporting and dissemination related to
sagebrush and sage-grouse habitats

WO-200

November 2004

3.3.8 Enhance and accelerate, through
partnerships, technical and scientific
support to the field for sagebrush
conservation efforts

WO-200/WO-170

June 2005
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Goal 4: Ensure leadership and resources are adequate to implement national and statelevel sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat conservation strategies and/or plans.
Strategy 4.1: Develop BLM state-level strategies and/or plans for sage-grouse and
sagebrush conservation on BLM-administered public lands.
Actions
4.1.1 Establish BLM state-level
interdisciplinary teams to
prepare strategies.
4.1.2 Consult with States, RACs,
Councils, tribes, other
agencies, stakeholders, and
interested publics in
preparation of draft BLM statelevel strategy/plan.
4.1.3 Incorporate sagegrouse/sagebrush conservation
measures into all applicable
land use plans.

Responsibilities

Deadline

State Directors (Lead), Field
Managers

Ongoing; November
2004

State Directors (Lead), Field
Managers

Ongoing; annual
meetings

State Directors (Lead), Field
Managers

Ongoing, as scheduled
per Action 1.3.4

Strategy 4.2: Formulate budgets necessary to support continued implementation
of the National Sage-grouse Strategy.
Actions

Responsibilities

Deadline

4.2.1 Prioritize needs for sage-grouse
and sagebrush conservation in
Strategic Budget Plan (FY+2).
4.2.2 Include priority needs for sagegrouse and sagebrush
conservation in Budget
Justifications (FY+1).
4.2.3 Prioritize needs for sage-grouse
and sagebrush conservation in
Annual Work Plan.

Director, State Directors, Field
Committee and the Budget
Strategy Team
State Directors, Field Managers,
WO-200, WO-300, WO-800
(Lead)

Ongoing; annual

State Directors, Field Managers,
WO-200, WO-300, WO-800
(Lead)

Ongoing; annual

4.2.4 Give priority to sage-grouse
and sagebrush conservation in
CCS, CCI and NFWF funding
proposals.

State Directors, Field Managers,
WO-200

Ongoing; annual

Ongoing; annual
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VII. Progress Reporting
Implementation of the actions outlined in this BLM National Sage-grouse Strategy and the
cooperative state agency led sage-grouse habitat conservation strategies will be monitored and
progress reported to the Director annually. The effectiveness of implementing actions outlined
in both the national and state strategies will require an assessment process that includes ‘before
and after’ project evaluation of habitat conditions. This assessment process is currently being
developed (see Action 2.2.2). The assessment process will be incorporated into BLM’s land
health assessment process for evaluating indicators of healthy rangelands.
VIII. Authorities and Responsibilities
The BLM has broad authority to manage the public lands. BLM management of the public lands
is guided by Federal laws, regulations, policies and handbooks. Collectively, these frame BLM’s
“regulatory mechanisms” for sage-grouse conservation as discussed in Section 4 of the
Endangered Species Act. Many of these authorities have a bearing on sage-grouse
conservation, but only the most relevant ones are discussed below.
1) Laws
Several major Federal laws provide the authority and framework for this National Sagegrouse Strategy:
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), as
amended
This is the primary Federal law governing most land uses on BLM-administered lands. It
directs BLM to develop and maintain land use plans based on inventories of these lands
and the resources they support. Among other things, this Act gave fish and wildlife
resources equal standing with the other traditional public uses of BLM-administered
lands. Section 102(a)(8) states: “The Congress declares that it is the policy of the
United States that the public lands be managed in a manner that will....provide food and
habitat for fish and wildlife….”
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1969, Title II (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), as
amended
NEPA requires that land-management planning be conducted in the public arena, using
an interdisciplinary process for evaluating and disclosing resource information that
considers physical, cultural, and biological resources in conjunction with social and
economic factors to explore alternatives; consider impacts, including cumulative impacts;
mitigate impacts; and decide appropriate public land uses.
Public Rangelands Improvement Act 1978, Title II (43 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.), as
amended
The Public Rangelands Improvement Act provides that “[e]xcept where the land use
planning process required pursuant to Section 202 of [FLPMA] determines otherwise or
the Secretary determines, and sets forth his reasons for this determination, that grazing
uses should be discontinued (either temporarily or permanently) on certain lands, the
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goal of …management shall be to improve the range conditions of the public rangelands
so that they become as productive as feasible in accordance with the rangeland
management objectives established through the land use planning process, and
consistent with the values and objectives listed in sections 2(a) and (b)(2) of this Act.”
Sikes Act of 1974, Title II (16 U.S.C. 670 et seq.), as amended
This Act directs the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture to, in cooperation with the
State agencies, develop plans to “... develop, maintain, and coordinate programs for the
conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish and game. Such conservation and
rehabilitation programs shall include, but not be limited to, specific habitat improvement
projects, and related activities and adequate protection for species considered
threatened or endangered.”
Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (16 U.S.C. 1331), as amended
The Wild Horse and Burro Act gives BLM statutory authority for management of wild
horses and burros and responsibility to provide for a thriving ecological balance on
public rangelands. At 43 CFR 4700.0-6 is the policy of the BLM that: “Wild horses and
burros shall be managed as self-sustaining populations of healthy animals in balance
with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat.”
2) Regulations
Once a law is enacted, the administering Federal agency promulgates rules and regulations,
as appropriate, to guide implementation. These regulations set the framework for national
policy and can in some instances provide implementation direction. Regulations are a very
important “regulatory mechanism” for administering land uses on public lands. For the BLM,
there are several sets of regulations associated with implementing FLPMA and other laws.
Most of the regulations that may affect BLM guidance on sage-grouse management are
found in 43 CFR, although some, such as the Council on Environmental Quality regulations,
are found in other portions of the CFR.
43 CFR Subpart C, Minerals Management 3000 Series,
The Minerals Management regulations contain regulatory authority for BLM operations,
enforcement and reclamation of mineral actions on public lands.
43 CFR Subpart 4120, Grazing Management
The Grazing Management regulations contain the regulatory authority for grazing
administration, use authorizations, permit terms, and conditions for achieving resourcecondition objectives. Subparts 4140-4170 outline prohibited acts, enforcement, and
penalties. Subpart 4180 is an example of how regulations provide direction for sagegrouse conservation. Within the scope of these grazing regulations, are included
specific direction to the BLM State Directors to develop standards that among other
things would address:
(43 CFR 4180.2(d)):
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(4) Habitat for endangered, threatened, proposed, candidate, or special status
species; and (5) Habitat quality for native plant and animal populations and
communities.
In addition, Subpart 4180.2(e) requires development of guidelines to address:
(9) Restoring, maintaining or enhancing habitats of Federal proposed, Federal
candidate, and other special status species to promote their conservation.
43 CFR 4180, Fundamentals of Rangeland Health
The Fundamentals of Rangeland Health require the BLM to develop, in consultation with
Resource Advisory Councils, rangeland health standards. The Fundamentals of
Rangeland Health combine the basic precepts of physical function and biological health
with elements of law relating to water quality and plant and animal populations and
communities to provide the basis for the standards for land health.
3) BLM National Policy Guidance
National policy guidance further defines or clarifies how laws and regulations will be
administered. This direction comes either in the form of a policy statement or as manuals or
handbooks. National policy establishes what basic policy is to be achieved. BLM State and
local policies can provide more specific guidance on how the national policy objectives are
to be accomplished. BLM State and local field offices have discretion to adapt national
policy to local situations, but do not have authority to override national policy for local
situations.
Policies are particularly useful in avoiding conflicts with laws and regulations. Federal
agency policies concerning sensitive species are a good example. The ESA only applies to
proposed and listed species and designated or proposed critical habitat, but it is in the
interest of the Federal government, consistent with other laws such as FLPMA, to conserve
sensitive species with the intent to avoid a need to list. There are no regulations associated
with FLPMA that specifically address fish and wildlife management or, more specifically,
conservation of sensitive species at risk of being listed in the future. Agency policy provides
this direction for sensitive species conservation and fills this regulatory gap. Two main sets
of policy guidance currently provide direction for sage-grouse conservation efforts.

BLM Special Status Species Management – Manual 6840
Policy guidance for sage-grouse habitat conservation is summarized in this manual. It
provides national-level policy direction, consistent with appropriate laws, for the
conservation of special-status species of animals and plants and the ecosystems on
which they depend. Conservation in this National Sage-grouse Strategy, and consistent
with 6840 policy, means the use of all methods and procedures necessary to improve
the condition of special status species and their habitats to a point where their special
status recognition is no longer warranted.
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Land Use Planning Handbook - H-1601-1
All program actions (allocations, authorizations, objectives, standards, conditions and
implementation priorities) taken on the public land are guided by land use plans. These
plans ensure that the public lands are managed in accordance with the intent of
Congress as stated in FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) under the principles of multiple
use and sustained yield. The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook provides more
detailed direction for land use planning consistent with planning regulations found in 43
CFR 1600.
The Handbook states that, as required by FLPMA, the public lands must be managed in
a manner that protects the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,
environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archaeological values; that,
where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public lands in their natural
condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals;
and that will provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use by
encouraging collaboration and public participation throughout the planning process. In
addition, the public lands must be managed in a manner that recognizes the nation’s
need for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the public lands.
Land use plans are the primary mechanisms for guiding BLM program activities. Land
use plans guide management actions on public lands in the planning area. Land use
plan decisions establish goals and objectives for resource management,; measures
needed to achieve these desired future conditions, and the parameters for using BLMadministered public land. These plans identify lands that are open or available for
certain uses, including any applicable restrictions, and lands that are closed to certain
uses.
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