Chapter 2. Alternatives

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the six alternatives this resource management plan amendment
(RMPA)/environmental impact statement (EIS) analyzes in detail. The alternatives#consider changes to
existing greater sage-grouse (GRSG) actions that are currently in the BLM’s plans (Alternative 2 - No Agtion
Alternative), and five action alternatives. This chapter also describes alternatiyesiconsidered but eliminated
from detailed analysis.

2.1.1 Components of Alternatives

This amendment process builds on planning efforts from 2015 and2019. It'censidersamending’GRSG goals;
objectives, management actions, and allowable uses, including administrative designationsDefinitions of
these components can be found in Section Il of the BLM’s land use planningihandboeky(BLM-H<1601-1). In
the previous BLM GRSG planning efforts, individualactions weke identifi€din some BEM state;@amendments
as “management actions” and in others as “management decisions.” While the.BLM planning handbook has
a specific definition for “management decisions,” in this document including Appendix 2 = management
action and management decision are us€d interchangeably:

2.2  DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIYES

2.2.1 Alternative | (Applicable Decisions:from the)2015 ARMPA)

Alternative | includes‘thesapplicable” elements “of the 2015, Approved RMPAs (ARMPA) that are being
analyzed for potential'amendment as part of this planning effort”It does,not include all the goals, objectives,
and actions from| the 20 L5{ARMPAS; as this effort is considering targeted amendments. Under Alternative
I, the BLM, weuld resadopt the applicables GRSG.thabitat .mahagement area (HMA) boundaries, goals,
objectives, *and actions frem*~the 20[5" Records of Becision (ROD)/ARMPAs (as updated through
maintenance aetions).+Fhe ‘existingilanguage®in theyplans from the 2019 ARMPAs would revert to that
containedyin. the 20¥5» ARMPAS (as maintained). Due to the U.S. District Court of Idaho’s preliminary
injunction preventing implementation“of the 209 amendments (see explanation in Alternative 2 summary
below) thissalternative” reflects 'how the~BLM is currently managing GRSG habitat on public lands. This
includesidesignation.of someiareas of \iPHMA as Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA) with a recommendation to
withdraw thém from mineral locatiori“and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 and prioritization for various
other actjvities related to vegetation treatments, livestock grazing, and wild horses and burros.

2,2.2" Alternative 2'(Applicable Decisions from the 2019 ARMPA - No-Action)

Alternative,2 is the No-Action Alternative and includes the applicable decisions from the 2019 Greater Sage-
Grouse*ROD/ARMPAs efforts except areas in Montana/Dakotas, which would be based on management in
the 2015 amendments because they were not amended in 2019. This alternative, including the HMA
boundaries and associated management in the 2019 amendments, is the No Action because it reflects the
management language currently in the BLM’s approved land use plans. The U.S. District Court for the District
of Idaho has issued a preliminarily injunction, preventing the BLM from implementing the 2019 amendments,
but not vacating them or their Records of Decision. Because the 2019 RODs were not vacated, the decisions
from the 2019 amendment effort remain the GRSG management language in the BLM’s RMPs. Under this
alternative the BLM would apply the management from those 2019 efforts. Alternative 2 was developed
through coordination with each state’s applicable agencies, cooperating agencies, and public input to increase
alignment with the State’s GRSG conservation plan and strategies. It was further refined for alignment with
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2. Alternatives (Description of Alternatives)

BLM policies at the time those RMPAs were developed. SFAs would be removed from the BLM RMPs in all
states except Oregon and Montana; these areas would still be managed with all the protections of PHMA,
but would no longer include a recommendation for withdrawal (including in the Oregon SFAs), and
prioritizations would be the same as the rest of PHMA.

2.2.3 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 includes the greatest measures to protect and preserve GRSG and its, habitat. Alternative 3
would update the HMA boundaries based on new information and science that has/become available since
the 2015 and 2019 efforts, however all HMAs would be managed as priority HMA (PHMA). The BLMiwould
close PHMA to new fluid mineral leasing, saleable minerals/mineral materials peemits, and nonenérgy*easable
minerals leasing (development associated with existing permits and leases, would not-be precluded). PHMA
would be recommended for withdrawal from location and entry=under the *Miningilaw of 1872 and
unavailable for livestock grazing. PHMA would also be ROW exeltsion_aféas. Where there @ke currently
designated wild horse and burro herd management areas oyerlapping PHMA, the wild hokse and bunreherd
management area would become a Herd Area that+s{fiot managed” for wild'horsesiand bunfes: Under
Alternative 3, the BLM would designate |1,139,472-acres of ACECs spetific to the management of GRSG;
the ACECs would include portions of PHMAydnd.would'have the same allogations (i.ei, allowable uses) as
the rest of PHMA. No areas would be identified as SFA becauseyAlternative* 3 considers the.greatest level
of restrictions on resource uses in all GRSG HMA:s,

2.2.4 Alternative 4

Alternative 4 would update thethabitat management area boundaries,and associated management based on
new information and scienge that has'becomé‘available since the=2015 and 2019 efforts. While many of the
allocations would be similar tosAlternatives-1 and 2the areas to whiehmanagement would be applied are
updated to reflegtinew sciehce. Ongdifferenca,insAlterndtive 4 is inlVWyoming all PHMA would be managed
with no surface.6ccupapcy stipuldtionis for iiew oil afid gas leases, (all other states already have this stipulation
in PHMA).*In addition, management "associatedwwith seme: of the major minimization measures (e.g.,
distufbance cap,+ddaptivé, management) is.adjusted -to_'address cross-boundary coordination of shared
populations,, range-wide" biolegical-andymanagerial cohcerns based on monitoring, and experience gained
from jmplementing management for,GRSG sineev2015. Alternative 4 allows compensatory mitigation to be
used under specific.conditions. Additionalicompensatory mitigation may be required where habitat and/or
populatioh,adaptiveinranagement thresholds have been met. Areas previously identified as SFAs are managed
as PHHMA.. The primary.difference between management of SFAs in the 2015 Plans and PHMA:s in this planning
effort is thatt PHMAwould not ‘include a recommendation for withdrawal or prioritization strategies.

2.2.5% Alternative 5

Alternative,5 considers other potential alighments of habitat management areas and associated management
to try, and balance GRSG conservation with public land uses. If State governments updated the GRSG
management area boundaries in their specific State plans, the BLM is considering those boundaries on public
lands in Alternative 5. HMAs are similar to but refined from Alternative 4 and restrictions would generally
be similar to Alternative 4, except for oil and gas in Wyoming which is similar to Alternative 2. However,
reasonable differences in management would be considered while still providing GRSG conservation,
Alternative 5 considered options with fewer restrictions on resource uses and provided more opportunities
for considering compensatory mitigation to offset impacts on GRSG and its habitat. Areas previously
identified as SFAs are managed as PHMA. The primary difference between management of SFAs in the 2015
Plans and PHMAs in this planning effort is that PHMA would not include a recommendation for withdrawal
or prioritization strategies.
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2. Alternatives (Description of Alternatives)

2.2.6 Alternative 6

Under Alternative 6, management for all habitat management areas and the topics being considered in the
range of alternatives would be the same as described for Alternative 5, but with the addition of ACECs.
ACEC boundaries would be the same as described for Alternative 3, but management would be less
restrictive compared to Alternative 3, though generally more restrictive than the rest of Alternative 6 PHMA.

2.3  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL

The BLM also reviewed all of the alternatives considered in the separate 2015 and,20'%9 planning processes,
none of which was suggested for reanalysis during public scoping. The range“of alternatives already
considered in detail in this effort includes the most protective alternatives from‘the priof efforts#Alternatives
from those prior efforts with broad reductions in GRSG protections compared to what is being considered
in this effort would not be consistent with the current purpose and 'need.-In,addition, 'the rationale for
dismissing alternatives from detailed analysis in the prior efforts “are stilltapplicable*to thisZeffort. Such
dismissed alternatives includes a USFWS-listing alternative; managing all designated habitats as ACECs;
eliminating recreational hunting; closing GRSG habitat:té OHV use; adopting edunty-specific plans to BLM-
administered lands; increased grazing alternative; ;and leasing, GRSG habitat for. oil shaleland tar sands
development or including stipulations for such,devélopment: The prior alternatives dismissed from detailed
analysis will again be dismissed from detailed,analysis/for the saffie“reason$'as described'preyiously and are
incorporated by reference into this EIS3As such; none efithe preyiously considered alternatives will be
explicitly evaluated in this RMPA.

Further, the BLM, the USFEVVS; States,and‘other;federal agéncy partners prepased the NTT (201 1) and the
Greater Sage-grouse .Conservation, Objectives: Final "Report ACOT Report-2013) reports to identify
rangewide GRSG conservatioh-objectives and consefvation measures:that would: inform the USFWS 2015
decision under the*Endangered Speécies Act“and: inform partners; and provide guidance for the BLM to
consider through land"use plannirig, Which the BLMdid in' 201 552019, and again in 2020 planning efforts. The
NTT andiCOT reports constituted statting poifits,for the;BlM to consider in at least one alternative to be
considered through the{NEPA andiland use'planning,process. They are not compendiums that, standing
alone, represent best-available science. Fhe'NTTand.COT reports do not address how the implementation
of their GRSGrconservation ‘measuges,would.affect other uses of the public lands—such as recreation, fluid
mineral development, mining, and livestoek®grazing. Moreover, the NTT and COT reports do not quantify
the GRSGiconseryation benefits of each Fréspective conservation measure. Additional context related to the
COT. and NTT ‘reportsyand rationale’ why they were not included as specific alternatives in this effort is
provided in Appendix'6.

During the 1alternative ‘development process, the States of Idaho and Wyoming each suggested a “state
alternativer’ The BLM determined that most of the actions included in each subject alternative were already
evaluated among other alternatives. In some instances, the exact language was already in the range of
alternatives or was incorporated in Alternative 5. In other instances, the proposed language was substantially
similar to language already being considered, or that would result in substantially similar effects. In very few
instances, the BLM determined the proposed language was not consistent with the purpose and need (e.g,
removing the disturbance cap), included recommendations that were not consistent with BLM policies (e.g.,
changing RMP allocations outside a plan amendment), or would be addressed during the implementation
process (e.g., requiring and setting time-frames for removing wild horses if they contribute to an area not
meeting land health standards). Because the RMP-level actions in the submissions are considered in the range
of alternatives, developing a stand-alone state alternative is not necessary for consideration of effects.
Proposed plan amendments of BLM RMPs at the state level will be able to draw from any of the actions
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2. Alternatives (Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail)

considered in the range of alternatives. Because of this, alternatives in the Draft EIS specific to each state
that duplicate actions already considered in the range of alternatives are not necessary.

During scoping, the public suggested several alternatives or components of alternatives that the BLM
considered but did not analyze in detail. These are summarized in Table 2-1 below. Further details on
alternatives proposed by the public during scoping and where they were considered in the EIS are provided

in the public scoping report on
ui/project/2016719/570.

the

project’s website: https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-

Table 2-1. Alternatives Proposed During Public Scoping but Not*AnalyZed in Detail

Alternative Proposed

Rationale for Dismissal

An alternative where AUMs in GRSG habitat
are based on prolonged drought, warmer
temperatures, and reduced grass production.

Adjustments to the existing number'of AUMsare compléted at
the allotment scale based on site=specific,conditions.te meet
management objectives during'grazing authorization-renewals;
AMP developmment, or other apprepkiate implementationslevel
planning.,Additionallyjtemporary.adjustments can be‘made
annually*to livestock numbers,the number of AUMs; and
season of usewwithin thelrange of the terms and“conditions and
in accordance with.applicable yegulationsxThe BLMjisibetter
suited to'makejadjustmentsithat respend to drought through
activity- and implementdtion-level.decision making at the
allotmentevel.

Alternatives that conduct a capability and
suitability-type analysis of grazing'conflicts
with GRSG needs; apply,mandatory,
measurable conservative use perieds; and
avoid the breeding/period, hat season, and
winter use in GRSG habitats“in any lands
where grazing might continue.

Thereare alternatives that specifically’address GRSG habitat
needs throughiidentification of habitat objectives. In addition,
the BLM!s'grazing regulations require the BLM manage grazing
to meet Land Health Standards, including the standard that
provides fonSpecial status-Species habitat. However, developing
terms,and-conditions*for how grazing in specific areas should
be conducted to meet these is associated with implementation-
level decisions related to allotment management plans or term
‘permit rehewals.

Alternatives for constructing exclosures, to
use asungrazed,reference areas: identify that
duringfland health evaluations, small (10"acres
orless) reference areas would be ‘consideréd
in priority.sage:ghousé habitat'tc"exclude
livestock useiforsthe purpases in aiding:BLM's
ability to establish eontrol areaswhen
analyzingsimpacts toipermittéd;activities such
asilivestock grazing and better inform
management decisions.

Out of scope; not generally a planning level decision.
Establishing small exclosure areas for research purposes is
better suited for decision-making at the allotment level, not at
the RMP level.

Alternatives that specify acceptable livestock
grazing'utilization, trampling levels, and shrub
structural protections and other mandatory
and enforceable terms and conditions for
both upland and riparian vegetation.

Out of scope; generally not a planning level decision.
Establishing terms and conditions for grazing permits is a
decision best made at the implementation-level decision making
where those terms can be tailored to the environmental
conditions present in the given allotment. The EIS considers
GRSG habitat objectives, and the BLM’s regulations require
adherence to land health standards. Terms and conditions
needed to meet these conditions can be implemented at the
site-scale when issuing/renewing a grazing permit.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1. Alternatives Proposed During Public Scoping but Not Analyzed in Detail)
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Alternative Proposed

Rationale for Dismissal

An alternative relative to livestock grazing
management to facilitate sagebrush
recruitment and survival. That alternative
should develop allotment management plans,
cooperatively with willing permittees, with
objective utilization levels sufficient to
facilitate sagebrush recruitment and survival.

Out of scope; not a planning level decision. The EIS considers
GRSG habitat objectives, and the BLM’s regulations require
adherence to land health standards. Development of allotment
management plans is conducted in a manner to meet regulatory
and planning requirements in context of the local ecological
circumstances and conditions. Such actions as requested can be
implemented at the site-scale.

An alternative that follows the same approach
used by the Ely District BLM that implements
sagebrush habitat restoration in a systematic
fashion at a watershed scale.

Out of scope; not a planning level decm‘ﬂ'ﬁe EIS consid
GRSG habitat objectives at multipl | scales. The sp%&
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An alternative that includes close
coordination with local and state fire
managers for coordinated fire suppression in
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reduction projects and postfire rehabilitation.
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| atlve Hated tolareas available or not available for oil
and %Es stipulations for leasing activities to
he c ed GRSG habitat losses and declines in
po ions. Alternative 3 considers closing PHMA to oil
ing. A commitment to not offer lands for oil and gas

not an RMP decision.
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smg veI t WI olar
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of scope. An alternative that decreases

.-'StlpuIatlons/restrlctlons in an effort to encourage more
development would not be consistent with the purpose and
need to address the continued GRSG habitat losses and
declines in GRSG populations. In addition, mineral leasing and
granting rights-of-way are implementation-level decisions. The
RMP identifies areas available or not available for such uses and
any stipulations required for protection of GRSG. The RMP
does not directly lease areas or grant rights-of-way.

ﬁ atlve that considers removing the
disturbance cap.

As explained in the BLM’s Purpose and Need, this planning
effort addresses the continuing losses of GRSG habitat and the
associated population declines. Research across the species’
range has identified relationships between various
anthropogenic developments and GRSG avoidance behavior or
lek abandonment. An alternative that considers removing a tool
that addresses a threat to GRSG would not be consistent with

the purpose and need described in Chapter |.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1. Alternatives Proposed During Public Scoping but Not Analyzed in Detail)

Alternative Proposed Rationale for Dismissal
A climate action plan/multiple-use alternative | The purpose and need of this planning process is to address the
that considers policies that require optimizing | continued GRSG habitat losses and declines in GRSG
the domestic development of minerals. populations. The alternatives considered do address whether
and where various mineral development activities would align
with GRSG management. Considering an alternative that
focuses on increasing activities that are known to impact GRSG
would not be consistent with the purpose and need.

An alternative that balances economic, social, | Some scoping comments recommend ohsideration of a
and conservation considerations. alternative that balances conS|dera r conservatlon
economic and social needs. As a ept w1t C|Fc

suggestions the recommend was tﬁeneral to velop a\l{\

specific alternative around.u eve
alternatives considzﬁ-’p et:%r ss diff Ievib& K
management const s with SG t and
associated effects-on publlc *\@a
A preferred alternative focused on multiple All the ern om the ulon F@PF’IA
use: avoid public lands that are off limits to that p I\\bnds be'm aged he baﬁo mul se and
use; instead provide active management and sus@ yleld@&_PMA 2(a yo t an
appropriate mitigation measures that can be ativ 0|d d ance Ilmlnates the
implemented based on site-specific "ﬂ: ?\'lmar res as s prote SGﬁ&helr
information. \}' habi '!g. t be isten the
E:Q' se % d. Inqallon aI@e altern@g considered in
\ | detail e ful gatl ctrum voiding impacts,
\Q 'E'+ the izi ffects,if t possible, and then
,'{z,, @ |d|n &nsat rﬁ t|gat| r reS|duaI effects.
Q terna fo n av&:l*ice whereas alternatives 2 and
for compensatory mitigation and

C e mo ? S|d
& 6{'} “Qfx 'Iderat Ioca mstances. Given the general nature

|ve sed the current range of alternatives
% I h@ i cIu ctlon are similar in both content and effect.
An altetnative iﬁf ofa "qlw RM at ,@k&s %& comply with its grazing regulations which
is c\&istent the er 5, equ aging for land health standards, including providing
%umbold@unty a&pvet@o‘@/ % speC|aI status species, including GRSG. However,
\-"\ ﬂ ent and Health with stency with local plans and policies will be conducted as
’i é 0|IGI'? razm@ BLM ::.part of the EIS process. In addition, as a rangewide

ould SI refer C|te conservation effort, a county-focused plan for a species that
W|th| £ cou% Ilcyﬁgﬁ(t of t uses large landscapes that may include multiple counties is too
bod f seienc to % any narrow. As part of this planning process, we have coordinated

and sought input from counties.

PR@RRED I&%RNATWE

‘% B% entified Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative in this Draft EIS. This alternative was selected

after eView of comments submitted by other government agencies, public organizations, state and tribal
entities, interested individuals (during scoping) and cooperating agencies. The preferred alternative
represents goals (see Section 2.5.1), objectives (see Section 2.5.4), and management direction
determined to be most effective at resolving planning issues by adjusting management options based on
internal and external input and administration priorities, balancing resource uses by managing multiple use
according to GRSG habitat designation, and meeting the purpose and need by ensuring management on
BLM-administered lands support GRSG conservation goals and provides the BLM with locally relevant
decisions that accord with range-wide GRSG conservation goals.
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2. Alternatives (Preferred Alternative)

Identifying a preferred alternative does not indicate any decision or commitments from the BLM. In
developing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, the next phase of the planning process, the decision maker may
select various goals, objectives, allocations and management prescriptions from each of the alternatives
analyzed in the Draft RMPAV/EIS. The combination of goals, objectives and management prescriptions may
also vary by state to address circumstances that vary between the states. The Proposed RMPA/Final EIS may
also reflect adjustments based on comments on the Draft RMPAV/EIS, new information, or changes in BLM
policies or priorities. The BLM has the discretion to select as a Proposed RMPA, an, alternative or set of
state-specific alternatives that uses an alternative in its entirety or to combing "aspects of the vakious
alternatives presented in this Draft RMPA/EIS. This allows the BLM to select the best strategy that
incorporates appropriate GRSG habitat management actions to meet the RMP goals and objectives, ‘is
consistent with the purpose and need, is in accordance with the agency.simandate-to manage the public fands
for multiple use and sustained yield and aligns with state and local plans and policies to the'extentspessible.

2.5 DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF DRAFT ALTERNATIVES

The sections describe the draft alternatives’ goals, objgctives, and*managément decisions/actiohs! At the
beginning of each section there is a brief description intreducing the=actioh/topic and”rationale for
alternatives development. These introduction$, are not*planhing decisions but are included to establish
context for the alternatives. Section 2.5 includes rangewide alternatives applicablesto all states,*organized
by the cross-cutting management topicsfisstues identified during scoping.(see Section 1.6)s Accompanying
these narratives are tables showinggside-by-side-descriptions of thelalternatives. Section 2.6 includes the
alternatives associated with state“specific.cifeumstances, orgdnized by state: Alternatives | and 2 in Section
2.5 are presented as sumnahies due te variatiops'by state"or'planning,area. Netiall decisions from the 2015
and 2019 amendment efforts areinclided in+Alternatives | and2 {@nly management actions being considered
for amendment ingAlternatives.’3, 4, and 5 are~brought‘forward from the 2015 and 2019 efforts. The
remaining decisions fromsthe priog planning efforts will*cémain.indplace regardless of which alternative is
selected. Appendix 2;iExisting, GRSG Management/in-BLM _RMPs identifies all existing GRSG management
(inclusive'of both<2015 and 2049 ARMPAS) for,each state'and identifies whether an action may be amended
in theteurrentéffort. The, figure on.the next page is ‘amexample of how some decisions may be considered
for amendment, whilé-otherSiwill Femaifi-unchanged.

Actions applicable toallalternatives.are shewn-in one cell across a row and would be implemented regardless
of‘whichralternative is ultimately selected" Actions applicable to more than one but not all alternatives are
indiéated by seither combining cells,for the applicable alternatives, or by denoting them as the same for
another altérnativei(e.gs “same’as'Alternative A”). “No similar action” is used to indicate there is no similar
goal-objective or action testheé other alternatives, or that the similar goal, objective or action is reflected in
another management action in the alternative.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

Figure 2.1. Example Conceptual Model for the BLM GRSG Planning Amendments

All RMP Decisions

MD MR | added to RMP

MD 555 | added to RMP
MD 555 2 added to RMP
MD 555 3 added to RMP
MD MR 2 added to RMP
MD Fire | added to RMP
MD Fire 2 added to RMP
MD Fire 3 added to RMP
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@s GR5G amendment effortis considering

* changes to some actions added or amended in
both the 2015 and 2019 efforts. In some cases,
this effort is considering adding additional
management actions to the RMPs. All GR5G
management actions not being considered for a
change will remain as described in the 2015 and
2019 ARMPAs, respectively. All other RMP
management actions not related to GR5G
remain unchanged.

MD Fire 4 addefﬂfpcnmﬁ;?

MD Fire 3 chang

p
$h 2019 GRSG amendment effort changed

f} actions added or amended in 2015 and
|r'| some cases added additional management
actions to the RMPs. All GRSG management
actions not considered for change remained as
described in the 2015 ARMPA. All other RMP
management actions not related to GR5G
remained unchanged.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

Many management actions are informed by the location of GRSG leks (breeding areas associated with GRSG
nesting habitat). Existing management actions across the species’ range use different lek definitions (e.g.,
active, occupied, pending, or historic), as identified by state wildlife agencies where the lek occurred. In 2022,
the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) published standardized definitions for
leks to resolve inconsistencies between states, thereby allowing for comparable data analyses across the
species’ range (Cook et. al., 2022). Through these plan amendments, the BLM proposes to adopt the lek
definitions published by WAFWA and use them when implementing GRSG mana, nt. Appendix 4
compares the new WAFWA lek definitions to definitions used in each eX|st| RMP/EIS. Unless
otherwise specifically noted, the term “lek” applies to the WAFWA defi nitiorg‘ ‘activerlek.” \'I

*\Q

2.5.1 Clarifying the RMP Goal for GRSG {:\ G{ )
Y@Qrent&

In 2015, BLM RMPs were amended or revised to include updated g ‘ér ob %s for

in consideration of the National Technical Team (NTT) Rep ZO%I"& N\] ompr@ resour

specialists and scientists from the BLM, State Fish and |s Idllfe.@kv ce
(USFWS), Natural Resources Conservation Service é ﬁﬁ% ical { . In the
report the authors identified a management goal tqah aintaintand/or i se s%- ouse fabundance and
distribution by conserving, enhancing or resto ecos em u hlc‘ll% Iatlons depend

in cooperation with other conservation p@' L
1‘5 ‘0 \}\. ’{\

Some iteration of the NTT Repo d@ in all@gen$ RWGRSC{E}'M &I’@?plannmg effort,
géw rv

the BLM proposes to clarify its hic con enha rest&'(. and ge GRSG habitats to
support persistent, healthy Iﬁonsm 'hwmh Spé ﬂJStatu C|es Management Policy

(BLM-M-6840) and in nat coo@tlon vith state I|fe ageQ S. Habltat conservation and
management should taln g c% l.{\ weep ions.

Table 2-2, (‘eﬁ}ar '{1@ Alt réwes
managen‘é.e@.lssg {\!a,, * %\‘E, Q?

P@é s ts management by alternative for this
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-2. Comparison of Alternatives, GRSG RMP Goal)

Table 2-2. Comparison of Alternatives, GRSG RMP Goal

Summary of Alternative | | Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

All states have at least one goal or objective that includes the
following language and/or concept:

¢ Maintain and enhance populations and distribution of GRSG
by protecting and improving sagebrush habitats and
ecosystems that sustain GRSG populations.

e Conserve, enhance, and restore the sagebrush ecosystem

BLM resource management plans (RMPs) would identify the desired condition for GRSG
in the following overarching goal: : %

Conserve, enhance, restore and e GRSG ha s to support persistent, healthy

populations, consistent with BL cﬂ‘Sta@&p \g{ Management Policy (BLM-M-
00 ith'st. Idlife agencies. Habitat

6840) and in coordination @H‘c éﬁ
conservation and mana nt mqlﬁ)aln xisting cgnnectlwty between GRSG

upon which GRSG populations depend in an effort to populations. \S'.'-_, ,..\
maintain and/or increase their abundance and distribution, in '2‘1 0 MQ\
cooperation with other conservation partners. W}O Q:\ %KE’ Q\} ,f'.‘!
e Maintain and enhance quality/suitable habitat to support the . D{b m O 3 ..,&E*
expansion of GRSG populations on federally-administered W\ o @Q "Q‘Q, \ﬁ Qv
lands within the planning area. . \Y %9 4O & 3 .0
N @Y oW T
. N :
&{i"{"x%\w@ ﬁd\@ N et @"ﬁ
00 o o ««(\Q’ | Q;fﬂ A
W (O (e’ (@
PR\ 2
> o » .o oP N
RPN PR M
\,.Lx .ﬁ(‘\ o R RN
O P Mp B &
‘b‘ W& Q;Q . 'D\ \}{Q\
2 N, o
@ 2 At O
D *G(\‘ ‘ \&“ &
S {b&k Q}\r O
\::" Q:\Q‘
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.2 Habitat Management Area Alignments and Associated Major Land Use Allocations
The BLM has reviewed new scientific publications since our previous planning efforts which provide key
population (e.g., Doherty et al. 2016, Coates et al., 2021), genetic (e.g., Cross et al.,, 2018, Oyler-McCance
et al., 2022) connectivity (e.g., Row et al. 2018, Cross et al.,, 2023) habitat (e.g., Doherty et al., 2016, VWann
et al, 2022, Doherty et al, 2022) and climate change ( Palmquist et al., 2021, Rigge et al., 2021). This
information was used to update GRSG habitat designations in concert with state wildlife agencies, to
determine if BLM was applying appropriate management allocations consistent with thé“purpose and need
of this amendment. While HMAs may encompass multiple land ownerships, reflecting the wide-rahging
ecological needs of GRSG, management actions that follow are specific to BLM-administefed lands.

Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA) have the highest value~to maintaining sustainable GRSG
populations and can include breeding, late brood-rearing, winter, €oncentration areas; and migration or
connectivity corridors. The BLM objective for these areas is to maintain andenhancethabitat.conditions that
will support persistent and healthy GRSG populations through management te ‘minimizeshabitat |oss and
degradation. See Appendix 3 for a description of the stfategies,applied by ‘€ach state to'identifyz=PHMA.

Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMA;.ID" only) are'defined dsylands that éncompass moderate to
high-quality GRSG habitat and populations=necessary for providing a .managemént-buffer,for PHMA,
connecting patches of PHMA, and in somg,¢ases suppertingimportantpepulations,and habitat independent
of PHMA. The objective for IHMA isto ‘'maintaif;habitat,conditions=that will stipport persistent and healthy
GRSG populations.

General Habitat Management-Areas(GHMA),are-lands, thatare or have thefpotential to become occupied
seasonal or year-round habitatioutside of\PHHMA or IHMA, mandged tossustain GRSG populations. These
areas are defined, differentially by state, wildlife “"management-agencies;‘but generally are of poorer GRSG
habitat quality "with pedliced occupancy when' compated’ to PHMA. Some state wildlife agencies have
identified areas of GHMA as,important. for restoration, connéctivity, or seasonal habitats, and most require
mitigation'for upayoidable“impacts within this!designation®The objective for GHMA is to maintain habitat
conditions _te“support " GRSG -populatiens’ consistent* with the state agency designations of recovery,
connectivity, or,seasonal habitats.

Other habijtat-management areas. are identified by individual states for a variety of purposes, typically as
subsets, of GHMA(iie’, lowér priority.than PHMA). These are defined and described in detail in Appendix 3.

Fable 2-3),€omparative Sumimary — Acres GRSG Habitat Management Areas by State by Alternative.
Appendix 3 provides a,summary of each state strategy in developing their habitat management areas, as
well'as the definitions forthe GRSG habitat management areas used in each state. Maps 2.1 through 2.6
show theirelationship of the habitat management areas across the west.

In addition to habitat management areas, this section summarizes allocations for major land uses. Additional
details for alternatives | and 2 (e.g., specific avoidance criteria for rights-of-way, specific controlled surface
use stipulations for fluid minerals, etc.), is presented in Appendix 2. If specific language from previous plans
is not included in this amendment, it is not being considered for amendment in this effort.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-3. Comparative Summary — Acres GRSG Habitat Management Areas by State by
Alternative (BLM administered surface only))

Table 2-3. Comparative Summary — Acres GRSG Habitat Management Areas by State
by Alternative (BLM administered surface only)

Habitat Alternatives 5
Management | Alternative | | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 and 6
Area
Rangewide Habitat Management Area Alignments
PHMA 32,465,000 32,535,000 69,199,000 36,701,000 . ,,-_;?34,803,000
GHMA 26,383,000 25,878,000 N/A 25,946,000 s %1 23,718,000
Colorado Habitat Management Area Alignment \-‘ .
PHMA 748,000 921,000 1,538,000 75I,00? 751, 0%\/‘
GHMA 788,000 727,000 N/A 786,00 ":}( 786,0 K {\
LMA 97,000 82,000 97,000 4 i %@ 'é
Idaho Habitat Management Area * E_,
PHMA 4,178,000 4,106,000 8,860,000, ?g ':’
IHMA 2,736,000 2,796,000 N/A ~3 000
GHMA 1,958,000 1,958,000 N/ ) 722
Montana/Dakotas Habitat e t'Are
PHMA 3,275,000 3,275,000« (5.2 %%0,000
GHMA 2,384,000 2,384,0 Nh_. & I,859§:QO
RHMA 165,000 I65 oqg,. S
CHMA N/A o ¢ 298,9273\ _ {'98,000
NevadaICaI{&:hla : \}
PHMA 9,266,000 o 9,26 | 9,661,000
GHMA 5,783,0 6,183,000
OHMA 4,8 2,977,000
PHMA 4,589, ‘H)oo 6,281,000
GHMA tﬁS?‘S 6 2,000 4 739,000 3,539,000
o i h Hab Management Lﬂllgnments
PHMA DL ] ’Q,eso @(Q\\ & 3,568,000 2,192,000 1,627,000
GHMA ,-:."'o. 438;-Q A %? 1,195,000 646,000
, e o sment Area Alignments
\n\\ HMAs ,328,00 000 I7,82 1,000 9,921,000 8,609,000
’i G . ,Eb. ,397, .-\ G N/A 7,905,000 8,981,000
ardsh@\ G\ N/ N/A N/A 15,000
rea A'!,} -~
0 N
o P o
b g G{\ &
A oY
v @
%‘"\
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and

Non-Habitat

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Habitat Management Area Alignments and Associated Major Land,Use Allocations

GRSG habitat management
areas would be identified and
managed using the boundaries
from the 2015 amendments or
revisions (as maintained). See
Map 2.1 for the HMA map.
Acres by state and rangewide
are shown in Table 2-3 above.

Information on state-by-state
GRSG HMA mapping strategies
is in Appendix 3.

ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WY:
Manage Sagebrush Focal Areas
(SFAs) as described in the 2015
amendments or revisions.

CA, CO, ND, SD: Does not
include SFAs.

GRSG habitat management
areas would be identified and
managed using the boundaries
from the 2019 amendments. See
Map 2.2 for the map of the
HMA:s. Acres by state and
rangewide are shown in Table
2-3 above.

Information on state-by-state
GRSG HMA mapping strategies
is in Appendix 3.

MT/DK: Manage the same
HMAs as Alternative |.

1D, NV, UT, WY removed.SFAs
and associated management.

CA, CO, MT/DK4arethe same
as Alternative [%

OR retained the SFAs, but
removed the recommendation
for-withdrawal from locatioh
and entky under'the'Mining Law
of 1872.

GRSG habitat management
areas would be identified and
managed as shown on Map 2.3.
Acres by state and rangewide
are shown in Table 2-3 above.

Information on state-by=state
GRSG HMA mapping strategies
is in Appendix,3.

Under Alternative 3;allareas
managédfor GRSG*would-be
PHMA.

(In addition to the*PHMA there
would be ACECs desjgnated.See
the ACECssection below, and
Appendix 5.)

GRSG habitat management
areas;would be identified*and
managed as shownion Map 2:4.
Acres bysstate and rangewide
aresshown in; Table 223 3bove;

Information onsstate-by-state
GRSG'HMA,mapping strategies
is,in Appéndix 3

No.areas would be identified or
managed-as SFAs.

GRSG habitat management
areas would be identified and
managed as shown on Map 2.5.
Acres by state and rangewide
are shown in Table 2-3 above.

Information on state-by-state
GRSG HMA mapping strategies
is in Appendix 3.

No areas would be identified or
managed as SFAs.

(HMA boundaries under
Alternative 6 are the same as
those under Alternative 5. Map
2.6 shows the HMA boundaries
and the GRSG ACECs that
would be designated.See the
ACEC section below, and
Appendix 5.)

2024
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4.

Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Summarized PHMA (and
ID IHMA) allocations:
(Wind, solar, livestock grazing,
and major ROWVs are addressed
in separate tables below.)

e Fluid minerals:

Summarized PHMA (and

ID IHMA) allocations:
(Wind, solar, livestock grazing,
and major ROWs are addressed
in separate tables below.)

e Fluid minerals: Same as

Summarized PHMA
allocations: (Wind, solar,
livestock grazing, and major
ROWs are addressed in
separate tables below.)

e Fluid minerals: Closed to

Summarized PHMA
allocations:

(Wind, solar, livestock grazing,
and major ROWs are addressed
in separ@tq\t les below.)

55““’ Moo

mlne

Summarized PHMA
allocations:

(Wind, solar, livestock grazing,
and major ROWs are addressed
in separate tables below.)

e Fluid minerals:

o Except as noted below, Alternative |, except CO leasing (\ tasn o Same as Alternative 2.

all states are open to new PHMA is NSO (no closed * ﬂve NS See the CO, MT/DK, and WY
)

leasing, with no surface areas). =) NN*QQA in IS\ state specific circumstances for

occupancy (NSO) q@ﬂ c- av\& H additional details for fluid

stipulations in PHMA (\ "'\‘a &r ins BNM mineral allocation decisions)

(and in IHMA in ID). - O N \, eek

o WY: NSO within 0.6 mi r‘;\:‘ ,a:i.‘ (:j 0.6 mile

gfélek?s.hPHMA outlside \'3:‘\0 @ e 'Q Qﬁ\ro \gek then CSU for

.6 mi has seasona

limitations (breeding, Q\} c}f:} +$\ﬁ O\:F (See the 'CO K, and WY
nesting, early brood- (G Q‘B ..:-"& e}{} \#’e specifie.circumstances for
rearing & winter habitat) \'C? "+- A:M N fa diti@iemils for fluid
and CSU (density and ‘b @ < @.\ ) {(} \% m@é allocation decisions)
disturbance). ;‘\\Q Q;V \g:{\ ‘\\ \e;( ¢

o CO: Closed within | mile (J J
of leks. %]

e Saleable Minerals/Mineral e Saleable Mgnb}hls/M&Y\I Sal(able M?g( \g e Saleable Minerals/Mineral e Saleable Minerals/Mineral

Materials: Materi §> n._ ose Materials: Materials: Same as

o Except as noted below, Al\@atlve ‘b ‘ 3\% Q? \0 o Except as noted below, Alternative 4 except ID
all states are closed in ted b \§ ,\\. all states are closed in PHMA, which is open for
PHMA (and in IHMA in 'ﬂ I#,u E%Q?tlo rz"\ O PHMA, but open for new new free use permits and
ID), but open for new 0 te "\ .((\Q’ free use permits and expansion of existing pits
free use permits and clo?% W expansion of existing pits. subject to screening and
expansion of existing pits. {} \‘\ ‘\‘Zﬂ 'DO o ID: open for new free use development criteria.

o  WY: Open subject to \O‘:."? D é permits and expansion of | (See the ID and OR state
occupancy, seasonal & \} . 0(\ \,@ ...\er existing pits if screening specific circumstances for
limitations, disturbance, - ,Z:L\ @ Q"‘ and development criteria | additional details for saleable
and density. $ (77 met mineral allocation decisions)

oo o ID IHMA open
o WY: Same as Alternative
I
(See the ID and OR state
specific circumstances for
additional details for saleable
mineral allocation decisions)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e Non-Energy minerals:

o Except as noted below,
all states are closed, but
can consider expansion
of existing leases.

o WY: Open subject to
occupancy, seasonal
limitations, disturbance,
and density.

o IHMAin ID is open in
Known Phosphate
Leasing Areas (KPLAs).
IHMA Outside KPLAs is
open subject to
disturbance thresholds.

e Coal:

o CO, MT/DK, UT, and
WY include the following
language: At the time an
application for a new coal
lease or lease
modification is submitted
to the BLM, the BLM will
determine whether the
lease application area is
"unsuitable" for all or
certain coal mining

methods pursuant to 43 K\

CFR Part 3461.5. PHMA
is essential habitat for
maintaining GRSG for
purposes of the suitability
criteria as per 43 CFR
Part 3461.5(0)(1).

o ID, NV/CA, and OR: Did
not address coal due to
absence of the mineral.

(.

e Non-Energy minerals: Same
as Alternative |, except
NV/CA added exception
criteria to the closure.

e Coal — All States same as Alt
I, except UT: At time an
application for a new coal
lease or lease modifcati;&}
submitted to the BLM
BLM will determin ‘@h th%;\
the lease applnc&@m are

"unsuitable" all ain
coal m|n methods "\
pursuane'to 4 R P: Q"b
34&

\(me ap &?ma:; l\of ’:
S
mamﬁqﬁt; g}\ﬁﬁgﬁgﬁzg

‘{]aart 34 o)(

ﬁtp matlo%ssocmte ith
éi% ey;q@matlon areas as

part% the unsuitability
process identified above.

e Non-Energy minerals: Closed

/D Q}'and CJ'

wo clude

ame ﬂguage ag
lit

a|re uﬁg X

G_Sza' %‘not qé@ress coal

ce of the
m|n FQJ
le\ P ’e‘
O

DO

I

{@\0 (Se i&e N NV
g{éimst or ional
\.le' tadetai ar non- \b& E)ﬁérgi}

e Non-Energy minerals:
o Except as noted below,
all states are closed.

o NV/CA: Closed with
e@ ons.

og\ib IHMA: Open
WY

%\ a@kzrn‘at&
@)\%cate éél‘f}c ‘\

ot

ons

5@‘?

{‘3 C%@am ‘éﬁ ernative 3

\0@"}

\\
(G

LV

e Non-Energy minerals: Same
as Alternative 4.

e Coal: Same as Alternative 3.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e Locatable minerals:
ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WY:
SFAs were recommended for
withdrawal from location and
under the Mining Law of
1872. The BLM applied for a
withdrawal pursuant to
204(a) of FLPMA and the
Secretary initiated the
withdrawal process for those
lands. That process is
currently underway.
o MT: UMRBNM is already

withdrawn.

e Minor Rights-of-Way

(ROW):

o Except as noted below,
PHMA in all states is
avoidance for minor
ROWs (<100 kV
transmission lines and <
24” pipelines)

IHMA in ID is avoidance
when consistent with
screening criteria and
subject to RDFs and
buffers.

WY: Open to smaller
ROWs, subject to buffers
and mitigation.

g

4

e Locatable minerals:

o MT/DK: Same as
Alternative |.
ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, and
WY: Same as alternative
|, except removed the
recommendation for
withdrawal from location
and entry under the
Mining Law of 1872
associated with SFAs.

e Minor ROW: Same as
Alternative |, except NV
added exception crltp \
the Avoidance. k. '\ Q)

N\ «%\G

e Locatable minerals. The BLM
recommends PHMA for
withdrawal from location and
entry under the Mining Law
of 1872. The portion of the
PHMA that is within the SFA
boundaries from 2015 were
recommended for

ren

"o M| ?1 mﬁ?go
“s\

e Locatable minerals:
o MT: UMRBNM is already
withdrawn

withdrawal from location &F e | ‘ ‘
under the Mining Law 3'_‘,‘:, rz;((\ A 0 6\:\@' 0‘\
1872. The BLM applied fora 4> b\ AN O
withdrawal pur: ﬁi to ,\‘a % & ’SO "\G
204(a) of FL d{ AN Q ©
Secretau’yc{ ?‘::’ Q,(\K -..&B

wit pro for .

Ial@ hat cess t@ ;:Q\ (:"QE‘ O(\

@’ﬁ.no@&

Same as Alternative
I (including IHMA),
except as noted below:
For minor ROWs,
MT/DK exclusion within
1.2 miles of active leks
and crucial winter range.
Avoidance in designated
corridors in those areas,
and in the remainder of
PHMA and RHMA.
(See the CO state specific
circumstances for additional
details for ROW allocation
decisions)

é,\

(@]

e Locatable Minerals: Same as
Alternative 4.

e Minor ROW:

o Same as Alternative |
(including IHMA), except
as noted below:

For minor ROWs,
MT/DK exclusion within
0.6 miles of active leks
and crucial winter range.
Avoidance in designated
corridors in those areas,
and in the remainder of
PHMA. RHMA Avoidance
within [.2 miles of active
leks and in crucial winter
range. Remainder of
RHMA open.

(See the CO state specific
circumstances for additional
details for ROWV allocation
decisions)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4.

Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e Travel and Transportation

Management:

o All states: Manage PHMA
and IHMA as limited to
existing roads and trails,
with isolated areas open
to cross-country use
where suitable based on

e Travel and Transportation
Management: Same as
Alternative |.

e Travel and Transportation
Management: Same as
Alternative |.

o

e Travel and Transportation
Management — Same as
Alternative |.

* ('g
NN Q

\X |
O O“b Q;’\/ AN

e Travel and Transportation
Management — Same as
Alternative |.

b
2 ol e
e Lo e &
: : y areas, | ,b ,\{\ \\@ a 0
tC.). \'1 & b o~
Summarized GHMA Summarized GHMA Summarized g_lg& \a\@ m\'ﬁan;&% Summarized GHMA
allocations: allocations: allocations: C tl@s WA allocations:
e Fluid minerals: e Fluid minerals: Same as Not appllca E:@?atlv |ne e e Fluid minerals:
o CO: closed within | mile Alternative |, except CO as G "Q*% COQ? +2 miles of o Same as Alternative 4 for
of leks, NSO within 2 changed the closure within M&der !Q_‘ﬁ:&rnxml \\ q? lsewhere. all states except CO:
miles of leks, and one mile of leks to be an ged s, M/b() CSU w/in 2 miles of leks,

seasonal limitations
elsewhere.

ID: CSU (lek buffers)
MT/DK — varies by local
office (see Table 2-28).
NV/CA: CSU (lek buffers
and seasonal limitations)

allocations in plans that
predated the 2015
amendment.

WY: NSO within 0.25
miles of leks, and
seasonal limitations
within 2 miles of leks.
open with standard terms
and conditions outside of
2-mile lek buffer.

o OR: NSO within | mile N
of leks, and CSU @ eb A& n:
(seasonal limitations) H;\C'.'«‘ ‘:S{\ \E 9 Q“@
o UT: NSO near leks 'ﬂ:\ (S \\) ?‘ N
(varies by office) and .b,g beb Q/Q : D\
CSU (seasonal AN é X\
limitations) based on \ o N\ @\ﬁl@

NSO.

LV

o

MTYDK: NSO wiin 0.6

\ghle of leks and in crucial
winter range; CSU
elsewhere and in CHMA.
NV/CA, OR: open with
minor stipulations (CSU
— seasonal limitations)
UT: NSO near leks and
seasonal limitations
(varies by office)

WY: NSO w/in 0.25 mile
of leks; seasonal
limitations within 2 miles
of leks; open with
standard terms and
conditions outside of 2-
mile lek buffer.

(See the CO and WY state

specific circumstances for

additional details for fluid
mineral allocation decisions)

,&G

TL w/in rest of GHMA
CO Alternative 6: CSU
w/in | mile of PHMA, TL
w/in rest of GHMA.

(See the CO and WY state
specific circumstances for
additional details for fluid
mineral allocation decisions)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e Saleable minerals/Mineral

Materials:

o All states: no allocations
for GHMA (' meaning
open), though most have
minimization measures
such as RDFss/BMPs and
mitigation.

e Non-energy minerals:

o All states: no specific
allocations for GHMA(
meaning open) though
most have minimization
measures such as
RDFs/BMPs and
mitigation

e Coal: No states mentioned
coal management in GHMA.

o Locatable minerals: SFAs
were recommended for
withdrawal from location and
under the Mining Law of
1872. The BLM applied for a
withdrawal pursuant to
204(a) of FLPMA and the
Secretary initiated the

withdrawal process for thosé{.h

lands. That process is
currently underway.

e Minor Rights-of-Way:
Substantial variation by state:

o All states: open to minor &

ROWs with mitigation,
except in WY.

e Saleable minerals/Mineral
Materials: Same as
Alternative |, except ID
changed applying “RDFs and
buffers” in GHMA to
applying “BMPs.”

e Non-energy minerals: Same
as Alternative |, except ID
changed applying “RDFs and
buffers” in GHMA to
applying “BMPs.”

e Coal: Same as Alternative |.

/\

e Locatable minerals: Sarm@ \
Alternative |. @

3\
.‘Mg,'._, ‘a\ 1\((\ d
\":\.\% Gﬂ*@@-‘g - ‘Q"@

@ ¢
‘Q\O@* Q‘«H‘@

go\\ NS
‘ fC

e Saleable minerals/Mineral
Materials: Same as
Alternative 2.

S
N
PR\

O{‘ LR RN

3*?*

4n-Ene iner éSa
% Altwgl?%‘ﬁ\% - O
x@p | %\0‘

0 \r%
Q_u@ﬁh

bility
b;zq\evalu

n approach same as
d in PHMA.
{Locatable minerals — Same as
Alternative |.

e Minor Rights-of-Way:
o CO, MT/DK: Avoidance
o OR: Avoidance within
breeding, nesting, and/or
seasonal habitats,
otherwise open
ID, NV/CA, UT, WY:
Open

e Saleable minerals/Mineral
Materials: Same as
Alternative 2.

e Non-Energy minerals — Same
as Alternative |.

e Coal — Same as Alternative 4.

e Locatable minerals — Same as
Alternative |.

e Minor Rights-of-Way:

o CO: Avoidance

o ID, UT, WY: Open

o MT/DK: Avoidance w/in
1.2 miles of active leks
and w/in crucial winter
range, open elsewhere.
CHMA: Avoidance
NV/CA, OR: Open with
minimization measures
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6

e Travel and Transportation
Management: Limited to
existing roads and trails, with
isolated areas open to cross-
country use where suitable
based on local conditions
(e.g., sand dunes, rocky
areas, etc.).

e Travel and Transportation
Management: Same as
Alternative |.

e Travel and Transportation
Management: Same as
Alternative |.

e Travel and Transportation
Management Same as
Alternative |.

Criteria-Based Management for Non-Habitat within GRSG-Habitat Magﬁé\’nen@ﬂeay

All states include language
encouraging location of
potential projects in areas of
non-habitat before considering
them in areas with habitat in
GRSG habitat management
areas.

UT included management (MA-

SSS-1) allowing managers to

identify areas of GHMA that

lack principal habitat
components necessary for

GRSG, including but not limited

to rock outcrops, alkaline flats,

and pinyon-juniper ecological
sites. This non-habitat in GHMA
could be identified when
considering a project proposal
and application of GHMA
objectives and management
actions could be excepted if:

o the non-habitat does not
provide important
connectivity between areas
with existing or potential
habitat;

e all direct and indirect impacts
that impair the function of
adjacent seasonal habitats or
the life-history or behavioral
needs of the GRSG
population are eliminated
through project design (e.g.,

All states include language
encouraging location of
potential projects in areas of
non-habitat before considering
them in areas with habitat in
GRSG habitat management
areas.

UT adjusted MA-SSS-1 to apply
to PHMA — allowing managers
to identify areas of PHMA that
lack principal habitat
components necessarysfor
GRSG, including but not limited
to rock outcrops, alkalipe*flats,
pinyon-juniper ecological sites,
and areas that have crossed‘an
ecological threshold toa
different stable nen=GRSG
habitativegetation community,
such as cheatgrass
monokultures+or pinyon/juniper,
woedlands (phase 3gabsent
sagebrushyundesstory) . This
non-habitat in,PHMA could be
identified when considering a
projectiproposal and application
of PHMA objectives and
management actions could be
excepted if:

e the non-habitat does not
provide important
connectivity between
seasonal habitats; and

No similar action.

The*GRSGihabitat-managemént areas include areas where goals,
objectives, and.management for conservation of GRSG are applied.
Thé*habitat managemént area boundaries are not intended to
represent,a survey-grade habitat boundary, may include results of
largerscale modeling, and are not to be used exclusively for habitat
determinations at a*project or site-level scale. However, habitat use
and ogcupancy,.and vegetation communities are dynamic, and
therefére careful consideration of areas within habitat management
areas and field investigations are needed to apply GRSG
management in a manner that meets GRSG plan goals and
objectives. In accordance with existing law, regulation and policy,
inventories will continue to be conducted to provide information
on GRSG habitat and distribution (FLPMA, 43 USC 1701 Sec. 201
(a), BLM Manual 6840 .04 D 3; BLM-M-6840 .04 E 2).

If during consideration of a proposed action (project level
authorization) within GRSG PHMA, GHMA, IHMA (in ID), RHMA
(in MT), SHMA (in WY) and OHMA (in NV/CA) potential non-
habitat is identified, a field investigation should be conducted by a
BLM biologist (or reviewed and accepted for confirmation). This
investigation should use published, scientific methods (preferably
more than |) for identifying GRSG habitat (e.g., Stiver et. al. 2015
[as revised], NRCS ecological site descriptions (ESDs) and
associated state and transition models) and be coordinated with the
interdisciplinary team. Any discrepancies between the mapped
GRSG habitat management areas and the site-specific conditions
will be disclosed, with supporting data (e.g., vegetation monitoring,
state and transition models, ecological site descriptions, etc.) and
analyzed as a component of the NEPA process.

In the mapped GRSG habitat management areas there may be areas
of non-habitat — areas that lack the ecological potential to provide
principal habitat components necessary to support GRSG and
where conformance with the RMP would not support GRSG
conservation (see definitions for existing habitat, potential habitat,
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

minimize sound, preclude tall
structures, require perch
deterrents), as demonstrated
in the project’s NEPA
document.

Any exception granted by the
Authorized Officer based on
above criteria would only apply
to the specific project-level
authorization. Excepting a site-
specific project from compliance
with GRSG management in an
area of non-habitat would not
change the boundaries of
GHMA.

e direct and indirect impacts on
adjacent seasonal habitats
(disturbance to or disruption
of) that would impair their
biological function of
providing the life-history or
behavioral needs of the
GRSG population are
eliminated through project
design (e.g., minimize sound,
preclude tall structures,
require perch deterrents), as
demonstrated in the project’s
NEPA document.

Any exception granted by the
Authorized Officer based on
the above criteria would only
apply to the specific project-
level authorization. Exceptinga
site-specific project from
compliance with GRSG
management in an area of.non-
habitat would net change'the
boundariesiof PHMA.

NV/CA-added,management
(MD SSS 5), that allowed the
State Director.to,grant
exeeptions tosatlocations and
stipulations in PHMA;, GHMA,
and QHMA if.Jecation'ofithe
preoposed activity is.determined
to be,unsuitable”(by a biologist
with;GRSG _experience using
methods;such as Stiver et. al.
2015, as*revised) and lacks the
ecological potential to become
marginal or suitable habitat; and
will not result in direct, indirect,
or cumulative impacts on GRSG
and its habitat. Management
allocation decisions will not
apply to those areas determined

(See above.)

and non-habitat in glossary). However indirect and direct impacts
to adjacent GRSG populations and their habitats (including potential
habitat) still need to be considered when planning and authorizing
projects in these non-habitat areas.

All management objectives, and decisions associated with each
management area type will apply unless all the following criteria are
documented:

¢ Thesproject.is:proposed in verified non-habitat.

o In'additionito indire€t impacts associated with distance (as
established above), indirect’impact consideration also includes:
noldirect of indirect{impacts (considering impacts within
distances'described in applicable research) to adjacent habitat
andpotential habitat or individual or populations of GRSG
oceupying these adjacent areas due to project design and
required design,features (e.g., minimize noise, preclude tall
structures, féquire perch deterrents, etc.), as demonstrated in
the project’s NEPA document. Indirect impact consideration
includes the following:

o ‘The project does not impact connectivity: (1) within or
between populations, (2) between seasonal habitats (e.g.,
nesting, early brood rearing, winter, etc.), or (3) within or
between existing habitat.

o Project related access through/across GRSG habitat (as
verified through site-specific field checks) only occurs on
existing routes, and the proposed action would not include
new roads or upgrades to roads that would change the
vehicle use, vehicle type, or traffic volume during the
applicable season of GRSG use, subject to valid existing
rights, throughout all stages of the proposed project.

e Coordination with the appropriate state and federal agencies,
including applicable biologists, has been documented. If
coordination is not possible the reasons will be documented.

Any proposed action approved through application of the above
criteria would only apply to that specific project-level authorization.
Any other proposed projects in the same area would need to
undergo individual analysis to confirm the criteria are met prior to
subsequent authorizations. Excepting a site-specific project from
conformance with GRSG management in an area of non-habitat
based on the above criteria would not change the GRSG habitat
management area boundaries as identified in the RMP.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-4. Comparison of Alternatives, Habitat Management Area Alignments, Associated Major Land Use Allocations, and Non-Habitat)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6
(See above.) to be unsuitable if the area has (See above.) The determination to not apply GRSG management to a proposed
passed a threshold and lacks the project based on the above criteria may only be made by the
ecological potential to become Authorized Officer. However, if there is not concurrence between

marginal or suitable habitat. the coordinating federal and/or state biologists, then the conclusion

will be qﬁ\ iscretion of the BLM State Director. Projects that do
not e above cri are not automatically denied by the
Au&rizei@ce%’&m ey must comply with the applicable
“habitat managementare m gement. Further consideration of
\0 proj th m&@\e above criteria will be subject to the
{CD sis*a@a‘%!quir ments (dérbance, RDFs, buffer distances,
QG’ i |tig%i‘o"h, etc._&)ﬁineg_@r RSG.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.3 Mitigation

FLPMA provides the Secretary and the BLM broad authority to conserve and enhance public land values,
including requiring mitigation. In all GRSG habitat management areas and consistent with valid existing rights
and applicable law, BLM will apply the mitigation hierarchy (avoidance first, then minimization, compensation
last) when authorizing actions resulting in GRSG habitat loss and degradation. For alternatives 3 through 6
the proposal is to achieve the at a minimum no net habitat loss (full restoration of functional habitats or
enhancement of habitats such that it offsets the loss of capacity in impacted areas). Thesprinciples of HAF
can be used to measure habitat sufficiency in implementing mitigation. The BI@! focusing on itat
mitigation, as sagebrush habitat fragmentation, loss and disturbance have b identifi ﬁ as % ary
influences on GRSG population trends (Knick and Hanser, 201 I). Co efisato itigation_should.
durable, ensuring it will be resilient and persist as GRSG habitat (barri y natt@l ?sas nd shc@d be
completed prior to associated actions occurring. Compensato rﬁilgatl

occur within the same area of the impact (within the same HAE,‘ scal os§@ wit n.,phe
same neighborhood cluster or HAF mid-scale area where{hactlcablqryo tha%%?owd itat fe 'Eli SG
populations affected by the project. \“ \' &Q

Table 2-5, Comparison of Alternatives, Mltlgagsﬁpresw% nﬂ\t by aé’e{i}atlv « |s management

issue. %
Q (}' 'S\ c}c’\} \}Q
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-5. Comparison of Alternatives, Mitigation)

Table 2-5. Comparison of Alternatives, Mitigation

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 |  Alternatives 5 and 6

CO, ID, MT/DK (most plans),
NV/CA, OR, and UT: Requires
and ensures mitigation provides
a net conservation gain to
GRSG. Mitigation will follow the
regulations from the White
House Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR Part
1508.20), referred to as the
mitigation hierarchy. Any
compensatory mitigation will be
durable, timely, and in addition
to that which would have
resulted without the
compensatory mitigation. The
BLM will develop a WAFWA
Management Zone Regional
Mitigation Strategy to guide the
application of the mitigation
hierarchy.

The Regional Mitigation Strategy
should include mitigation
guidance on avoidance,
minimization, and compensation,
as follows:

e Avoidance

o Include avoidance areas;
and,

o Include any potential,
additional avoidance
actions with regard to
GRSG conservation.

e Minimization

o Include minimization
actions already included in
laws, regulations, policies,
land use plans, and/or
land-use authorizations;
and,

o Include any potential,
additional minimization

CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT and
WY: Specify compensatory
mitigation would be voluntary
unless required by laws other
than FLPMA or by the State.
Other differences are described
below.

In all GRSG habitat management areas and consistent with valid existing rights and applicable law,
BLM will apply the mitigation hierarchy when authorizing third-party actions resulting in GRSG habitat
loss and degradation (including indirect impaéts) to achieve the minimum standard of no net habitat
loss (see Appendix 7, Monitoring Framework for table of.aetivities related to habitat loss and
degradation). BLM will apply mitigation‘in accondanceswith'the BLM mitigation handbook and other
mitigation related BLM policy, as well as CEQ*regulations (40°‘CFR Part 1508.20). Mitigation shall be
durable and resilient ensuring GRSG habitat willpersist (barring.any natural disaster). Mitigation
shall be prioritized to occlrwithin the same area of the impacty(within the same HAF fine scale area
(Stiver et al,, 2015, as revised), oiyif not,possible, within the/same neighborhood cluster (Coates et al.
2021) to the extent practicable or nearest equivalent HMA' designated habitat so that it provides
habitat for GRSG*populations affected by thé project. Compensatory mitigation will not be required
for activities‘implemented to_eonserve species listed as threatened or endangered under the
Endangered Species, Act.

Application-of.Mitigation Hierarchy:

Avoidance: Avoiding impacts“is“defined by not taking certain action or parts of an action (CEQ
regulations; 40.CFR Part.l508.20).1mpact avoidance in GRSG habitats is the priority since
restorationof most sagebrush=systems,can take decades. While the avoidance priority is reflected in
many, PHMA allocations,-BLM may-also determine on a case-by-case basis to avoid impacts by not
issuing an authorization‘in areas‘open to development.

‘Minimization: .V¥here aveidance is not possible, impacts can be minimized through managing the
seyerity of a'project.impact at a specific location. If impacts to GRSG habitats cannot be avoided,
minimization measures will be applied (e.g., minimizing the disturbance footprint, lek buffers, BMPs,
and*RDFs). BEMican consider site-specific minimization measures beyond those listed in this plan,
thiough site-specific environmental review to meet the no net habitat loss standard. Minimization
does notteliminate project impacts and remaining residual impacts may require compensatory
mitigation for habitat loss or degradation.

Compensation: Any impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized to no net habitat loss would be
compensated at a level and in a manner to fully offset both direct and indirect (e.g., disturbance,
noise, changes in water availability) impacts to habitat function. Mitigation amounts should comply
with State agency or regulatory requirements and consistent with BLM mitigation policy. In States
without a mitigation requirement, mitigation should minimally meet no net habitat loss. Establishing
no net loss will require full restoration of functional habitats or enhancement of habitats to minimally
support the number of GRSG present prior to disturbance at the apex of the population cycle. The
metrics identified in the HAF should be used to determine if restoration actions provide GRSG
habitat. Where restoration is not possible, preservation (e.g., conservation easements, acquisition of
inholdings) can be used to offset impacts and should be designed to protect uniquely important
habitats (e.g., limiting winter habitats, connectivity corridors) or areas of GRSG habitats that are at a
high risk of conversion. Compensatory mitigation should be completed prior to initiating the activity
causing the need for compensation and monitored for retention and efficacy. Compensatory
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-5. Comparison of Alternatives, Mitigation)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

actions with regard to
GRSG conservation.
e Compensation

o Include discussion of
impact/project valuation,
compensatory mitigation
options, siting,
compensatory project
types and costs,
monitoring, reporting, and
program administration.

No similar language for WY.

(See above.)

mitigation is not required by the BLM for operations conducted under the Mining Law of 1872, but
operators may always voluntarily engage in compensatory mitigation. Minimization actions and
compensation should be discussed with project proponents/operators and incorporated into
alternatives when appropriate. Compensation may also be required by state regulations.

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
UT: When authorizing actions
that result in habitat loss and
degradation, require and
ensure mitigation achieves a
net conservation gain in all
HMA types.

¢ In WY: Same as other states
in PHMA. No mitigation
required in GHMA.

e UT: Includes exception for
vegetation treatments to
benefit Utah prairie dog.

e ID and NV (not CA): Includes
specific language regarding
coordination with local GRSG
teams to develop or
implement compensatory
mitigation programs.

e CO, ID, MT/DK (most plans),
NV/CA, OR, and UT: Includes
an appendix with further
details on how mitigation
would be applied.

e WY: Mitigation applied
according to the Wyoming
Strategy (EO2015-4).

e MT/DK and OR: Same as
Alternative |.

e CO: Would work with the
state to provide mitigation
with outcomes that are “at
least equal to the lost or
degraded values.”

o |D: Similar to Alterhative |,
except would manage for aino
net loss standard.

o NV/CA:Maintains net
consefyation gain‘standard, in
coordination;with State goals
for GRSG:

o UTand WYsRemoved, the
net conservation gain
requirement,

o ID,NV/CA, UT, and WY
Refereneg-mitigating to meet
the.BLM’s overarching
planning goals and objectives,
as well as the BLM Manual
6840-to “minimize or
eliminate threats affecting the
status of [GRSG] or to
improve the condition of
[GRSG] habitat...”

The BLM willzapply the
mitigation hierarchyto address
changeslin existing development
or'new development,as the
result of valid existing rights.
Where avoidance or
minimization will netfully offset
a project’s impacts
compensatory mitigation is
requirédiand will atsminimum
meet the requirements+of'the
staté wildlife ageney or other
appropriate statérauthority, and
BLM/DOIl.mitigation policy. If the
state agefney does not require
mitigation, BLM will require
compensatory mitigation to
dchieve no net habitat loss.

The'BLM will apply the
mitigatiom hierarchy. Where
avoidance or minimization will
notifully offsét a project’s
imMpacts compensatory mitigation
is required and will at minimum
meet the requirements of the
state wildlife agency or other
appropriate state authority, and
BLM/DOI mitigation policy. If the
state agency does not require
mitigation, or state-sponsored
mitigation is determined by BLM
to be inconsistent with
BLM/DOI policy, BLM will
require compensatory mitigation
to achieve no net habitat loss.
Where habitat and/or population
adaptive management thresholds
have been met, compensatory
mitigation beyond what is
required by the States may be
considered. BLM shall
coordinate closely with the state
wildlife management or other
appropriate state agency in
determining the amount and
form of additional mitigation on

The BLM will apply the
mitigation hierarchy. Where
avoidance or minimization
will not fully offset a project’s
impacts compensatory
mitigation is required and
will at minimum meet the
requirements of the state
wildlife agency or other
appropriate state authority,
and BLM/DOI mitigation
policy. If the state agency
does not require mitigation,
or state-sponsored
mitigation is determined by
BLM to be inconsistent with
BLM/DOI policy, BLM will
require compensatory
mitigation to achieve no net
habitat loss.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-5. Comparison of Alternatives, Mitigation)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
o |D: Full reclamation bond e CO, ID, NV/CA, UT, and (See above.) a case-by-case basis, considering | (See above.)
required, consistent with WY: Describe various project activity, direct and
regulations for minerals processes for coordinating indirect impacts to GRSG
activities, in all HMA types. mitigation efforts with the habitats, and restoration success
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.4 Application of Habitat Objectives

Habitat objectives identify the desired habitat outcome on BLM-administered lands in GRSG HMAs at
multiple scales including seasonal habitats and connectivity within and between populations. Tables identifying
indicators and benchmarks for use as guidelines at the site-scale will be retained in the Habitat Indicators
appendix (Appendix 8) as a tool through which habitat suitability is informed based on location and
ecological conditions.

The Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF/ BLM TR 6710-1; Stiver et al., ZOI% \rewsed) provides a
standardized, scientifically based methodology to assess GRSG habitat suitabili ultiple scales (mid;fine,
and site-scale, see Map 3.7 and 3.8). Using multi-scale evaluations consider entmE d|t|p

contributing to high quality habitat, the success of past conservation act»l?gﬁ IZI \é@,ure Iar@_
ate

and conservation actions. Descriptions of habitat scales (broad.,cm nd si
indicators for assessment at each scale are available in the H@L 10-1) {he Habitat ndlcggo

Tables (Appendix 8, Tables 8-1.A-G) provide a list of indicators a@ chm s de om I@& nd
regional research on GRSG habitat selection, that cell@ ely ’ﬁh}z Ig:hty BLM
offices will use Appendix 8, Greater Sage-grou blta |cator Benxh. rks bly Tables
8-1.A-G to assess each monitoring Iocatlo |n sq§?2| habl for cale §d |I|ty, with data
collected during the appropriate corresp seas se ablef‘q ﬁﬂenologlcal

changes. \
: ’Q N ..,}'Q
The BLM will use terrestrial AIQ'Fnetho '@-Iem al. 2(]5) addhtgkal né. ring approaches for
e.

wetland & riparian habitats, tﬁs avall 'h an dppleme él':gmdell g., training, monitoring

guidelines, sampling pr: cEg‘Ys g&d ollec ale tcondv(L (Appendlx 8). As research
advances, new data d re r clqﬂlf)u G@plectlp@gbr wﬂn structure and composition in
seasonal habitats: Qe Habitat Ind Ators Taﬁfe@) endix able 8-1.A-G) will be periodically

reviewed to ch}sderfﬁﬁa\as neq..de |nco{P9rate% available’science in coordination with applicable
federal, A and!{r;ba ag %& Th |t|on to indicators or benchmarks in the Habitat
Indio@rs Ta QUSt 4 the en hICh the changes are made. Revisions will only be

if w; nted by.':; enti § 'fF\c sion of the HAF, including the relationship to Land

""\ ealtbﬂnda@ % |ng L}'ﬁp red_i re detail in the appendices (e.g, Appendix 8, Table

%

I*a @ AIter@lves, Application of Habitat Objectives, presents management by
ti é

ive \hls men e.
i

& QG (b\r {0
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-6. Comparison of Alternatives, Application of Habitat Objectives)

Table 2-6. Comparison of Alternatives, Application of Habitat Objectives

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, UT:
Include language noting
indicators and values from
habitat objectives table would be
considered when authorizing
activities in GRSG habitat.

CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, UT,
and WY: Note the values in the
table would be used during the
land health evaluation process to
help determine if the standard
applicable to GRSG habitat is
being met.

ID, MT/DK, UT and WY: The
values may not be obtainable on
every acre, and/or should
consider local ecological ability.

MT/DK and UT: The values may
be adjusted based on local
factors, data, or updated science.

NV/CA and OR: Land uses will
be managed to meet the desired
conditions identified in the
tables.

UT: Identifies a qualitative
desired condition, with a note
that the table is a summary of
what science indicates may be
needed to meet the qualitative
objective.

CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, UT:
Same language regarding
considering indicators and values
as Alternative |.

All States: Same language
regarding using the habitat
objectives table during the land
health evaluation process as
Alternative |.

ID, MT/DK, OR, UT and WY:
Same language regarding values
not being obtainable on every
acre as Alternative .

ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR, and
UT: Same language regarding
values being adjusted as
Alternative |.

ID and UT: |dentify a_gUalitative
desired condition‘separate from
the quantitative values imthe
table.

The tables with the attributes, indicators, and values with associated text would be replaced in the
action alternatives with the following new objectives and management actions:

Objective SSS [X]: Within GRSG habitat management areas provide suitable habitat by managing
for connected mosaics of sagebrush.and associated commimities that provide for seasonal habitats,
dispersal, and migration, while limiting widespread anthropoegenic disturbances and fragmentation.
This objective will be accomplished by-applying RMP land-tise*allocations and management actions
among HMA:s, proactive habitat treatments, and project=level application of mitigation (avoiding,
minimizing, and compensating, per-MS-1794%and Hzl794) for internal and external project proposals.

Management Action SSS/[X|]:Assess thessuitability’of GRSG habitat at HAF mid- and fine-
scales (HAF Lévels 2,and.3, respectively) based on'the methods in the Sage-grouse Habitat
Assessment.Framework (HAF;-Stiverfet'al. 2015, BLM TR 6710-1, as revised; see Appendix 8).

Management ActiomySSS [X2]: Design'and implement projects that will maintain or improve
habitat suitability; availability; and connectivity,based on site location, existing seasonal values, and
habitat.needs using thesrésults of mid- and fine-scale habitat assessments and other complementary
research, tools, or information and in goordination with partners across land management
jurisdictions.

Objective-SSS [Y]:#Manage(GRSG habitat management areas to provide seasonal habitats at the
HAF Sité Scale (Level 4) by providing for habitat characteristics that support seasonal habitat needs,
including adequate protective cover and food needed to survive and reproduce. Seasonal habitats
may includeiareas where sagebrush is the current dominant vegetation type, sagebrush is a primary
shrub species within the various states of the ecological site, or dominated by other vegetation types
butsstill provides GRSG habitats, such as mesic areas. This objective will be accomplished through
the combination of RMP land use allocations and management actions and restoration — based on
ecolagical potential, current vegetative condition, and existing seasonal values — and the project-level
application of mitigation (avoiding, minimizing, and compensating, per MS-1794 and H-1794) for
internal and external project proposals.

Management Action SSS [Y 1]: Assess suitability of GRSG habitat at the HAF site-scale (Level 4)
based on the methods in Sage-grouse HAF (Stiver et al. 2015, BLM TR 6710-1, as revised;
Appendix 8) utilizing current geographically applicable research on seasonal habitat requisites of
GRSG (see Appendix 8). Updates to seasonal habitat indicators and ESDs will be developed locally
and coordinated with partners (see Appendix 8).

Management Action SSS [Y2]: Maintain, improve, or restore the suitability of GRSG seasonal
habitats using the Habitat Indicators Table (see Appendix 8) to inform measurable project
objectives during implementation-level planning for BLM-permitted and BLM-initiated site-specific
actions in HMAEs, in coordination with applicable partners. Use the results of site-scale habitat
assessments and other best available information to inform management decisions and the design and
implementation of habitat projects.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.5 Disturbance Cap

Anthropogenic disturbance negatively impacts GRSG abundance and persistence (Knick et al,, 2011, 2013).
When authorizing disturbing activities within important GRSG habitats (PHMA and IHMA in Idaho) the BLM
applies disturbance caps to limit habitat losses associated with discrete anthropogenic disturbances and their
associated human activity. Other management tools consider effects from diffuse or non-anthropogenic
disturbances such as wildfire, such as sagebrush availability objectives, GRSG habitat objectives, and adaptive
management thresholds. Disturbance caps identify an upper limit (maximum disturbanéejpermitted) above
which no new development is generally permitted (subject to applicable laws and ‘regulations andfyalid
existing rights). A disturbance cap acts as a “backstop” to ensure that total disturbance dees not exceed the
level of GRSG tolerance for anthropogenic activities. Disturbance caps enly“address, direct itnpacts ‘and
indirect impacts associated with anthropogenic disturbances may not.be fully captured bysuse of this tool;
other management tools consider indirect impacts, such as noise=requireds design_features/actions and
mitigation requirements. Additional minimization measures may bé necessary to,redlice the fulllimpactof a
project on GRSG.

To conserve seasonal habitat requirements associated«with a local GRSG; populations, disturbance caps will
be applied to PHMA within the Habitat AsseSsmeént Framework (HAF) fine,scale (Stiver et al. 2015, as
revised)., as well as at the project scale. Previous applicationyof @’ disturbance capyat a larger, ‘scale (e.g.,
biologically significant unit) did not limit'the consideration: te*local poptilations and were ¢ften “diluted” by
large amounts of non-habitat. Calculation of disturbancé+caps must/consider<all disturbances (existing and
new) since GRSG are negatively impacted by-the totaldisturbanee. Within-designated spatial analysis areas,
disturbance on all surface oywnershipsishould belconsideredito accurately capture potential impacts of new
authorizations on GRSG,

With the exception-of Wyoming andMontana, disturbance’caps are currently set at 3% of the project and
“biologically significant,units” identified by,the BLM"at the state level, but do not include habitat loss from
wildfire ;,ersagricultural conyension. Thedlatter fewo*facters“will be quantified by separate calculations of
sagebrush availability via,the vegetation objectives, habitat-objectives, and adaptive management thresholds,
as.trackedrby+approaches described inythe*Monitoring Framework (Appendix 7). Ninety-nine percent of
active-l&ks ocaukred withinfandscapes that were fess than 3% developed in a landscape analysis of GRSG
(Knick et al. ”2013) .and 2 follow=up“study;en disturbance from existing energy infrastructure and human
aetivity supported those findings'(Kiroket al. 2020). Similar results were observed for other species that use
sagebrush for allor part ‘of their life=cycle, including mule deer (Sawyer et al. 2020, Lambert et al. 2022),
pronghorn,'(Lambert et al. 2022) pygmy rabbits (Germaine et al. 2017), elk (Gigliotti et al. 2023), and
sagebrish*songbirds (Kirohand Fedy 2021). Wyoming and Montana use a 5% disturbance cap but include
wildfire and'agricultural eonversion (the latter is not applicable on BLM lands) to their calculations. North
Dakota.and South Dakota apply a mix of the two approaches — with a 5% cap that includes wildfire and
agriculture, but also limiting anthropogenic disturbances to 3%.

Table 2-7, Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap, presents management by alternative for this
management issue.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Disturbance Cap Overview

e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD: 3% disturbance cap in
PHMA (and IHMA in ID) on
specific anthropogenic
activities such as development
of minerals and renewable
energy, as well as ROWs.

e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD: disturbance cap applies at
both BSU-scale and at
proposed project analysis area
(calculated similar to WY
Disturbance Density
Calculation Tool — DDCT)
within PHMA.

e MT, ND, SD, WY: 5%
disturbance cap at the project
DDCT area scale in PHMA.
Includes wildfire and

e CO, ID, NVI/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD: 3% disturbance cap in
PHMA (and IHMA in ID) on
specific anthropogenic
activities such as development
of minerals and renewable
energy, as well as ROWs.

e CO, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD: disturbance cap applies at
both BSU-scale and at
proposed project DDCT
analysis area within PHMA.

e |D cap applies at just the BSU
scale.

e MT, ND, SD, WY: Same as Alt
l.

Same as Alternative 4. However,
the disturbance cap would not be
applicable to new authorizations
since all PHMA would be closed
to new infrastructure projects.
The disturbance cap would be
applied to existing authorizations
within the agencies’ capacity'to
do so to the extent allowable
under applicableslaw-and while
recognizing prier authofizations;
lease terms,'and validiexisting
rights,

In PHMA (and IHMA in ID), if
direct habitat-disturbance from
existing and proposed
infrastructure developments
exceeds either 3% atithe )
project scale, (sée“description
below) or,2) HabitatiAssessment
Framework (HAF),Fine Scale
habitat-selection' area (or'CO
management zonesfand
populatiens — sée*Section
2.7.}), newsinfrastructure
projects'would bé deferred to
the extent allewable under
applicable’laws (such as the
Mining Law of 1872), or valid
existing rights:
e “until such time as the
percentage of habitat
disturbance in the areas has

In PHMA (and IHMA in ID), if
direct habitat disturbance from
existing and proposed
infrastructure developments
exceeds either |) 3% at the
project scale (see description
below) in all states except MT
and WY, where it is 5% at the
project scale, or 2) 3% at the
Habitat Assessment Framework
(HAF) Fine Scale habitat selection
area for all states (or CO
management zones and
populations — see Section
2.7.1), new infrastructure
projects would be deferred to
the extent allowable under
applicable laws (such as the
Mining Law of 1872), or valid

agriculture. existing rights:

been reduced below the cap e until such time as the

threshold through restoration percentage of habitat

of existing disturbance to disturbance in the areas has

meeting habitat objectives, or been reduced below the cap

e redesigned to not result in threshold through restoration

additional surface disturbance of existing disturbance to

(co-location), redesigned to meeting habitat objectives or

move it outside of habitat in increasing the amount of

PHMA (and IHMA in Idaho) suitable habitat through

(see non-habitat criteria), or restoration, or

redesigned to move it outside | e redesigned to not result in

PHMA (and IHMA in Idaho). additional surface disturbance
(co-location), redesigned to
move it outside of habitat in
PHMA (and IHMA in Idaho)
(see non-habitat criteria), or
redesigned to move it outside
PHMA (and IHMA in Idaho).

2024 Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS 2-29



2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Disturbance Cap Numerator

e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,

SD: infrastructure only - cap
does not include wildfire or
agriculture.

MT, WY, ND, SD: 5% cap

includes infrastructure, wildfire

and agriculture.

e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD: same as Alt |.
e MT, WY: Same as Alt I.

o
L P

Same as Alternative 4, except
wildfire is also included in the
numerator as disturbance.

.‘ NS oV N
o2 @ o P ‘g%? 2
N c}}* Q;-‘g <& ‘E}" ‘ Q&
807 o RV, o (¥
O° B & o
@Y B ,‘{1@”‘ 9
o

For all states, the disturbance cap
calculation is Iimited to the

following sp fic activities,
whether- g projects or new
prop %he Appen f or
add %}\vthe
@mﬁs!pwoﬁbe n ore&”\
i s an
.\ velp ent fa%h@&s D
e Co lne "5
k% de@ >mel &Qg .
ub s s, etc.)

ﬁ\ﬁeld
Qé‘eot@@gpl devﬁbpment
L faci

ing auﬂv{g’locatable
non@égy leasable and
e/mineral material
velopments)

Qn Roads (transportation features

with a maintenance intensity of
level 3 or 5 —see BLM
Technical Note 422 — Roads
and Trails Terminology, 2006
or as updated (does not
include two-tracks)

Railroads

Power lines

Communication towers
Other vertical infrastructure,
as well as developed rights-of-
way with habitat loss (e.g.,
pipelines)

Coal bed methane ponds (at
the project scale)
Meteorological towers (e.g.,
wind energy testing) (at the
project scale)

Nuclear energy facilities (at
the project scale)

Same as Alternative 4 at the
project scale for all states except
for WY and MT which would
include disturbances associated
with their respective DDCT
approaches (e.g., wildfire and
agricultural, with Montana also
including subdivisions and urban
development) in the numerator
(agriculture and subdivision
disturbance data would be
provided by the state, since no
such activities are permitted on
public lands).

None of the states would include
wildfire and agriculture (or
Montana subdivisions and urban
development) in the numerator at
the HAF Fine Scale.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

(See above.)

x.

A\ P
& {\(\QKB{\‘
%7 "2

e Airport facilities and
infrastructure (at the project
scale)

. Militaryﬁ&;e facilities and

r

infras e (at the p &]ect
%roe ct‘a?: plg}“acili i
>’(\(at th@rolectac i)@gw

atlo as fa s al
ture I than 0.2
:'-' acr

\k« |
@npgro& Zir;k ds, etc.)
,‘( t{e': olec@

e s Wata a@avallable,

%IS diaﬁanc i§-measured by

) the@otp int ofidirect
Q’Gturz%é of the PHMA (and

IH ID) area where habitat is
rethoved (including staging areas,
Fdispersed structures, parking lots,
equipment storage areas, etc.), or
by the distance between the
outermost lines for transmission
lines. When considering new
project proposals, any project
associated with the above list that
has been approved/authorized
but not yet constructed should
be treated as though it were
already constructed when
calculating the disturbance cap to
account for authorized but not
yet constructed disturbance. No
other activities or actions beyond
those listed in the above list are
included when calculating the cap
(e.g., wildfire, agriculture,
vegetation treatments,
residences, barns, fencing or

range improvements, etc.).

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

A disturbed area is included in
the numerator until it has been
restored to provide equal or
improved habitat function as was
provided bysthe area before the
distugbance.

Consistentywith the BLM’s
responsibility to\consider
cumulativesimpacts when making
decisions'for activities on-public
lands; the disturbance percentage
includes acres from{ the above
distugbances regardless of land
ownership,where such data are
available®, Fhis will‘only inform
decision-making.on public lands
and cannet,impact private
propérty rights.

(See above.)

0

P .

Biturbanc Cap Befominator 0"

e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, ND,
SD 3% cap applies at both
BSU-scale and at proposed
project DDCT analysis area
within PHMA.

e MT, ND, SD, WY: 5% cap
applies at the project DDCT
area scale in PHMA. Includes
wildfire and agriculture.

Using the DDCT approach to
identify project level boundaries
developed by the State of
Wyoming is, in summary, as
follows:

I) Determine potentially affected
active leks by placing a 4-mile
buffer around the proposed area
of physical disturbance related to
the proposed project. All active
leks located within the 4-mile
project buffer and within PHMA

e CO, NV/CA, OR, NB;xSD
same as Alt |.

o UT similar to Alternative T,
but allows project botindaries
to be identified’based omwhat
areas“of PHMA are used by
the birds, affected|bythe
project.

¢ ID.Femoyed the disturbance
cap at'the project ‘scale,
applying it enly at the-BSU
scale.

o MTi;ND, SD; WY: Same as
Alternative

Same as*Alternative 4.

At the project scale, the
assessment area (denominator) is
determined by identifying the
extent of the GRSG PHMA (and
IHMA in ID) that supports the
GRSG population potentially
affected by the proposed project
that is also located in PHMA (and
IHMA); it is not to be limited to
the area where indirect impacts
are anticipated. The project scale
denominator should include the
PHMA (and IHMA) used by the
potentially affected local GRSG
population, including the
associated seasonal habitats and
the transition zones between
those habitats (only within
PHMA) associated with where
the project is proposed.

If sufficient monitoring
information is not available to

Same as Alternative 4, except as
noted below:

At either scale, all areas in PHMA
(and IHMA in ID) would be
included in the denominator
unless specific information
documents otherwise (i.e.,
seasonal habitat maps for the
HAF Fine Scale assessment area).
Any potential areas that are
unsuitable at the HAF site scale
are treated neither as habitat nor
disturbance, which results in the
area being removed from the
denominator piece of the
formula.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
(and IHMA) will be considered (See above.) (See above.) identify the portions of the (See above.)
affected by the project. PHMA used by the potentially
2) Next, place a 4-mile buffer affected local GRSG population,
around each of the affected active identify project level boundaries
leks. usmg an ach similar to the
3) All PHMA (and IHMA) within ach devel by
the 4-mile project buffer, the e of
combined with the 4-mile lek termi $ote %aff ct&é\
buffer(s), creates the project +"n.E:D‘actlv fleks b ing aé; :

. roe =) b0 38 ‘5
analysis area for each individual < arO{q sed
project, absent other monitoring QQ' s ic dlstuwQa l@ed to
data. If there are no active leks o\ ,.\I'a actlve
within the 4-mile project buffer, R\O x‘:‘ ocat |th 4 mile
the project scale analysis area will g c;al D QC ro]e? er a,a |th|n PHMA
be that portion of the 4-mile W\ "w:(\ @ M/\&lll be n&dered
project buffer within PHMA. \‘;0 in \"0 \:\ ecte 2) Next,

.
O ’Q\ o) pla l\a fer around each
N2 % "ﬁ o ? affi active leks. 3) All
S
o ,c‘:\ & A\@nd IHMA) within the 4-
\ oject buffer, combined
6
Py h the 4-mile lek buffer(s),
\[;\IE’ "\% '*CJ creates the project analysis area
'(ﬂ : ,aﬂ for each individual project, absent
: other monitoring data. If there
are no active leks within the 4-

2 & W
'\C'-'-' @{\ *\(0 S‘% Q:? @?“ mile project buffer, the project

o ({\ S : - scale analysis area will be that
'ﬂ\ﬂ\\ o\}‘ \\‘\\E ?‘ i .ra}u @0& portion of the 4-mile project
i bﬂ O LY, P S buffer within PHMA. “Pending
NS . imi
‘ X\ G leks” and other similarly defined

state-based lek categories can be
‘ considered as active leks based
AN ‘{\e" on inclusion from the state

@ N wildlife agency. In CO, BLM
\f\@ would use the state management
% zones (see Section 2.7.1).

&
O

At the HAF Fine Scale, the
assessment area (denominator) is
the acres of PHMA (and IHMA in
Idaho) within the boundaries of
the HAF Fine Scale habitat
delineation area. Calculation of
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

the 3 percent cap would include
all acres of PHMA (and IHMA in
Idaho) in the Fine Scale area as

the denom| %or In CO, BLM
would u state identified
popu t (see Secti 7.1).

>1(@'&6.\|ther@ le, a ;%ﬂ

and JHMA i Q,&'Woul
i ed i ri%‘den ‘I@nator ‘\
I-Porti s"a PH ‘%lat ar{\

(See above.)

) O{\ \,.\Q‘,- tential or. @-hab
X\ ,k\, s not? ent portmg
s D ‘:)sage overi 'due to wildfire)
A\ ‘Q{\ ‘BQ stil bé‘mclu d.in the
\)@ \" \ \:ﬁ%nonﬁq}or piecgjof the
{BQ B‘D \:i::\ G(; for@}u ’Q
. "':ﬁ\{? G+Q {\%’"‘ ,,.Q\ E} ’ flominator includes all
: G\L @\ _{\Q’ +\{\“"‘ < N Ia&@ regardless of land
Kﬂ:\ Q},/ \}1‘- Cf\ \er ¢pownership) to help the BLM
_\D D(J /\\(\ '\G-'«‘ consider the cumulative impacts
\}\ \\G 6 Q_% ,-é‘% of disturbances on GRSG when
O d\ G{ : Q"- 1:{\ considering projects on public
D AN Q\"" LN AT X lands.
BRSNS Ws{@nc Cap Exceptions
e ID: 3% cap can be exceeded \FD 3% csﬂ;\a e")'&ee nless req lﬂe y law, All states: The Authorized Officer | Same as Alternative 4, except in
within existing designated 'ﬁ\ EJe |st| ulath@\pollcy, or presence of | may consider projects on public | WY and MT where the project
utility corridors at the project con@l é al&u ting rights, the BLM lands that could result in scale disturbance cap is 5%. All
scale only if there would be a scale if t oul not consider allowances exceeding the 3 percent states would also replace bullet

net benefit to GRSG (multiple
states have this in the Lands
section, ID just has it
specifically in the disturbance
cap section)

NV: Disturbance can exceed
3% at the project or BSU scale
except where a biological
analysis indicates a net
conservation to GRSG.
Exceedance may be approved
only with concurrence of the
State Director, and unless

(

shefit ti
‘{;%:seh - rg}] e Lan&ipISI

se s it
@&%lcalén he dlstu ance
)2
o UT: can be exceeded if will

benefit GRSG.

NV: Disturbance can exceed
3% at the project or BSU scale
except where a biological
analysis indicates a net
conservation to GRSG. The

:fbr exceptions to the disturbance
cap.

All states: Apply the disturbance
cap to the extent consistent with
applicable law (such as the Mining
Law of 1872) and valid existing
rights.

disturbance cap across all
ownerships at the project scale
only if the following three criteria
are met:

I) with concurrence from the
State Director,

2) if the environmental review
document(s) explains how the
GRSG RMP goals and objectives
will be met, including compliance
with the RMP’s GRSG mitigation
strategy, documenting efforts to:

#4 under criteria #3 with the

following:

e Compensatory mitigation
would not have to be
completed and functioning
prior to being able to grant
the exception. To grant the
activity based on
compensatory mitigation, prior
to construction, surface
occupancy, or surface
disturbing activities the
compensation project must be
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

NDOW, USFWS, and BLM
unanimously find the proposed
action achieves a net
conservation gain.

e MT: Any proposals for
deviations must demonstrate
that the proposed activities
will not cause declines in
GRSG populations in core
areas, with input from MT
FWP and USFWS (see
Appendix 2 for specific text).

e WY: 5% cap can be exceeded
if the project, as proposed or
conditioned, would not impair
the function or utility of the
site for the current or
subsequent seasonal habitat,
life-history, or behavioral
needs of GRSG.

All states: Apply the disturbance

cap to the extent consistent with

applicable law (such as the Mining

Law of 1872) and valid existing

rights.

e requirement for unanimous
concurrence was removed.

e NV/CA: includes exception
options if:

o The area is non-habitat
including through ground-
truthing of areas mapped
as habitat, and will not
have direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects, or

o Compensatory mitigation
is provided, or

o The proposed activity
addresses public health and
safety concerns, or

o The proposed activity is a
renewal or re-
authorization of existing
infrastructure in previously
disturbed sites and would
not result in direc¢t;
indirect, or cumulative
impacts, of

o The proposed activity s
determined-torbe a_routine
administrative
function...and will have.no
adverse impacts on*GRSG
and its habitat

o MT: Same as Alternative, .
o WX:'Same as.Alternative |.

All states=Apply the disturbance
capitorthe extent consistent with
applicable’law (such as the Mining
Law of [872) and valid existing
rights.

(See above.)

e First avoid impacts by locating
the proposed project in areas
outside of PHMA, collocated
within the-footprint of existing
disturbance, or in areas of
non-habitat shall be
documented!

® “Second_to minimize impacts by
applying project design
featuressshall be.documented
(e.gs use of RDFs, buffer
distances, 'seasonal limitations,
étc.).

o Third; only then to consider
using compensatory mitigation.
It issimportant.to note
compensatory mitigation may
not be appropriate in some
GRSG@ habitats/populations.
Before using compensatory
mitigation as an approach for
this exception, the
effectiveness of whether
compensatory mitigation can
offset impacts to the affected
habitat and associated
population without risking
impacts to those GRSG
habitats and populations shall
consider local biological
considerations, including, but
not limited to population size,
connectivity to other
populations, availability of
existing functional habitat, and
the availability of mitigation
projects that could benefit the
impacted population. and

3) if one of the following

circumstances can be

documented:

e The exceedance at the project
scale is the result of

planned, funded, and approved
by the operator, BLM, surface
owner, and in coordination
with the appropriate State
agency. However, due to the
uncertainty associated with
whether the planned
compensatory mitigation
project would successfully
become habitat in order to
offset the impacts, one of the
following would need to apply:
o The area of habitat
improvement associated
with compensatory
mitigation would need to
increase to account for a
level of risk that the
compensatory mitigation
action may fail or not
persist for the full duration
of the impact based on the
type of specific
compensatory project(s)
and ecological conditions,
or
o The operator provides
long-term assurances that
the compensatory project
would become functional
(e.g. project maintenance
or retreatment, easements,
mitigation bonding — BLM
H-1794-1, section 7.3,
etc.).
Compensatory mitigation rate
would need to consider
number of acres necessary to
offset acres affected by direct
and indirect effects (see
Mitigation section), as well as
likelihood that the mitigation
project may not provide the
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

> N
& =) &
N G\}&c\\ﬂ ?‘Q"

(See above.)

\. ‘th 'éj{\e spedific NEPA

consolidating disturbance
associated with the proposed
project as a strategy to leave

other undisturbed portions of
the P and IHMA)
urﬂ d from nev@

orl \be thl
(\bullet @ W, 55|
@ens |t|g

|.¢d<Q ] |s‘\

|m cts

P@em @utlllt)’
('-;torrld , the i’p%‘cent
di ance~¢ may be

cee t the project scale
ana is indicates that doing so

\(\'wll decrease the impacts to

abitat in comparison

{@ iting a project outside the
designated corridor in areas
under the disturbance cap and
requiring mitigation. This
exception is limited to
projects that fulfill the use for
which the corridors were
designated (ex., transmission
lines, pipelines) and the
designated width of a corridor
will not be exceeded as a
result of any project co-
location.

¢ If a technical team evaluates
and recommends that site-
specific GRSG habitat and
population information,
combined with project design
elements — including
compensatory mitigation,
indicates the proposed project
is expected to improve the
condition of GRSG habitat
within the proposed project

anticipated compensation for
the duration of the impact. In
addition, the compensation
necessary to grant this
exception must provide the
offsetting benefit in the same
HAF Fine Scale unit being
impacted by the potential
development.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

(See above.)

&
3 ¢
,{_\0{\ ’&G

analysis area. Factors
considered by the team will
include GRSG abundance and
trends, m vement patterns —
|ncIu pacts to
ivity, habitat

quali y,‘ax

nt
O

(\allgnm@ of p.
@banqﬁatlo@
ﬂé\Slpy |sf&@lsturb@x
enti eased
e&went ) pt&é) design
G;bptlon? iological
g,,,,h ential for

ogr ic screening, impacts

\&ro&%er th@ s such as

tio swe speaes,

\(\goug ise, etc.). The
aI team should consist
é,\at a minimum, a BLM field

{'blologlst and a biologist from
the appropriate State agency.
The methods, rationale, and
data used in developing
recommendations shall be
retained as part of the project
record.

e If the exception relies on
compensatory mitigation, the
mitigation must be completed
prior to the disturbance that
results in the exceedance of
the disturbance cap so the
value of the mitigation can be
accurately compared to the
value of the habitat to be
affected by the proposed
disturbance. In addition, the
compensation necessary to
grant this exception must
provide the offsetting benefit
in the same HAF Fine Scale

unit being impacted by the

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

(See above.)

\.&G' ':p infi

x.

A\ RPN
& {\(\QKB{\‘
& '\C-" hS)

l‘a\.
AY
AW O e
\Y { <5 3&
BDKG." 2 S\‘O D\\

\i‘i&el‘)e W@J\Be no exceptlons to

potential development.
Consideration may be given to

HAF doing so will
&ectlvely pro he
{renew,
G;bf eX|s ture that

providing compensatory
mitigation.in adjacent fine-scale
g;smn
(\Dlstur %ﬁ
o,rl of mlng 0
thtu m{
sions
|nfr§n %
oqéz result.:" ew direct,
cumﬁwe impacts
and it$ habitat.
‘percent PHMA (and IHMA)
i ance cap at the HAF Fine
le unless the disturbance is
needed for the protection of

human life and safety, as
concurred by the State Director.

If proposed disturbance cap
exception is requested in an area
(neighborhood cluster) that has
met one of the adaptive
management thresholds (hard or
soft), no exceptions to the 3
percent disturbance cap at the
project scale would be
considered until the causal factor
analysis is completed unless the
disturbance is needed for the
protection of human life and
safety, as concurred by the State
Director.

To approve this exception, the
Authorized Officer must
document, in coordination with

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-7. Comparison of Alternatives, Disturbance Cap)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.) the appropriate State agency, that | (See above.)

the proposed action satisfies the
three criteria listed above.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.6 Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective

Research indicates fluid mineral development can negatively affect GRSG at multiple scales through direct
impacts (habitat loss and fragmentation; Connelly et al. 2004, Lyon and Anderson 2003, Walker et al. 2007,
Holloran etal. 2010, Knick etal. 201 |, Green et al. 2017) and indirect impacts (increased noise and behavioral
avoidance of human activity and infrastructure, including roads; Aldridge and Boyce 2007, Holloran et al.
2010, Kirol et al. 2015, Rice et al. 2016, Coates et al. 2023). Development can also contribute to cumulative
impacts if it results in an increased distribution of invasive annual grasses or predator\liipdance

This section addresses the RMP objective for GRSG habitat in relation to fluid %l?férals MP m na&nt
actions providing guidance when considering leasing GRSG habitat mana erhent ar s, ‘and pme

associated with existing fluid mineral leases. Other aspects of fluid mi Iea nd d Iopm
addressed elsewhere in this amendment or existing RMP language, i ing s (o f|UI |on
and associated stipulations (see Section 2.5.2), and waivers, e onsgf?tcatl rﬁ\see S %
and application of RDFs (existing RMP decisions that ar § bei nside his
process). Q

Table 2-8, Comparison of Alternatives, Flutd(f‘,%eraj‘:qg"lop pand @lng Obﬁqllve presents
management by alternative for this manage sue

N
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e CO, ID, ND, NV/CA, OR, UT,
WY, parts of MT/DK (Dillon,
Billings, HiLine, Miles City,
ND, SD): Priority will be given
to leasing and development of
fluid mineral resources,
including geothermal, outside
of PHMAs and GHMAs, or
within the least impactful areas
within PHMA and GHMA if
avoidance is not possible.

® No similar objective in
Lewistown or Butte.

e CO, ID, OR, and MT/DK
offices: Same as Alternative |.

e UT, NV/CA: No similar
objective (removed the
objective).

e WY: Clarified the objective to
acknowledge that leasing is
allowed in PHMA, and that if
the BLM has a backlog of
Expressions of Interest for
leasing, the BLM would
prioritize its work first in non-
habitat management areas,
followed by lower priority
habitat management areas
(e.g., GHMA) and then higher
priority habitat management
areas (i.e., PHMA). Clarified
that for fluid mineral
development on, éxXisting leases
that could adyersely.afféct
GRSG populations orthabitaty
the BLM.would*werk withithe
lessees, operators, orother
project proponents to avoid,
reduce; and mitigate adverse
impacts on'the extent
compatible with:lessees’ rights
to-drill'and.producesfluid
mineral resources:

All States:

e No leasing strategy/objective is
needed since PHMA would be
closed to leasing. Leasing
objective language would be
removed.

e New Management Action to
address development in areds
already leased:

In PHMA (and IHMAY), the
BLM will work with lessees,
operatorsor‘otherproject
proponents to avoid, minimize,
and compensatorily mitigate
for impaets.to GRSG and their
habitat (e.g., habitat loss,
fragmentation, indirect
impacts;etc.) fromiiew ojl and
gas-developmenit on existing
leases to'the extent consistent
with surface use'rights as part
of-the”envirenmentalreview
process (e.g., 43-CER Part
310}:1=2). If possible, place
developmentoutside of PHMA
(and IHMA); if determined that
such, placement renders the
recovery of fluid minerals on
the lease infeasible, or where
development of existing leases
exceeds a disturbance density
of | per 640, and/or 3 percent
disturbance cap, seek to apply
other measures to site the
proposed lease activities to
meet GRSG habitat objectives
and require compensatory
mitigation to replace direct
and indirect habitat impacts.
Locate infrastructure in areas
that avoids or minimizes

Revised Fluid Mineral Objective

for all states:

e Manage.fluid mineral leasing
and development (including
geéothermal).in GRSG-habitat
managément areasto ayoid;
minimize, and,compensate for
adverse-simpacts to GRSG
habitat-to thé,extent praetical
under theiaw and BLM
jurisdictioh.

New management action:

8, 'Leasing,is allowed in GRSG
habitat management areas
open to fluid ‘mineral leasing
(including geothermal), subject
to'the stipulations and RDFs
included in the RMP. The BLM
will evaluate parcels or those
portions of parcels available
for leasing associated with
nominations (e.g., expressions
of interest) and determine
areas to continue analyzing for
inclusion in a lease sale as part
of the lease sale NEPA review
or analysis. Where there is an
existing evaluation process
that considers at a minimum
GRSG habitat and
development proximity, the
BLM will use that evaluation
process. However, in the
absence of an existing
evaluation process or where
informative to an existing
process, the BLM will evaluate
parcels with GRSG habitat
management areas as part of
the lease sale NEPA review or

Revised Fluid Mineral Objective

for all states:

e Objective is the same as
Alternative 4.

No specific objective or
management action would specify
a fluid mineral leasing strategy.
However, not including specific
leasing prioritization language or a
leasing strategy does not remove
the desired condition to manage
public lands to provide suitable
GRSG habitat at the HAF mid-,
fine- and site-scales.

Fluid mineral leasing would be
considered in GRSG habitat
management areas consistent
with the Secretary’s discretion
under the Mineral Leasing Act (as
amended), as well as applicable
BLM regulations and policies, and
in conformance with RMP goals,
objectives, stipulations, and
required design features to avoid,
minimize, and compensate
impacts to GRSG.

e Management Action to
address development in areas
already leased: Same as
Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

habitat loss and impacts to
breeding and nesting habitats.
Work with lessees, operators,
or other project proponents
to place development at the
most distal part of the lease
from the lek or in areas least
harmful to GRSG populations
and habitat (e.g., where Ioc%%
terrain features such as

and ravines may shleld.béérby R

e analysis by considering, at a
minimum, the following:
o Proximity to existing oil
andg developments,
eference to lands

%@whlch a pr

per o@‘«ek t
'(\ ex ations
¢ P&eas&s

’((\hel qy(? %
c‘és‘?f"ﬁ:g 260

E'.'

habitat from dlsr e w
or co- Iocatlonk v?opm ould not
dlsturba,n ,Q de areas with
For lopmerits. at canno existi
paogfgp G a:lPPb' N Q stru such as
serv% thﬁ@ [ |Idc@ Il locations.
ed pa GRS Arneas with development in

existing rights.

;{{'\c" \@:p |§§2n ermlﬁ{ rill (
O I in mlt
‘Q" N nd Q‘éﬁ
(\\} «\c\ ,-,.;’\ é. y rbpm ans ‘i&?‘and
> ,\"\; 0 4 etlo ‘of the
'\‘7'.'-' Qv\ *\’((‘\ ( @me ord of
& & L9 P Part 3162.5).
O c,.\' \\\% ?,‘ N "Z}‘I” thl cess, evaluate
i éo \:\ﬁ Q/Q I D\ w@er the conservation
N\ asures are “reasonable” (43
‘._;}"-*”“ \\\ ‘\'3‘\' SDC’CFR Part 3101.1-2) and (
\‘:o 0{\% ® e consistent with the valid
WD .
N

e |f an existing lease terminates
by operation of law, the
reinstatement will not be
authorized within PHMA (and
IHMA).

AN
c'E?‘hent;gzl aah%

\@l A (and IHMA) that is
e

at or approaching the
density or disturbance caps
at the project scale would
indicate areas that would
meet this criteria. Any
nominated parcel subject
to immediate drainage or
within five miles of existing
development would have a
higher preference value for
analysis in lease
documents.

Potential impacts to
important GRSG habitats
or areas that provide
important connectivity,
giving preference to lands
that would not result in
impairing habitat suitability
and proper function (see
GRSG habitat objectives).
This evaluation should
consider impacts to GRSG

habitat suitability at the

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

(See above.)

HAF mid-, fine- and site-
scales, considering
information including, but

not limited to the presence
nt@ﬁg.;ance from leks;
ence of nestn@nd
Q&aroo{t rlrﬁ\bﬁats,
ant k&‘

) ((\Gr ot |t|n tat
ty e i nsh|p
ﬁﬁs
ablt omgpéeasonal

ography;
ratlotﬂ vement
rs; a

co tive

‘:(‘\ @&geme@ hresholds

oft); amount
,Q(\ \frlbutlon of existing
\&sturbances the presence
;" of degraded or non-

{' habitat, and impacts to
adjacent habitat that may
affect the biological
importance of the
remaining intact habitat.
Coordinate with the
applicable State agencies to
ensure the most current
and applicable biological
information is considered.
Parcels where
development would not
decrease habitat suitability
would have higher
preference value for
analysis in lease
documents.

If a parcel receives a low
preference value for impacts
to important GRSG habitats, it
will receive an overall low
preference value. An office

may offer low preference

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)
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parcels in a lease sale if the

Field Office resources (e.g.,

staff time) allow after all high

preference parcels have been

evalu %T’ inclusion in the
uch a scenari

r m
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cri eq&) an
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f_:Ma a
d&Ss de ment in areas

‘Qﬁread
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g for uibluswn

oo
mﬁ?ng exploration

w@l co
ent on areas

> Ieas@ r fluid mineral
urces in PHMAs (and

“‘. MA in ID), including
geothermal, application of
measures to avoid, minimize,
rectify, reduce and/or mitigate
potential impacts will be
considered through
completion of the
environmental record of
review (43 CFR Part 3162.5
and 36 CFR Part 228.108),
including appropriate
documentation of compliance
with NEPA. Such measures
may include existing lease
stipulations, project design,
operator-committed
measures, RMP required
design features (RDFs), and
local conditions of approval
(COAs).

The BLM will work with
project proponents to

promote measurable GRSG

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)
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conservation objectives such
as, but not limited to,
consolidation of project

related infrastructure to
redu tat fragmentation
alﬂf‘&s and to prom@‘

tlve and
g'q\conn ty oﬁ on \
BL
m\n to Wlt @aolect
oneQSQn
(‘.;MI lif ncy Q%’re their

ts in nner that
Q)nor

S\ﬁlr lease rights but
@en det@§‘ned to

) |n thq» st sensitive
,‘:5‘41@ bita sed on vegetation,

q@raphy, or other habitat
features) and resources
{'whether inside or outside of
PHMAs (and IHMA). Surface
use rights associated with
existing leases will be
recognized and respected. For
proposed operations in
PHMAs (and IHMA:s), the
Surface Use Plan of
Operations (see 43CFR Part
3162.3-1(f)) shall address, at a
minimum, the applicable RDFs
in the RMP. Seasonal habitats
or project features related to
potential GRSG impacts that
are not addressed in the
Surface Use Plan of
Operations based on site-
specific or project-specific
considerations shall be noted
in the project file, along with a
rationale for not including
them.

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-8. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Development and Leasing Objective)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

In this process the BLM will

(See above.)

evaluate whether each
conservation measure is
reasonabl%and consistent with

surface rights as part of
th &genml revi
ess (e.g, 43 art
‘o (.
O & o
A\ 2 o

A\
NS
&
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.7 Fluid Mineral Lease Stipulation Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications

Federal regulations at 43 CFR Part 3171.24 provide the BLM direction for conditions under which variance
from specific stipulations can be considered. This document presents the draft range of alternatives for
waivers, exceptions, and modifications (WEMs) associated with the described stipulations on new fluid
mineral leasing (e.g., oil, gas, and geothermal) in GRSG habitat management areas. Consideration of amending
the WEM language in this planning effort is limited to future leases that have stipulations associated with no
surface occupancy (NSO), disturbance cap — generally applied as a controlled surface usej(CSU) stipulation,
and seasonal timing limitations. This planning effort is not considering amendment 'of"YWEMs associatediwith
other stipulations.

This section is limited to consideration of WEMs during the development phase."@ther aspects of;fluid
mineral leasing and development are addressed elsewhere in this, @mendment, or existing' RMP, language,
including specific fluid mineral allocations and associated stipulatjons‘(see Séction 2.5.2), the RMP objective
for GRSG habitat in relation to fluid minerals (see Section 2.5.6),.RMP mapagement actions,providing
guidance when considering leasing GRSG habitat management,areas (seehSection.2.5.6), development
associated with existing fluid mineral leases (see Section 2.5.6), andgapplication of RDEs{existing RMP
decisions that are not being considered for améndment,in(this process).

The WEMs in this document would apply, to newfluid mineralleases,and lease=reinstatements on public
lands, as well as existing leases if theyrde not specificallylinclude YWWEMs assgciated withiléase stipulations,
and are limited to the stipulations“described below.*GRSG fluid mineral*$tipulations_hot mentioned in this
document, as well as those program areas/stipulations not éonsiderédin this planning effort would continue
where they apply. If there'isa conflict‘between, such stipulations-and those presented in this document, the
more restrictive would'take pteeedence-during implementation:

Description of Surface Stipulations
This planning process is‘considering an,amehdment to the language for WEMs associated with three general
types-of GRSG sukfice stipulations'that would'be appliedite new fluid mineral leases.

Ne Surface Oécupaficyd(NSQ)

Use oroccupanty.of the lafd surfacexfor fluid mineral exploration or development is prohibited to
proteet GRSG ahd GRSG habitat™Generally considered a major constraint, in areas open to fluid
mineralleasing withfNSO stipulations, fluid mineral leasing activities are permitted, but activities with
surface occupancy’ cannot _be conducted unless an exception, modification, or waiver is granted.
Absent the'approval-of @ waiver, exception, or modification, access to fluid mineral deposits would
requigesdrillingyfrom outside the boundaries of the NSO stipulation. In the 2015 not warranted
determination for GRSG the USFWS cited application of regulatory tools, such as NSO stipulations,
as-an effective conservation tool in minimizing exposure of the species to fluid mineral development.

Controlled Surface Use (CSU) — Disturbance Cap

This planning effort is considering amendments to the GRSG disturbance cap, including clarifying
that it will be applied to new fluid mineral leases as a CSU stipulation. A CSU stipulation is a category
of moderate constraint that allows some use and occupancy of public land while protecting identified
resources or values. A CSU stipulation allows the BLM to require additional conditions be met to
protect a specified resource or value in addition to standard lease terms and conditions. A new lease
with the disturbance cap CSU stipulation would not guarantee the lessee the right to occupy the
surface of the lease for the purpose of producing fluid minerals within GRSG designated PHMAs
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

(and IHMA in Idaho). The surface occupancy restriction criteria identified in this stipulation may
preclude surface occupancy and may be beyond the ability of the lessee to meet due to existing
surface disturbance on federal, state, or private lands within designated PHMAs/IHMAs or surface
disturbance created by other land users.

Seasonal Timing Limitations (TL)

Areas identified for TLs, a moderate constraint, are closed to fluid m|ne | exploration and
development during identified time frames to eliminate, to the degree pos&@o ctivities disruptive
to GRSG during the associated seasons of use. Ground disturbing act|V|Q$ rill stlmulatl nd
plug and abandonment work should not be allowed during the identified peq{) . Pr

maintenance activities on wells and well work required by her ram to, prote
environment (e.g. Underground Injection Control) and adr&@‘b’ative ties e exemptfr

the timing limitations at the discretion of the BLM A@; orize |cert\€RS al tlml@'
limitations from prior planning efforts will not chi:qé?}‘but rs, e tion Oﬁl@l ns

for seasonal timing limitations are being updateqa. %"\ 'thr Q\} ﬁ%\
"L

Project-specific Flexibility %
For fluid minerals, surface stipulations could?s‘\i}cepte Odw ai the orizeﬂ()fhcer. An
ula

exception exempts the holder of the | mo tion changes

the language or provisions of a stipulatio due ang\go ditio new @ormatloq:e er temporarily
or for the term of the lease. A 'Cat'o'q-. y or thy to all'q_ r sit ithin the leasehold. A

waiver permanently exempt |pulat€r or a&ﬁ ic Ieafsié?'_planng\ , or resource based on
absence of need.

k\{’ o
An exception, m‘a.y' be cre mf the BLM Authorized Officer if the
@é h@'ﬁlow @tgto

specific crite met., W ezg stipulation are included in the leasing
document(bnd a |derit ed @e |t|on mg implementation of the lease terms. The
prop mus(&bmlt@ ten st f exce , modification, or waiver and provide the data
necbf%ry th ific @a hav met The BLM would consider that information, in
éprov@d by State, County, and other local agencies; tribal

\ﬂk mbln % othep=i
n,ts agene@or E{@;\ed stakeholders as applicable, though decision to grant the
%’ Authoﬂ} d Off\“rﬁ.

ent'& re @p lapulatlons (e.g., NSO area overlapping a disturbance cap CSU overlapping
.\ eason ingdlimitation) s would need to be considered for each stipulation separately based on
"""..'IL the%&ss%'&gn ifie d,eébw

ﬁa | Q, Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing VWaivers, Exceptions, and Modifications,
pres management by alternative for this management issue.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

No Surface Occupancy Stipulations for GRSG within PHMA (and IHMA in Ildaho and West Decker RHMA in MT):

e |ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR, UT:
In SFA, there will be no waivers,
exceptions, or modifications.

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,

UT:

The Authorized Officer may
grant an exception to a fluid
mineral lease no-surface-
occupancy stipulation only where
the proposed action:

i. Would not have direct,
indirect, or cumulative
effects on GRSG or its
habitat; or,

ii. Is proposed to be
undertaken as an
alternative to a similar
action occurring on a
nearby parcel, and would
provide a clear
conservation gain to
GRSG.

Exceptions based on
conservation gain (ii) may only be
considered in (2) PHMA of mixed
ownership where federal
minerals underlie less than fifty
percent of the total surface, or
(b) areas of the public lands
where the proposed exception is
an alternative to an action
occurring on a nearby parcel
subject to a valid federal fluid
mineral lease existing as of the
date of this ARMPA. Exceptions
based on conservation gain must
also include measures, such as
enforceable institutional controls
and buffers, sufficient to allow
the BLM to conclude that such

e MT/DK, OR, and WY: Same as

Alternative |.

e CO:

NSO-1 — Within One mile of
Active Leks:

**Exceptions or
modifications may be
considered if, in consultation
with the State of Colorado, it
can be demonstrated that there
is no impact on Greater Sage-
Grouse based on one of the
following:

o Topography/areas of non-
habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

No additional impacts
would be realized,above
those created(by ‘existing
major infrastructure(for
example, State Highway
13).

The exception or
modification precludes.or
offsets greater potential
impactsiif-the.action were
preposed enadjacent
parcels (for example; due
to landownership
patterns).

**ln‘order to approve exceptions or
madifications-to this lease
stipulation, the Authorized Officer
must obtain: agreement, including
written justification, between the
BLM District Managers and CPW
that the proposed action satisfies at
least one of the criteria listed above.

No new WEMs would be
necessary, since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing so there would be no
new leases with associated
stipulations.

Exception #l — applicable to
the NSQ.stipulation within
0.6 miles’of active leks
(WAFWA definition).in
PHMA (and IHMAvin Idaho):
The Althorized Officer-may
consider and grant an exception
to" the:NSO stipulation within 0.6
milesrof active leks in PHMA (and
IHMA in Idaho) if itican be
demaopstrated that’development
and:surface-occupaney would have
no direct.impacts{to‘or disruption
of GRSE or jts"habitat based on at
least one of the following — after
documeénting the review of
available information associated
with the site proposed for the
exception — both internally
compiled and as provided by
State, County and other local
agencies, tribal governments,
project proponents, other federal
agencies, or interested
stakeholders:

e The location of the proposed
authorization is determined to
be non-habitat (see Glossary;
as determined by a biologist
with GRSG experience using
methods such as the Habitat
Assessment Framework), does
not provide important
connectivity between habitat
areas, and the project includes
design features to prevent
indirect disturbance to or
disruption of adjacent seasonal
habitats (whether adjacent
seasonal habitat are within 0.6

Same as Alternative 4, except in
CO where the exception would
apply in PHMA within | mile of
active leks.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

benefits will endure for the
duration of the proposed action’s
impacts.

Any exceptions to this lease
stipulation may be approved by
the Authorized Officer only with
the concurrence of the State
Director. The Authorized
Officer may not grant an
exception unless the applicable
state wildlife agency, the USFWS,
and the BLM unanimously find
that the proposed action satisfies
(i) or (ii). Such finding shall
initially be made by a team of one
field biologist or other GRSG
expert from each respective
agency. In the event the initial
finding is not unanimous, the
finding may be elevated to the
appropriate BLM State Director,
USFWVS State Ecological Services
Director, and state wildlife
agency head for final resolution.
In the event their finding is not
unanimous, the exception will
not be granted. Approved
exceptions will be made publicly
available at least quarterly.

e WY: NSO 0.6 lek buffer in
PHMA:
Exception: The authorized
officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of
review determines that the
action, as proposed or
conditioned, would not impair
the function or utility of the site
for the current or subsequent
seasonal habitat, life-history, or
behavioral needs of Greater

e |D:

The Authorized Officer may
grant an exception to a fluid
mineral lease NSO stipulation
only where the proposed action:

i. Will not have direct,
indirect, or cumulative
effects on GRSG or its
habitat; or,

ii. Is proposed to be
undertaken as an alternative
to a similar action occurring
on a nearby parcel, and
would provide no net loss
to GRSG.

Exceptions based on no net loss
(i) may only be considered in (a)
PHMA of mixed ownership
where federal minerals underlie
less than fifty percent of the'total
surface, or (b) areas of ‘the public
lands where the proposed
exception is an alternative™to’an
action occurring on a nearby.
parcel subject to avalid Federal
fluid miReral lease existing.as of
thedate ofithis RMR amendment:
Exceptionsbased,on
conservation gain must:also
include measures,.sueh as
enforceable institutional.controls
and buffers;sufficient'to ‘allow.
the BLM'to conclude thatisuch
benefits' will endure for the
duration,of the proposed action’s
impacts.

Any exceptions to this lease
stipulation may be approved by
the Authorized Officer only with
the concurrence of the State
Director and in coordination
with the Technical and Policy

(See above.)

e miles of an active lek or
greater than 0.6 miles from
active leks) that would impair
their biological function.

o Topography/areas of non-
habitat-create an effective
barrier to adverselimpacts
(e.g., ptotected.,from visual and
audible disturbances;to-GRSG
and its habitat).

® By co-locatingithe propesed
authorization with-existing
disturbance, no,additional
impacts would be realized
above those already-associated
with=the existing similarly-sized
infrastructure, including
indireat'disturbance to or
disruption of adjacent seasonal
habitats that would impair their
biological function.

Beyond considering an exception
where no direct or indirect
impacts on GRSG or its habitat
would occur, an exception could
also be considered if the
proposed location on public lands
would be undertaken as an
alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby non-public
lands parcel (for example, due to
landownership patterns), and
development on the public parcel
in question would eliminate
impacts on more important
and/or limited GRSG habitat (e.g.,
wet meadows, brood-rearing
habitat, etc.) on the non-public
nearby parcel; this exception must
also include measures sufficient to
allow the BLM to conclude in its
documenting analysis that such

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Sage-Grouse. The BLM can and

does grant exceptions if the BLM,

in coordination with the WGFD,
determines that granting an
exception would not adversely
impact the population being
protected.

fL

Team. Approved exceptions will
be made publicly available at least
quarterly.

o NV/CA:

An exception to stipulations
associated with GRSG Habitat
Management Areas (HMAs) may
be granted by the authorized
officer (State Director), in
coordination with the
appropriate state agency
(NDOW, SETT, and/or CDFW),
if one the following conditions
are met:

i. The location of the
proposed authorization is
determined to be unsuitable
(by a biologist with GRS
experience using me )
such as Stiver et

N
and lacks the,it@ glcaé)%

potential <
r smtab hab\a\

rﬁ osul N e'c
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ose eaE, de ne
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entla beco

or sun:able habitat,

F

margin

and v(iauld

“Seumu ‘ﬁrﬁé
\N\ and
nag

an
i. The proposed activity’s
impacts could be offset to
result in no adverse impacts
on GRSG or its habitat,
through use of the
mitigation hierarchy

consistent with Federal law

(See above.)

benefits will endure for the
duration of the proposed action’s
impacts on public lands (e.g.,
confrmatloncoﬂf an easement).

To a rﬁe\ this exceptl

sed

o th
dgoﬂna@{ ith.t s ;géte
{“-7;}\( tat @ncy,ﬁk’h h
e cument, t at the
) Ip tl F
. ,\@ or{?ﬁwe c ° a I| eS ove If
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\O\\D "\S\%\OG Q ﬂorlze o fficer uit provide
in <1xa ion o criteria are
ﬂe’Q\} G‘:}' .,:i:::\ é06\> a@lde% Wh@: information
‘ a e provides.
8 SAZN \ ¢ éﬁ»
< \ .

@\ ({\@ ‘i\{\@ < \ {ﬁ.\o granting an exception to
L N\ : \@r SO stipulation, the potential
O g .9 exceptlon shall be subject to

07 <A &
é- 'y ;a,c_ﬁ ,2;*}, public review for at least a 30-day

period (e.g., could be part of the
APD NEPA process).

If the area associated with the
proposed development seeking
the exception (e.g., well pad,
compressor station, etc.) is in an
area (neighborhood cluster) that
has met one of the adaptive
management thresholds (hard or
soft) (see Section 2.5.13), no
exceptions would be considered
until the causal factor analysis is
completed. If the causal factor
analysis concludes that
development associated with the
type of activity seeking the
exception is or could contribute
to the threshold being met or not

recovering, no exception would

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

’gu

fL

and the state’s mitigation
policies and programs, such
as the State of Nevada’s
Executive Order 2018-32
(and any future regulations
developed to implement
this order). In cases where
exceptions may be granted
for projects with a residual
impact, voluntary
compensatory mitigation
consistent with the State’s
mitigation policies and
programs, such as the State
of Nevada’s Executive
Order 2018-32 (and any
future regulations
developed to |mp|ement
this order) would be on
mechanism by which
proponent achie A
Approved RMRA en%n&

goals, objﬁlme\%

except
prop@ent 7 teer:
miti n as
\%thelr g‘&n app §ch?~ (
s reﬁau impacts,
é‘@ BL \@‘aﬁ rate 0
e@c io the

nale ed to %ﬁ‘
v&xa de
é!eptloébr modl‘f‘catlon
O@E based, in part, on
critetia consistent with the
State’s GRSG management
plans and policies.

d'l

o UT:

Within PHMA, the Authorized
Officer may grant an exception
to a fluid mineral lease NSO

(See above.)

be granted. If the analysis is
inconclusive on cause, exceptions
could be considered.

7 QY &
RIS N AR
.“‘b\c} .((\6 ":.(\ \(\e’é .Y
& b-\(\ @‘}.‘i’* 0{\0
,{_\0{\ 0| 4@ QP &
WO L0 @ .
© o ¥ S o
v \}(0@ S ’@{\ (2 <@
oc.l &\(\Q’ @CD 0
O (Mae® Y

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

fL

stipulation where the proposed
action:

o Occurs in non-habitat that
does not provide important
connectivity between habitat
areas and the development
would not cause indirect
disturbance to or disruption
of adjacent seasonal habitats
that would impair their
biological function of
providing the life-history or
behavioral needs of the
Greater Sage-Grouse
population due to project
design (e.g., minimize sound,
preclude tall structures,
require perch deterrents), as
demonstrated in the prol%!ss
NEPA document; or,

Is proposed to be

as an alternatlve@

action occu

parcel Szvelo&ent o

in tlon

ess oftan |mpac\
"ﬁreate@ olise o?@
’Q.\’\ habi an \\&e nearb

Qﬁ%&‘ %esm“

ntt

nef
\.n w H ed
e pro ed actl

Approved exceptions will be
made publicly available at least
quarterly.

In addition, any lease activities
will apply the pertinent
management for discretionary

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

activities in PHMA identified in
MA-SSS-3 (e.g., mitigation,
disturbance cap, minerals/energy
density, seasonal restrictions, and
RDFs), including if an exception
to the NSO is granted.

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

Not applicable

A two-tiered NSO exception is
not applicable for any state but

e CO:
NSO-2 — One Mile from Active

Leks to the Remainder of PHMA:

**Exception: The BLM will
grant an exception (any
occupancy must be removed
within | year of approval) to
NSO-2 after consulting with the
State of Colorado, consistent
with MD-SSS-3 and based on_the
following factors:

o It is determined by.‘évaluating
the proposed lease ‘activities
that adverse ‘or undesirable
impacts £6,Greater Sage-
Grouse’can beavoided-based
onsite-spedific terrain,
topography and habitat type;
or.offsét consistent With
eriterion;#2-below: For
example; in theywicinity.of
leks;-tocal terrain features
such as;ridges andiravines
may, shield.potential
disruptive impacts from
affecting-nearby Greater
Sage=Grouse habitat.

or

o Itis determined, based on
site-specific information
(using tools such as the
Habitat Assessment
Framework, the Colorado
Habitat Exchange Habitat

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Excéption #2.~ NoiSurface
Qccupangy Stipulation,inithe
Remainder of PHMA-(or
IHMA in ldaho) beyond 0.6
miles from active-leks < as
applicable:

The'Autharized Officer may

consider*and grant'an exception

tosthe NS@-stipulatien,associated
with the temainderiof PHMA (and

IHMA in’ Idaho)if one of the

following criteria apply — after

documenting the review of
available information associated
with the site proposed for the
exception — both internally
compiled and as provided by

State, County and other local

agencies, tribal governments,

project proponents, other federal
agencies, or interested
stakeholders:

) The criteria presented in
Exception #I.

2) If it can be demonstrated by a
biologist with GRSG
experience, based on site-
specific information (using
tools such as the Habitat
Assessment Framework, State
mitigation programs, or
others), where it has been
demonstrated that the project
cannot be avoided or
minimized and granting the
exception would not result in
adverse effects to GRSG

Exception #2 - No Surface
Occupancy Stipulations in
the Remainder of PHMA (or
IHMA in Idaho) beyond 0.6
miles from active leks — as
applicable:

Same as Alt 4, except under the

#2 criteria, compensatory

mitigation would not have to be

completed and functioning prior
to being able to grant the
exception. To grant the activity
based on compensatory
mitigation, prior to construction,
surface occupancy, or surface
disturbing activities the
compensation project must be
planned, funded, and approved by
the operator, BLM, surface
owner, and in coordination with
the appropriate State agency.

However, due to the uncertainty

associated with whether the

planned compensatory mitigation
project would successfully
become habitat in order to offset
the impacts, one of the following
would need to apply:

e The area of habitat
improvement associated with
compensatory mitigation
would need to increase to
account for a level of risk that
the compensatory mitigation
action may fail or not persist
for the full duration of the
impact based on the type of
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

fL

Quantification Tool, or
others), that the impacts
anticipated by the proposed
activity would be offset
through compensatory
mitigation developed in
coordination with the State
of Colorado (as a
requirement of State policy
or authorization or as
offered voluntarily by
leaseholder) that meets
accepted principles of
compensatory mitigation
including:

» Achieving measurable
outcomes for Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat
function that are at| t
equal to the Iost %
degraded val

*¥If, prior to developp
county in WhIC &
located pro rsLes infor tlon\m
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nsult%bn with the State

éolo G:rthat neither of the
criteria‘identified above is met.

In order to approve exceptions or
modifications to this lease
stipulation, the Authorized Officer
must obtain agreement, including
written justification, between the

(See above.)

BLM District Manager and CPW
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seasonal habitats. Granting the
exception must be in

rmance with the RMP
and habitat
nd the impacts
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ity esse
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pli Q state

al ts the GRSG

net of habitat. To
&ceptlon based on

Kﬁse of compensatory
igation, the following must
tbe

lowed and documented:

As the first step in
itigating impacts to
GRSG, efforts to avoid
impacts by locating the
proposed project in areas
outside the NSO areas or

areas of non-habitat

shall be documented.
As the second step in
itigating impacts to

RSG, efforts to minimize

impacts by applying project
design features shall be
documented (e.g., use of
RDFs, buffer distances,
seasonal limitations, etc.).
Using compensatory

itigation may not be

appropriate in some GRSG
habitats/populations.
Before using
compensatory mitigation

the specific compensatory
project(s) and local ecological
conditions, or

The operator provides long-
term assurances that the
compensatory project would
become functional for the
duration of the impact (e.g.
project maintenance or
retreatment, easements,
mitigation bonding — BLM H-
1794-1, section 7.3, etc.).
Compensatory mitigation rate
would need to consider number
of acres necessary to offset acres
affected by direct and indirect
effects (see Mitigation section), as
well as likelihood that the
mitigation project may not
provide the anticipated
compensation for the duration of
the impact.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

r..

that the proposed action satisfies at
least one of the criteria listed above.

(See above.)
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as an approach for this
exception, the
effectiveness of whether

compensatory mitigation
ﬁﬁet impacts to the
acted habitat @‘
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ut rlg

other

(aepulaqugvailability of
exi fun nal habitat,
\h §I|ty of

Qltlg prolects that
enefit the impacted
pulatlon
he compensation project
must be completed and
habitat functionality
documented before the
exception is granted to
ensure the offset in
impacts will occur.

e. The compensation
necessary to grant this
exception must provide
the offsetting benefit to
the population being
impacted by the potential
development.

i@’\

To approve this exception, the
Authorized Officer must
document, in coordination with
the appropriate State authority,
that the proposed action satisfies
at least one of the criteria listed
above. If the State agency does
not concur with granting the
exception, the Authorized Officer

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
(See above.) (See above.) (See above.) must provide rationale for how (See above.)
the criteria are met considering
the information the State

provides.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
UT: None
o WY: NSO 0.6 lek buffer in
PHMA:
Modification: The authorized
officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or the
NSO criteria if an environmental
record of review finds that a
portion of the NSO area is
nonessential, or it is identified
through scientific research or
monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly
protective for maintaining the
function or utility of the site for
the seasonal habitat, life-history,
or behavioral needs of the
Greater Sage-Grouse, including
(but not limited to) reproductive
display, daytime loafing/staging
activities, and nesting.

e |ID, MT/DK, OR and WY:
Same as Alternative |.

e CO:

NSO-1 — Within One mile of
Active Leks:

**Exceptions or
modifications may be
considered if, in consultation
with the State of Colorado, it
can be demonstrated that there
is no impact on Greater Sage-
Grouse based on one of the
following:

o Topography/areas of non-
habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

o No additional impacts
would be realized above
those created by existing
major infrastructtre (for
example, State Highway
13).

o The exeeption or
modificatiomprecludesior
offsets greater potential
impacts'if thejaction were
ptoposed en adjacent
parcels’(for example, due
to-landownership
patterns):

**nlorder to“approve éxceptions or
modificatiens to-this lease
stipulation, the Authorized Officer
must obtain*agreement, including
written justification, between the
BLM District Managers and CPW
that the proposed action satisfies at
least one of the criteria listed above.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Modification: The Authorized
Officer may consider and grant a
modification to the fluid mineral
lease NSO stipulation, allowing
for surface,6¢ccupancy only where:
e angexeeption is granted,.as
déscribed above, forithe
primany disturbance (e:g.,"well
padi.compressor station), and
o4 the potential associated
infrastructurewrelated.to, the
deyelopmentis not individually
precluded by other GRSG
actfons (e.g.roads, pipelines,
power lines that could
otherwise be considered
throtigh a, ROW).

While_the*NSO stipulation could
be modified for these additional
developments, they must still
comply with other GRSG
management actions (e.g.,
mitigation, disturbance cap,
minerals/energy density, seasonal
restrictions, RDFs, etc.) if an
exception to the NSO is granted.

Prior to modifying the area
subject to the NSO stipulation,
the potential modification shall be
subject to public review for at
least a 30-day period (e.g., could
be part of the APD NEPA
process).

If the area (neighborhood cluster)
associated with the proposed
exception has met one of the
adaptive management thresholds
(hard or soft) (see Section
2.5.13), no exceptions would be
considered until the causal factor

Same as Alternative 4, except for
the addition of the following:

Specifically for Wyoming: In
addition to the above, the
Authorized Officer may consider
and grant a modification if after
documenting the review of
available information, in
coordination with the
appropriate State agency, that a
portion of the NSO area is
nonessential (e.g., the lek upon
which the NSO is centered is
not active), or it is identified
through scientific research or
monitoring that the existing area
(i.e., the active lek and associated
buffer) is inadequate or overly
protective for maintaining the
function or utility of the site for
the seasonal habitat, life-history,
or behavioral needs of the
GRSG, including (but not limited
to) reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and
nesting.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

fL

e CO:

NSO-2 — One Mile from Active
Leks to the Remainder of PHMA:
**Modification: The BLM will
grant modifications (changes to
the stipulation either temporarily
or for the term of either part of
the entire lease) to NSO-2 after
consultation with the State of
Colorado, consistent with MD-
SSS-3 and based on the following
factors:

o ltis determined by
evaluating the proposed
lease activities that adverse
or undesirable impacts to
Greater Sage-Grouse can
be avoided based on site-

specific terrain,

topography and ha
beI
nlty

type, or offset
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(See above.)
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Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)
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policy or authorization or
as offered voluntarily by
leaseholder) that meets
accepted principles of
compensatory mitigation
including:

» Achieving measurable
outcomes for Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat
function that are at
least equal to the lost
or degraded values;

» Accounting for a level
of risk that the
mitigation action may

fail or not persist f@
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modifications to this lease
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(See above.)
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Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

.

written justification, between the
BLM District Manager and CPW
that the proposed action satisfies at
least one of the criteria listed above.
o NV/CA:

The only language for
maodifications and waivers related
to timing stipulations. The
language from the NV/CA 2019
ARMPA is located in that section.

o UT:

The BLM Authorized Officer may
grant a modification to a fluid
mineral lease no surface
occupancy stipulation only where

2 .\
an exception is granted, as < 'wb» )
described above, for the prlmary{?“.BQ*“QB x\ﬁ é‘o
disturbance (e.g., well pad, ‘é.\ & O ,&. .
compressor station). A ‘S\ < *\(\ < N
modification to the nq§ ce%\,« W 6‘\ !\B [
occupancy stlpula uld oc-’ &*{\ *\CD S
considered for é @Q .aﬂ
infrastructu r(\: { @( 5 Q" ({\
develop tha not . c';‘- Q?‘ ,,-g\-
IndIVIdH y ﬁ er (3‘ Q/ ,{‘{\
er S o\ § a |o e’ \$ ,\\,
b plp‘igq \{b e

I|n

occupan pulzﬁéoul

modl% or t| \l ras re,

m&}stlll C wﬁ?gt er

&reat% @ ous B
e

ntc ained in A-
S .

(See above.)

“o
R
c)(\c’ o r"“@%
A\ <
G{% & (\{(\ C;(\G
Y ©» é\ “C?-‘\\ -
00 0 @ O

(See above.)

(See above.)

\!‘

2024

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2-61



2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
UT: None
e WY: NSO 0.6 lek buffer in
PHMA:
Waiver: This stipulation may be
waived over the entire lease if, in
coordination with the state
wildlife agency, it is determined
that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek
has been classified as unactive as
determined by the state wildlife
agency. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use
plan and/or the regulatory
provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this
stipulation, see BLM Manuals
1624 and 3101.)

e |ID, MT/DK, OR, WY: Same as
Alternative |.

e CO:

NSO-1 (Within One mile of
Active Leks) and NSO-2 (One
Mile from Active Leks to the
Remainder of PHMA):

No waivers are authorized unless
the area or resource mapped as
possessing the attributes
protected by the stipulation is
determined during collaboration
with the State of Colorado to
lack those attributes or potential
attributes. A 30-day public notice
and comment period is required
before waiver of a stipulation.
Waivers would require BLM
State Director approval,

o NV/CA:

Waiver: The stipulationhay be
waived if the authorized officer;
in consultation with the
appropriate state'agency
(NDOW, SETT, and/or' CDEW),
determines that the entire
leasehold is 'within unsuitable
habitat (see exceptions above)
and would not result inedirect,
indirect, oreumulatiye impacts
to GRSG-and/or its-habitat.

o 'UT:

The BLM*Authorized Officer may
grant a waiver to a fluid mineral
lease no surface occupancy
stipulation if, through the
appropriate planning process
(i.e., plan maintenance,
amendment) the area is no
longer within PHMA.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Waiver: The Authorized Officer
may consider and grant a waiver
of the NSO stipulation on an
existing lease after documenting,
in coordination with the
appropriate State agencys:that the
leasg"with the GRSGINSO
stipulationis'no longef in PHMA
(and IHMA in Idaho). This.would
only be applicable onileases that
were issued whep'the parcél was
in PHMA, then the PHMA
boundaries Were subsequently
adjusted'through the appropriate
planning process (i.es plan
maintenance or amehdment).

Prior to waiving the NSO
stipulation for a given area, the
poténtial waiver shall be subject
to ‘public review for at least a 30-
day period (e.g., could be part of
the APD NEPA process).

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

No Surface Occupancy Stipulations Associated with Active Leks in GHMA (applicable in MT/DK, WY, CO, OR, and UT), and Musselshell RHMA in MT:

e |ID, NV/CA do not have NSO
for GRSG in GHMA.
¢ While UT has NSO on leks in

GHMA, they are associated

with RMP decisions that pre-

date the 2015 amendment. As
such, no new stipulations or

WEMs were considered in the

2015 ARMPA.

e CO: w/in 2 miles of active
leks:
Exception: In consultation with
the State of Colorado, an
exception to occupancy of the
surface associated with GRSG
NSO-46e(2) in GHMA could be
granted on a one-time basis (any
occupancy must be removed
within | year of approval) based
on an analysis of the following
factors:

o Location of proposed lease
activities in relation to
critical GRSG habitat areas
as identified by factors
including, but not limited
to, average male lek
attendance and/or
important seasonal habitat

o An evaluation of the
potential threats from
proposed lease activities
that may affect the local
population as compared to
benefits that could be
accomplished through
compensatory or off-site
mitigation (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.3 of the
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS,
Regional Mitigation)

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
UT, WY: Same as Alternative
l.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Exception: The Authorized
Officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of
review determines that the action,
as preposed or conditioned;
would hot impair theifunction.or
utility of the'site for the current
or subsequent'seasonal-habitat,
life=history;«or ‘behavioral needs, of
GRSG1due to sitespecifictérrain
and habitat features, such-as
topographicifeatures that would
reduceithe habitat-impacts by
shielding nearby habitat from
disruptive factors:

An‘exception could also be
grantédiif it can be demonstrated
by. a-biologist with GRSG
experience, based on site-specific
information (using State mitigation
tools such as Habitat Equivalency
Analysis or Habitat Quantification
Tool, or other State mitigation
programs), that the impacts
anticipated by the proposed
activity would be offset through
compensatory mitigation
developed in coordination with
the appropriate State agency that
meets principles of GRSG
compensatory mitigation
identified in the RMP, including
providing for no net loss of
habitat.

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

o An evaluation of the
proposed lease activities in
relation to the site-specific
terrain and habitat
features. For example, in
the vicinity of leks, local
terrain features such as
ridges and ravines may
reduce the habitat
importance and shield
nearby habitat from
disruptive factors.

e MT/DK:

Miles City (w/in 0.6 miles of a lek
in GHMA: The AO, may grant an
Exception if the action will not
result in sage-grouse lek
abandonment.

South Dakota (w/in .06 miles of
leks in GHMA and in winter
habitat): The AO may grant an
Exception only where the
proposed action:

i.  Will not have direct,
indirect, or cumulative
effects on GRSG or its
habitat; or ’Q

ii. Is proposed to be
undertaken as an alternative
to a similar action occurring
on a nearby parcel and will

provide a clear conservationg:

gain to GRSG.
Exceptions based on
conservation gain (ii) may only be
considered in:

a) PHMAs of mixed ownership
where Federal minerals
underlie less than fifty
percent (50%) of the total
surface, or

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Alternatives 5 and 6

b) Areas of the public lands
where the proposed
Exception is an alternative
to an action occurring on a
nearby parcel subject to a
valid Federal fluid mineral
lease existing as of the date
of this RMP. (See further
requirements in the WEMs
preamble near the beginning
of the Appendix G.1.)

Billings (w/in .06 miles of leks in
GHMA): A Modification or
Exception may only be
considered where the proposed
action is determined to be non-
habitat, the area is not used by
GRSG, and the proposed action
would not have direct, indirect,
or cumulative effects to GRSG or
its habitat. The determination
would be made by the BLM in
consultation with a team of
agency GRSG experts, including
an expert from the state wildlife
agency, USFWS, and BLM/USFS.
The State Director must have
received a determination befor
approving any Modification or
Exception. All Modifications or
Exceptions must be approved by
the State Director.

Billings: winter habitat: The AO, ,:5

after coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, may
grant an Exception if the action
will not result impair the function
or suitability of the winter range
habitat.

HiLine (w/in 0.6 miles of leks in
GHMA): The AO, in consultation
with Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks (MFWP), may grant an

(See above.)

Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
(See above.) (See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Exception if portions of the area
can be occupied without
adversely affecting Greater Sage-
Grouse leks.

Lewistown (winter habitat): The
Authorized Officer, after
coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, may
grant an Exception if the action
will not impair the function or
suitability of the crucial winter
range habitat.

Lewistown (w/in 0.6 miles of leks
in GHMA): The Authorized
Officer may grant Exception if the
action will not result in Greater

Sage-Grouse lek abandonment.

o OR: NSO within | mile of ¥
pending or occupied lek in : q;\
GHMA: . D\

Exception: The BLM authorized &&H 6\

Officer may grant an exception, O

in coordination with the ODFW, \}0 «NQ\B ‘

during project implementation O o ‘ *"’d"

. . 1

and if BMPs (e.g., anti-perch > ny* N

devices for raptors) are "\"":5 < \’\CQ“ (1

implemented. *\‘% ‘ 1\’{(\ =) Q‘.‘a

IR >

o WY: NSO 0.25 lek buffer bﬂ o {'}Q O
outside PHMA: AN $ N\

Exception: The authorized ,,_,:;b"" N\ qex@ b

officer may grant an exception if | ‘z@ Qﬁ @ e

an environmental record of .:b*"'-‘ .{}G AN m

review determines that the "b %

action, as proposed or s{\‘a’

conditioned, would not impair N

the function or utility of the site
for the current or subsequent
seasonal habitat, life-history, or
behavioral needs of Greater Sage-
Grouse. The BLM can and does
grant exceptions if the BLM, in

(See above.)

coordination with the WGFD,

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

determines that granting an
exception would not adversely
impact the population being

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

protected.
e |D: None e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR, | No WEMs would be necessary, | Modific The Authoriz Same as Alternative 4.
e CO: w/in 2 miles of active UT, WY: Same as Alternative | since all GRSG habitat Ofﬁc grant a modﬂ&mn

leks: l. management areas would be

In consultation with the State of
Colorado, a modification
(changes to the stipulation either
temporarily or for the term of
either part of or the entire lease)
to GRSG NSO-46e(2) could be
granted based on an analysis of
the following factors:

o Location of proposed lease
activities in relation to
critical GRSG habitat areas
as identified by factors
including, but not limited
to, average male lek
attendance and/or
important seasonal habitat
An evaluation of the
potential threats from
proposed lease activities
that may affect the local

population as compared t&ﬂ.

benefits that could be
accomplished through
compensatory or off-site
mitigation (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.3 of the
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS,
Regional Mitigation)

An evaluation of the
proposed lease activities in
relation to the site-specific
terrain and habitat
features. For example, in
the vicinity of leks, local
terrain features such as
ridges and ravines may

&
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potential modification.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

reduce the habitat
importance and shield
nearby habitat from
disruptive factors.

e MT/DK: NSO 0.6 lek buffer in
GHMA:
Miles City: The AO, may modify
the boundaries of the stipulated
area if portions of the leasehold
are no longer within 6/10 mile of
the perimeter of an active lek, or
a portion of the habitat has been
altered to the point sage-grouse
no longer occupy the site and
there is no likelihood of habitat
capable of supporting sage-grouse
being restored.
South Dakota: No modifications.
Billings: Modification included in
the exception language.
Billings: winter habitat: The AO,
after coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, may
modify the boundaries of the
stipulated area if portions of the
leasehold no longer support
wintering wildlife
HiLine (w/in 0.6 miles of leks in
GHMA): The boundaries of the
stipulated area may be modified if
the AO, in consultation with

MFWP, determines that portions .:"

of the area can be occupied
without adversely affecting
Greater Sage-Grouse leks. The
AO, in consultation with MFWP,
may also modify the size and
shape of the area based on
studies documenting actual
habitat suitability and/or local

(See above.)

periods of actual use

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Lewistown (winter habitat): The
Authorized Officer, after
coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, may
modify the boundaries of the
stipulated area if portions of the
leasehold no longer support
wintering wildlife.

Lewistown (w/in 0.6 miles of leks

in GHMA): The Authorized

Officer may modify the

boundaries of the stipulation area

if portions of the leasehold are
no longer within 0.6 miles of the

perimeter of an active lek, or a

portion of the habitat has been

altered to the point Greater

Sage-Grouse no longer occupy

the site and there is no likelihood

of habitat capable of supporting

Greater Sage-Grouse being

restored.

e OR: NSO within | mile of
pending or occupied lek in
GHMA:

Modification: None.

o WY: NSO 0.25 lek buffer
outside PHMA:
Modification: The authorized
officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or the

NSO criteria if an environmental -

record of review finds that a
portion of the NSO area is
nonessential, or it is identified
through scientific research or
monitoring that the existing
criteria are inadequate or overly
protective for maintaining the
function or utility of the site for
the seasonal habitat, life-history,
or behavioral needs of the

’<’w

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Greater Sage-Grouse, including
(but not limited to) reproductive
display, daytime loafing/staging
activities, and nesting.

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

e ID: None
e CO: w/in 2 miles of active
leks:
No waivers are authorized
unless the area or resource
mapped as possessing the
attributes protected by the
stipulation is determined during
collaboration with the State of
Colorado to lack those attributes
or potential attributes. A 30-day
public notice and comment
period is required before waiver
of a stipulation. Waivers would
require BLM State Director
approval.

e MT/DK: NSO 0.6 lek buffer in

GHMA:

Miles City: The AO, may waive
this stipulation if no portion of
the leasehold is within 6/10 mile
of the perimeter of an active lek.
South Dakota: The AO, may
waive this stipulation if no
portion of the leasehold is within
6/10 mile of the perimeter of an
active lek.

Billings: The AO may waive this
stipulation if:

o The entire leasehold is no
longer within 0.6 mile of
the perimeter of a lek;

o Itis determined sage-
grouse are no longer a
BLM special status species
or federally threatened or
endangered;

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
UT, WY: Same as Alternative
l.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Waiver: This stipulation may be
waived for‘a specific lek ifyin
coordination with the appropriate
State agendy, it is.determined,that
the GRSG lek that'was active has
beén‘classified as inactive as
determined by thé WAFWA
definitions and ‘eonfirmed-by the
appropriateiState agency. Prior to
waiving,the stipulations, surveys
should confirm that the lek is
inactive.and not maoved to
anotherlocation:in the vicinity.
Any changes to this stipulation
will bé,made in accordance with
thefland use plan and/or the
regulatory provisions for such
changes.

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

o No reasonable alternative
development scenario
exists; or

o The habitat has been
altered to the point sage-
grouse no longer use the
site and there is little
likelihood of habitat
capable of supporting sage-
grouse being restored.

Billings: winter habitat: The AO,
after coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, may
waive this stipulation if the entire
leasehold has been altered to an
extent that future use by
wintering wildlife is unlikely.
HiLine (w/in 0.6 miles of leks in
GHMA): The stipulation may be
waived if the AO, in consultation
with MFWP, determines that no
portion of the leasehold is within
0.6 mile of the perimeter of an
active lek.

Lewistown (winter habitat): The
Authorized Officer, after
coordination with the state
wildlife management agency, ma

waive this stipulation if the entire |

leasehold has been altered to an
extent, future use by wintering
wildlife is unlikely.

Lewistown (w/in 0.6 miles of leks ,:5

in GHMA): The Authorized
Officer may waive this stipulation
if no portion of the leasehold is
within 0.6 miles of the perimeter
of an active lek

e OR: NSO within | mile of
pending or occupied lek in

(See above.)

GHMA:

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Waiver: The BLM Field Manager
may waive application of the
above use restrictions and
meeting objectives within general
habitat if off-site mitigation were
successfully completed in priority
habitat or opportunity areas,
following discussions with the
BLM and ODFW. Even in
situations where use restrictions
are waived in general habitat, to
avoid direct disturbance or
mortality of GRSG, disturbances
would not be approved during
the sensitive seasons.

e WY: NSO 0.25 lek buffer
outside PHMA:
Waiver: This stipulation may be
waived over the entire lease if, in
coordination with the state
wildlife agency, it is determined
that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek
has been classified as unactive as
determined by the state wildlife
agency. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in

accordance with the land use pIa»\(~
|

and/or the regulatory provisions
for such changes. (For guidance
on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

| Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Controlled Surface Use: Disturbance Cap

e CO, ID, MT/DK and OR did
not include the disturbance
cap as a stipulation. As such,
there were no WEMs.

e CA: No exceptions.

e NV:

Nevada lands only—Any

exceptions to the disturbance

cap may be approved by the

Authorized Officer only with the

concurrence of the State

Director. The Authorized Officer

may not grant an exception

unless the NDOW, the USFWS,
and the BLM unanimously find
that the proposed action satisfies
the conditions stated in the
stipulation. Initially, the technical
team would make such finding;
the team consists of a field
biologist or other GRSG expert
from each respective agency. In
the event the initial finding were
not unanimous, the finding may
be elevated to the BLM State

Director, USFWS State Ecological

Services Director, and NDOW

Director for final resolution. In

the event their recommendation

were not unanimous to grant the
exception, the exception would
not be granted.

e UT: No exceptions.

e WY (Core only):
Exception: The authorized
officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of
review determines that the
action, as proposed or
conditioned, would not impair
the function or utility of the site

e CO, ID, MT/DK, OR, WY:
Same as Alternative |.
o CA:
New development/activity would
not exceed the 3% disturbance
cap protocol at the project scale
in PHMA, except in situations
where a net conservation gain to
the species is achieved as a
component of compliance with a
state mitigation plan, program, or
authority.

o NV:

Nevada lands only—

New development/activity would
not exceed the 3% disturbance
cap protocol at the project scale
in PHMA, except in situatiens
where a net conservation'gain.to
the species is achieved as a
component of complianceiwith a
state mitigatioh plan, program, ¢
authority, such as«fequiredsby-the
State of Nevada’s’Executive
Order 2018-32 (andiany futtre
regulations adopted by.therState
of Nevada régarding
compensatory mitigation,
consistent with federallaw):

o UT;

The, 3)percent eap may be
exeeeded/at the proposed
project analysis scale if a technical
team determines that site-specific
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and
population information, combined
with project design elements
indicates the project will improve
the condition of Greater Sage-
Grouse habitat within the

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

All States:

Exception: The Authorized

Officer may consider fluid mineral

infrastructure-on public lands that

couldgresult in exceedingithe 3

peréént disturbance-cap.at the

project scale only.if the following
three criteria are.met:

1).with copeurtencefrom the

State Director,

2),ifthe’ environmentalyreview

document(s) explains-how the

RMP GRSG goals and objectives

will'be met,sincluding,.compliance

with the' RMP’s GRSG mitigation
strategy, documenting efforts to:

o, First ayoid impacts by locating
thewproposed project in areas
outside of PHMA, collocated
within the footprint of existing
disturbance, or in areas of non-
habitat shall be documented.

e Second to minimize impacts by
applying project design features
shall be documented (e.g., use
of RDFs, buffer distances,
seasonal limitations, etc.).

e Third, only then to consider
using compensatory mitigation.
It is important to note
compensatory mitigation may
not be appropriate in some
GRSG habitats/populations.
Before using compensatory
mitigation as an approach for
this exception, the
effectiveness of whether
compensatory mitigation can
offset impacts to the affected
habitat and associated
population without risking
impacts to those GRSG

Same as Alternative 4, except in

WY and MT where the project

scale disturbance cap is 5%. All

states would also include the
following additional exceptions

included under criteria #3:

Compensatory mitigation would

not have to be completed and

functioning prior to being able to
grant the exception. To grant the
activity based on compensatory
mitigation, prior to construction,
surface occupancy, or surface
disturbing activities the
compensation project must be
planned, funded, and approved by
the operator, BLM, surface
owner, and in coordination with
the appropriate State agency.

However, due to the uncertainty

associated with whether the

compensatory mitigation project
would successfully offset the
impacts, one of the following
would need to apply:

e the area of habitat
improvement associated with
compensatory mitigation
would need to increase to
account for a level of risk that
the compensatory mitigation
action may fail or not persist
for the full duration of the
impact based on the type of
specific compensatory
project(s) and ecological
conditions, or

e The operator provides long-
term assurances that the
compensatory project would
become functional (e.g.,
project maintenance or
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

for the current or subsequent
seasonal habitat, life-history, or
behavioral needs of Greater Sage-
Grouse. The BLM can and does
grant exceptions if the BLM, in
coordination with the WGFD,
determines that granting an
exception would not adversely
impact the population being
protected.

e WY (Connectivity only):
Exception: The authorized
officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of
review determines that the
action, as proposed or
conditioned, would not impair
the function or utility of the site
for the current or subsequent
seasonal habitat, life-history, or
behavioral needs of Greater Sage-
Grouse. An exception to the
stated limits may be granted
when compensatory mitigation is
determined to provide an overall
beneficial effect to sage-grouse
habitat and populations. The BLM
can and does grant exceptions if
the BLM, in coordination with the
WGFD, determines that granting
an exception would not adversely
impact the population being
protected.

proposed project analysis area.
Factors considered by the team
are in Appendix E and in MA-SSS-
3B (of the 2019 Utah GRSG
ARMPA). Such exceptions to the
3 percent disturbance cap may be
approved by the Authorized
Officer only with the
concurrence of the State
Director. The finding and
recommendation shall be made
by the technical team, which
should consist of a BLM field
biologist, other local Greater
Sage-Grouse experts, and
biologists and other
representatives from the
appropriate State of Utah agency.
*This would only be applicable'to
new fluid minerals leases if the
exception criteria identified*for
the NSO stipulation @bove were
granted.

(See above.)

habitats and populations shall
consider local biological
considerations, including, but
not limited.to population size,
connectivity to other
populations, availability.of
eXisting functionakhabitat, and
the availability of mitigation
projécts that"could benefit the
impacted, population: and
3)'if one of'the following
circumstances can be
documented:

e The'exceedance at the project
scale isthe result-of.
consglidating disturbance
associated with the proposed
projectas a strategy to leave
other.portions of the PHMA
(and IHMA) undisturbed from
new authorizations, and the
third bullet below, addressing
compensatory mitigation, is

applied to any residual impacts.

No exceedances would be
allowed at the HAF Fine Scale.
e [f a technical team evaluates
and recommends that site-
specific GRSG habitat and
population information,
combined with project design
elements — including
compensatory mitigation,
indicates the proposed project
is expected to improve the
condition of GRSG habitat
within the proposed project
analysis area. Factors
considered by the team will
include GRSG abundance and
trends, movement patterns —
including impacts to
connectivity, habitat amount

retreatment, easements,

mitigation bonding — BLM H-

1794-1, section 7.3, etc.).
Compensatory mitigation rate
would need to consider number
of acres necessary to offset acres
affected by direct and indirect
effects (see Mitigation section), as
well as likelihood that the
mitigation project may not
provide the anticipated
compensation for the duration of
the impact. In addition, the
compensation necessary to grant
this exception must provide the
offsetting benefit in the same
HAF Fine Scale unit being
impacted by the potential
development.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

r..

(See above.)

NP
A R\

&0 . Q&
O N pﬁl’ |

@ 2 O
07
LD . ‘ e
e 'ﬁﬁf“\ﬂgﬂb\, NN
D\

(See above.)

e (\factor

and quality, extent and
alignment of project
disturbance, location and
density of existing disturbance
(e.g., b%al for increased
fr atlon) proj

c@jl ns, ﬁo{o?&ﬁk

al

i
*“‘“.{?ﬁf@%@“

H‘ d consist
, a2 BLM field
d a bi § ogist and
presel@ ves from the
prla{:,.’r te agency.
|stur%nce associated with
th*q@newal or re-
authorization of existing
>, <‘Infrastructure in previously
disturbed sites or expansions
of existing infrastructure that
do not result in new direct,

indirect, or cumulative impacts
on GRSG and its habitat.
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To approve this exception, the
Authorized Officer must
document, in coordination with
the appropriate State agency, that
the proposed action satisfies the
three criteria listed above.

For this exception to apply, the
compensatory mitigation must be
completed prior to the
disturbance that results in the
exceedance of the disturbance cap
so the value of the mitigation can
be accurately compared to the
value of the habitat to be affected

by the proposed disturbance. In

(See above.)

2024

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2-75



2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

r..
T

(See above.)

(See above.)

addition, the compensation
necessary to grant this exception
must provide the offsetting benefit
to the population being impacted
by the pq{ﬂht development.

\ep |on o
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ess{Q

If area cnate with the
poszéﬂ elopfent seeking
the ptl ., well pad,
gess% station, etc.) is in an
a ea orhood cluster) that
t one of the adaptive
agement thresholds (hard or

Prlqc;% gr

[ soft) (see Section 2.5.13), no

exceptions would be considered
until the causal factor analysis is
completed. If the causal factor
analysis concludes that
development associated with the
type of activity seeking the
exception is or could contribute
to the threshold being met or not
recovering, no exception would
be granted. If the analysis is
inconclusive on cause, exceptions

could be considered.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e NV/CA, and UT: No
modifications.
e WY (Core only):
Modification: The authorized
officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or
surface occupancy criteria if an
environmental record of review
finds that a portion of the CSU
area is nonessential, or it is
identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the
existing criteria are inadequate or
overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site
for the seasonal habitat, life-
history, or behavioral needs of
the Greater Sage-Grouse,
including (but not limited to)
reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and
nesting.
e WY (Connectivity only):
Exception: The authorized
officer may modify the area
subject to the stipulation or
surface occupancy criteria if an
environmental record of review
finds that a portion of the CSU
area is nonessential, or it is
identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the
existing criteria are inadequate or
overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site
for the seasonal habitat, life-
history, or behavioral needs of
the Greater Sage-Grouse,
including (but not limited to)
reproductive display, daytime
loafing/staging activities, and

nesting.

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
WY: Same as Alternative .
o UT:
The stipulation can be modified
to allow disturbance to exceed 3
percent on the lease if
disturbance in the project analysis
area and PHMA associated with a
Greater Sage-Grouse population
area remains under 3 percent.
*This would only be applicable to
new fluid minerals leases if the
exception criteria identified for
the NSO stipulation above were
granted.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Modification: None.

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e NV/CA, and UT: No waivers.
o WY (Core only):

Waiver: No waiver.

o WY (Connectivity only):
Waiver: No waiver.

e CO, ID, MT/DK, NV/CA, OR,
WY: Same as Alternative .
e UT:
The Authorized Officer may
grant a waiver to a fluid mineral
lease NSO stipulation if, through
the appropriate planning process
(i.e., maintenance, amendment),
the area is no longer within
PHMA.
*This would only be applicable to
new fluid minerals leases if the
exception criteria identified for
the NSO stipulation above were
granted.

No WEMs would be necessary,

since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Waiver: The Authorized Officer
may consider and grant a waiver
of the stipulation on an existing
lease if the area mapped as PHMA
(and IHMAin-tdaho) when the
lease was.issued is no longer
mapped as such/through.the
appropriaté planning processi(i-e.,
plan maintenance'or amendment).
Priorto waiying the disturbance
cap stipulation fora-given drea,
the potential waiver shall-be
stbject tolpublic review for at
least a.30-day périod (e.g., could
be,part of the APD NEPA
process)!

Same as Alternative 4.

Seasonal Constraints/Stipulations (WEMs associated-With such.GRSGsstipulationis in all ‘applicable habitat management area types)

e |D: No timing/seasonal
stipulations were included in
the stipulations appendix.

e CO:

In consultation with the State of
Colorado, a modification or an
exception to GRSG TL-46 could
be granted based on an analysis
of the following factors:

o Location of proposed lease
activities in relation to
critical GRSG habitat areas
as identified by factors
including, but not limited
to, average male lek
attendance and/or
important seasonal habitat

o An evaluation of the
potential threats from
proposed lease activities
that may affect the local
population as compared to
benefits that could be
accomplished through
compensatory or off-site

e CO, ID, OR, UT, WY: Same
as Alternative |.

e NV/CA: In the 2019 ARMPA,
WEM s for all the
seasonal/timing stipulatiops
refer the readerback to'the
same WEMs for the NSO

No WEMs would be necessaty,

sincerall GRSG habitat
management-areas,wolld be
closed, to*new fluid mineral
leasing.

Exception; The Authorized
Officer, may consider and provide
temporary relief from seasonal
constraints by granting an
exception after documenting the
review of available information
associated with the site proposed
for the exception. While the BLM
considers information from all
sources, the State wildlife agency
can provide information directly
associated with bird use, including
whether GRSG populations are
not using the seasonal habitat
during that year’s seasonal life
cycle period. Based on this
information and recommendation,
and documented variability in
climatic conditions (e.g., early/late
spring, long/heavy winter), use
patterns, or other applicable
information the Authorized
Officer may consider a one-time
exception if development
associated with it will not affect
GRSG habitat use, movement or

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

mitigation (see Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.3 of the
Proposed LUPA/Final EIS,
Regional Mitigation)

An evaluation of the
proposed lease activities in
relation to the site-specific
terrain and habitat
features. For example,
within 4 miles of a lek,
local terrain features such
as ridges and ravines may
reduce the habitat
importance and shield
nearby habitat from
disruptive factors.

e MT/DK:

Dillon: An Exception to this
stipulation may be granted by the
authorized officer if the operator
submits a plan that demonstrates
that impacts from the proposed
action are minimal or can be
adequately mitigated.

Butte and Dillon: An Exception to
this stipulation may be granted by
the authorized officer, in
consultation with the Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP)
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), if the operator

submits a plan that demonstrates .15

that impacts from the proposed
action are minimal or can be
adequately mitigated.

North Dakota: This stipulation
may be waived or reduced if
circumstances change, or if the
lessee can demonstrate that
operations can be conducted
without causing unacceptable

(See above.)

impacts. Exceptions to this

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

limitation in any particular year
may be specifically approved in
writing by the authorized officer.
In all cases, the stipulation
(including any Modification) will
be designed to present the least
restrictive measure for avoiding
unacceptable adverse impacts.
Butte: An Exception to this
stipulation may be granted by the
authorized officer if the operator
submits a plan that demonstrates
that impacts from the proposed
action are minimal or can be
adequately mitigated.

Billings: An Exception to this
stipulation may be granted by the
AQ, in consultation with Montana
FWP, if the operator submits a
plan which demonstrates that the
proposed action will not affect
sage grouse or their habitat.
Refer to “Requirements and/or
Guidelines for Wildlife
Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
and Exceptions to No Surface
Occupancy (NSO) and Timing

Limitation Stipulations”, Appen%\

H or portions of the area no
longer have sage grouse or their
habitat, or the lek is confirmed
inactive (10 years with no males

or sign of lek activity). Activities ,:5

would be allowed, if they are
consistent with the goals and
objectives for the Restoration
Area (RA) or General habitat.
HiLine: The AO may grant an
Exception if the operator submits
a plan that demonstrates the
impacts from the proposed
action are acceptable or can be

adequately mitigated.

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
o NV/CA: (w/in 4 miles of active | (See above.) (See above.) (See above.) (See above.)
or pending leks in GHMA,
winter habitat, early and late
brood rearing habitat): )
The Authorized Officer may gcx\%
grant an exception where an K‘\.
O

environmental review and < > Q} O
consultation with the appropriate ‘:J{.\ (o) ‘ @M \
state agency (Nevada *-7-_;"* & ,QQ e
Department of Wildlife, ‘a’ﬂ ‘d\ .
Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical 0«& e = b : \\S
Team, California Department of S : ‘
Fish and Wildlife) determines that 1-;;’\0 Qﬁ ('-;"‘2’ Q\} Eﬁ%
the action, as proposed or s 8
otherwise restricted, does not ‘\M
adversely affect GRSG or its «,50
habitat. An exception may also be @Q
granted if the proponent, the '{ ’{.
BLM, and the appropriate state : ™ ?
agency negotiate mitigation that ‘k D{b \ ’c(\
would provide a clear net Ly L W
0“\ Y ©

conservation gain to GRSG and

its habitat. 0 < 0
hab W ,Q(\ < ‘E}

¢ OR GHMA (Winter habitat): > &N Nle
The BLM Field Manager could "2 & »,\(0 N

grant exceptions to the seasonal
restrictions and use restrictions i i
the project plan and NEPA 6‘0 \Q{b
document demonstrate that \

\
impacts from the proposed %h’:b \$ “\ﬁ b_DD

action can be adequately i ﬁ
mitigated. \}\@ ’ 0(\ ‘ \“&“

g P @Y
e OR GHMA (Breeding, ﬁ{b

Nesting, Early and late brood ‘ Q:\‘a"

rearing habitat):
The BLM Field Manager could
grant exceptions to the seasonal
and use restrictions under the
following conditions:
o If surveys determine there
are no active or occupied
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

leks within 4 miles of the
proposed project during
the year (based on ODFW
lek survey protocol) and
the proposed activity
would not take place
beyond the season being
excepted

If the project plan and
NEPA document
demonstrate that impacts
from the proposed action
could be adequately
mitigated

e UT (breeding, nesting, early
and late brood rearing, and
winter habitat): No
exceptions.

o WY PHMA (Core and
Connectivity) and GHMA:

Exception: The authorized

officer may grant an exception if

an environmental record of
review determines that the
action, as proposed or
conditioned, will not affect
reproductive displays, nest
attendance, egg or chick survival,
or early brood-rearing success.

Actions designed to enhance the

long-term utility or availability of

suitable Greater Sage-Grouse
habitat may be exempted from
this timing limitation. The BLM
can and does grant exceptions to
seasonal restrictions if the BLM,
in coordination with the WGFD,
determines that granting an
exception would not adversely
impact the population being
protected.

45

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

o WY Winter Concentration
Areas:
Exception: The authorized
officer may grant an exception if
an environmental record of
review determines that the
action, as proposed or
conditioned, will not impair the
function and suitability of the
winter concentration area, or it is
determined that the winter
concentration area is not active
by concentrated populations of
Greater Sage-Grouse during the
period of concern. Actions
designed to enhance the long-
term utility or availability of

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

¢ CO: Modification language
included in the exception
language above.
e MT/DK:
Dillon: The boundaries of the
stipulated area may be modified if
the authorized officer determines
that portions of the area can be
occupied without adversely
affecting sage grouse leks.
Butte and Dillon: The boundaries
of the stipulated area may be
modified if the authorized officer
determines that portions of the
area no longer contain Sage
Grouse winter/spring range. The
dates for the timing restriction
may be modified if new
information indicates that the
December | through May |5
dates are not valid for the
leasehold.
North Dakota: This stipulation
may be waived or reduced if
circumstances change, or if the
lessee can demonstrate that
operations can be conducted
without causing unacceptable
impacts. Exceptions to this
limitation in any particular year
may be specifically approved in
writing by the authorized officer.
In all cases, the stipulation
(including any Modification) will
be designed to present the least
restrictive measure for avoiding
unacceptable adverse impacts.
Butte: The boundaries of the
stipulated area may be modified if
the authorized officer determines
that portions of the area can be
occupied without adversely
affecting sage grouse leks.

e CO, ID, MT/DK, OR, UT,
WY: Same as Alternative |.
e NV/CA:
The authorized officer, in
coordination with the
appropriate state wildlife agency
(NDOW, and/or CDFW), can
modify and/or waive dates for
seasonal timing restrictions based
on the criteria described below,
based on site-specific information
that indicates:
i. A project proposal’'s NEPA
analysis and/or project
record, and
correspondence from
NDOW and/or CDFW,
demonstrates that any
modification
(shortening/extending
seasonal timeframeés‘or
waiving the seasonal timing
restrictions‘all together) is
justified”en the basis that.it
serves.to better protect.or
énhance GRSG andjts
habitat than if the-strict
application ofiseasoinal
timing restrictionsiare
implemented.:Under this
scenario_modifications’can
occuryifs
a.+ A'proposed
authorization wotld
have beneficial or
neutral impacts on
GRSG and its habitat.

b. Topography or other
factors eliminate direct
and indirect impacts
from visibility and
audibility to GRSG and
its habitat.

No WEMs would be necessary,
since all GRSG habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluid mineral
leasing.

Modification: The BLM can and
does grant modifications to
seasonal restrictions if the BLM, in
coordination with the state
wildlife agenicy‘on a case-by-case
basis,determines that granting the
modification, would potiadversely
impact th€ population’being
protected. Thejauthorized.officer
may, consider and granta
modification to the dates'and
areasrassociated-‘with_seasonal
tiling restrictions based on the
criterja,described"below — after
documenting.the reyiew of
available ‘information‘associated
with.the site preposed for the
modification, if:

i., The geographic and
temporal conditions
demonstrate that any
modification
(shortening/extending
seasonal timeframes) is
justified on the basis that it
serves to better protect or
enhance GRSG and its
habitat than if the strict
application of seasonal
timing restrictions are
implemented. Under this
scenario modifications can
occur if one or more of the
following conditions can be
documented:

a. A proposed
authorization is expected
to have beneficial or
neutral impacts on
GRSG and its habitat.

b. Topography or other
factors eliminate direct
and indirect impacts

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Billings: The boundaries of the
stipulated area may be modified if
the AO determines that portions
of the area can be occupied
without adversely affecting sage
grouse leks or portions of the
area no longer have sage grouse
or their habitat. The timing
restriction dates may be modified
if new information indicates that
the dates are not valid for the
leasehold.

HiLine: The boundaries of the
stipulated area may be modified if
the AO determines that portions
of the area no longer contain
viable winter range. The dates for
the timing restriction may be
modified if new wildlife use
information indicates that the
dates are not valid for the
leasehold. The AO may also
modify the size and shape of the
area based on studies
documenting actual habitat
suitability and/or local periods of
actual use

o NV/CA: (w/in 4 miles of active
or pending leks in GHMA,
winter habitat, early and late
brood rearing habitat):

The Authorized Officer may

modify the size and shape of the

restricted area or the period of
limitation where an
environmental review and
consultation with the appropriate
state agency (Nevada

Department of Wildlife,

Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical

Team, California Department of

Fish and Wildlife) determines that

c. There are documented
local variations (e.g.,
higher/lower elevations)
and/or annual climatic
fluctuations (e.g.,
early/late spring,
long/heavy winter) that
indicate the seasonal life
cycle periods are
different than presented,
or that GRSG are not
using the area during a
given seasonal life cycle
period.

ii. Modifications are needed to
address an immediate public
health and safety concern in
a timely manner (e.g.,
maintaining a road impacted
by flooding).

(See above.)

from visibility and
audibility to GRSG and
its habitat.

c. There are documented
localvariations that
indicate the seasonal life
cycle periods ‘are

different.than presented.
ii. Modifications are peeded to

address an immediate public
health and’safety conCern in
a-timelysmanner_(e:g.,
maintaining a road impacted
by flooding).

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

the action, as proposed or
otherwise restricted, does not
adversely affect GRSG or its
habitat.

e OR GHMA (Winter and
breeding, nesting, and early
and late brood-rearing
habitat):

Additionally, the BLM Field

Manager may modify the seasonal

restrictions and use restrictions

under the following conditions:

o If portions of the area do
not include winter habitat
(lacking the principle
habitat components of
winter GRSG habitat, as
defined in GRSG habitat
indicators Table 2-2) or
are outside the current
defined winter habitat
area, as determined by the
BLM in discussion with the
ODFW, and indirect
impacts would be
mitigated
If documented local
variations (e.g., higher or
lower elevations) or
annual climate fluctuations
(e.g., early or late spring,
long or heavy winter)
reflect a need to change
the given dates to better
protect GRSG in a given
area and the proposed
activity would not take
place beyond the season
being excepted

v

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

2-86

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e UT (breeding, nesting, early
and late brood rearing, and
winter habitat):

Specific time and distance

determinations would be based

on site-specific conditions and
may be modified due to

documented local variations (e.g.,

higher/lower elevations) or

annual climactic fluctuations (e.g.,

early/late spring, long and/or

heavy winter) in order to better
protect GRSG, in coordination
with UDWR biologists.

e WY PHMA (Core and
Connectivity) and GHMA
Modification: The authorized
officer may modify the size and
shape of the TLS area or the TLS

criteria if an environmental
record of review indicates the
actual habitat suitability for
seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse
activities is greater or less than
the stipulated area, or it is
identified through scientific

research or monitoring that thetﬂ“

existing criteria are inadequate or
overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site
for the seasonal habitat, life-

history, or behavioral needs of -

the Greater Sage-Grouse,

including (but not limited to)

reproductive display, daytime

loafing/staging activities, and

nesting.

o WY Winter Concentration
Areas:

Modification: The authorized

officer may modify the size and

(See above.)

shape of the TLS area or the TLS

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

criteria if an environmental
record of review indicates the
actual habitat suitability for
seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse
activities is greater or less than
the stipulated area, or it is
identified through scientific
research or monitoring that the
existing criteria are inadequate or
overly protective for maintaining
the function or utility of the site
for the seasonal habitat, life-
history, or behavioral needs of
the Greater Sage-Grouse.

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

e CO:

No waivers are authorized
unless the area or resource
mapped as possessing the
attributes protected by the
stipulation are determined during
collaboration with Colorado
Parks and Wildlife to lack those
attributes or potential attributes.
A 30-day public notice and
comment period is required
before waiver of a stipulation.
Waivers would require BLM
State Director approval.

e MT/DK:

Dillon: This stipulation may be
waived if the authorized officer,
in consultation with the Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks,
determines that the entire
leasehold can be occupied
without adversely affecting Sage
Grouse Leks or the surrounding
breeding habitat.

Butte and Dillon: This stipulation
may be waived if the authorized
officer determines that the entire
leasehold no longer contains sage

e CO, ID, MT/DK, OR, UT,
WY: Same as Alternative |.

e NV/CA: In the 2019 ARMPA,
WEM s for all the
seasonal/timing stipulations
refer the reader back to-the
same WEMs for the. NSO.

No WEMs\would be necessary,
since all, GRSG;habitat
management areas would be
closed to new fluidmineral
leasing.

Waiver: The Authotized Officer
may consider andigrant a waiver
of the stipulation’on an existing
lease if the'area that was mapped
as a GRSG habitat management
area’(regardless of type) when the
lease was issued is no longer
mapped as such through the
appropriate planning process (i.e.,
plan maintenance or amendment).

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

grouse winter/spring range or, if
in coordination with the FWP
and FWS, determines that the
area is not critical for Sage
Grouse.

Butte: This stipulation may be
waived if the authorized officer,
in consultation with the Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service,
determines that the entire
leasehold can be occupied
without adversely affecting Sage
Grouse Leks or the surrounding
breeding habitat.

North Dakota: This stipulation
may be waived or reduced if
circumstances change, or if the
lessee can demonstrate that
operations can be conducted
without causing unacceptable
impacts. Exceptions to this
limitation in any particular year
may be specifically approved in
writing by the authorized officer.
In all cases, the stipulation
(including any Modification) will
be designed to present the leas
restrictive measure for avoiding
unacceptable adverse impacts.
Billings: This stipulation may be
waived if the AO, in consultation
with Montana FWP and the
USFWS, determines that the
entire leasehold can be occupied
without adversely affecting sage
grouse leks or the surrounding
breeding habitat, the lek is
confirmed inactive (10 years with
no males or sign of lek activity),
or sage grouse are no longer
considered BLM special status
species and not listed by USFWVS.

&

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

HiLine: This stipulation may be
waived if the AO determines that
the entire leasehold no longer
contains viable winter range.

o NV/CA: (w/in 4 miles of active
or pending leks in GHMA,
winter habitat, early and late
brood rearing habitat):

The Authorized Officer may

waive the stipulation where an

environmental review and
consultation with the appropriate
state agency (Nevada

Department of Wildlife,

Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical

Team, California Department of

Fish and Wildlife) determines that

the described lands do not

contain GRSG or suitable habitat
or are otherwise incapable of
serving the requirements of

GRSG and therefore no longer

warrant consideration as a

component necessary for their

protection.

e OR GHMA (Winter and 'f,“

breeding, nesting, and early
and late brood-rearing
habitat): No waivers.

e UT (breeding, nesting, early
and late brood rearing, and
winter habitat): No waivers.

o WY PHMA (Core only):

Waiver: No waiver.

o WY PHMA (Connectivity
only), and GHMA:

Waiver: This stipulation may be

waived over the entire lease if, in

coordination with the state
wildlife agency, it is determined

r..

that the Greater Sage-Grouse lek

(See above.)

(See above.) (See above.)

O e
&P < e ot
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(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-9. Comparison of Alternatives, Fluid Mineral Leasing Waivers, Exceptions, and Modifications)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

has been classified as unactive as
determined by the state wildlife
agency. Any changes to this
stipulation will be made in
accordance with the land use plan
and/or the regulatory provisions
for such changes. (For guidance
on the use of this stipulation, see
BLM Manuals 1624 and 3101.)
o WY Winter Concentration
Areas:
Waiver: No waiver.

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.8 Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission

There have been very few published scientific studies on the impacts of wind development on GRSG (Lloyd
et al,, 2022), direct habitat loss and degradation from facilities and human disturbance are known impacts,
and are similar to impacts from development of non-renewable energy resources. Roads account for most
of the direct, permanent ground disturbance at wind facilities (Lloyd et al., 2022). Mortality from collision
with turbine blades is infrequent (Lloyd et al. 2022). Indirect impacts include potential avoidance of tall
structures (Pruett et al., 2009), disturbance due to noise (Blickley et al., 2012) and chapges in habitat use by
female GRSG (LeBeau et al., 2020). Habitat avoidance and changing habitat us N{&y have compwmg

effects for extremely philopatric (species that return or stay at a particular lo n) spedE; suc
Increased numbers of known and novel predators may also be a concer'n ugh arch on _chan
predator abundance at wind facilities is limited. Indirect impacts fiﬁ soIa g@zloprﬁé
anecdotal (Gerringer et al., 2022) and mostly unknown. Loss of bitat fro s fo pa

installation is a direct impact, and can include hundreds to thog&gds of e& n,{li:ﬂscale {fq_he
e O

solar development. Such direct habitat loss can also mcrea@\habltat @gment

Impacts of transmission lines on GRSG vary with t phy and habltagﬁ?abll ene e presence
of transmission lines negatively impacted G tion ( son 20I hI et al.,, 2019,
Lebeau et al., 2019, Kirol and Fedy 2023), d R§'ap rates (G@gh et alx 8) a@u a@{?&s (Lebeau
etal., 2019). Long-term impacts to GR thew.Eg ogra "I'cs are I&wn Rﬂns USI{Q erline poles
for perching and nesting significantl cted

at us @to p %#c'be a'distance of 12.5
km in Nevada (Gibson et al. ZQ\ but |st wera\r orte ther @ es (e.g., Boarman and

Heinrich 1999, Bui et al. 20{“

ﬂ?‘ “' e,
The BLM is curren %pdatl Iﬂjﬂh fors ar L e@&ment in the Solar Programmatic
ent

Environmental t Statem | ing th RMPs related to solar energy

development"l}t at "%s of ts t Solar s:&dae sting management associated with the
20I5 G me ments ag\%se direct c@turr% SGhabitat management on BLM- administered lands.

@er the éﬁﬂ} PElSiQ!ate d a( o qt\l‘amg effort to decide how solar energy development
uc@n GRSG_:h %.@ e S’\-

wm \5 %2 natlv '@o ewable energy development that will contribute to meeting
|n|5§§'5&e obj s whkﬂ: nse RSG habitats from known impacts and addressing potential

mdn;{(@ '2‘

|son A rnatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission,

,_.;_'_‘\:-"' X mm@mg l;t{hernatlve for this management issue.
Wa®
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission

Summary of Alternative | |

Summary of Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Wind and Solar

e PHMA/IHMA (ID):

o Except as noted below,
PHMA in all states are
Exclusion for wind and
solar.

ID, NVICA, and OR
specify that the exclusion
applies to utility scale wind
and solar development.
WY is Avoidance for wind
unless sufficiently
demonstrated that
development would not
result in population
declines.

WY does not specifically
address solar but general
surface disturbance limits
would exclude solar near
leks (0.6 miles) and
minimize (e.g., disturbance
cap, mitigation) elsewhere
in PHMA.

ID IHMA is Avoidance for
wind and solar.
OR is Avoidance for wind
and solar in Lake, Harney,
and Malheur Counties
outside of SFAs.

for wind outside PHMA
but w/in 5 miles of leks
inside PHMA.

UT includes an Exception g

e PHMA/IHMA (ID):

o Same as Alt |, except
NV/CA added exception
criteria to the closure and
UT changed to Avoidance
for wind outside PHMA
but w/in 5 miles of leks
inside PHMA.

e PHMA:

o All states: Exclusion.

e PHMA:
o A ﬁn‘és Manage PHMA

clusion area:
tilit e d solar,
{‘*O @Sngt ting a .\Q‘é
) 'Bevelt@gf/t (|né,3
,z;((\ass jated |E£ﬁ ructu@
I . me
é‘owe\:gs]) D
C;b ge D IﬂﬁA as
Iusuxﬁ, eas within 3.1
mllaﬁom active leks
t ;ﬂ:} 023; unless
ere aq ustifiable
tures — see buffer
endlx) and avoidance in
the remainder of the
IHMA. Infrastructure could
be considered only if it can
be demonstrated that as
proposed or conditioned it
would not impair habitat
use by GRSG and will meet
that the RMP GRSG goal
and habitat objective.
Additionally, do not allow
surface use, occupancy, or
placement of utility scale
wind and solar facilities and
associated infrastructure
within one-half mile of
PHMA to protect adjacent
PHMA from indirect

impacts from development
in IHMA.

\*\‘”
t@\

Renewable energy decisions in
MT/DK include state specific
differences. See Section 2.6.3

for allocations in those offices.

e PHMA:

o All states except MT/DK:
PHMA and IHMA (ID)
would be avoidance areas
for utility scale wind and
solar energy testing and
development (including
met towers). Development
in all states but ID would
not be allowed in breeding
and nesting habitats, or in
limited/high value (e.g.,
winter, limited mesic)
seasonal habitats unless
one of the criteria below is
met. In ID, development
would not be allowed
inside lek buffers (ID
Buffers Appendix).
= The area is determined

to be non-habitat or
unsuitable, lacks the
ecological potential to
become marginal or
suitable habitat, and
does not provide
important connectivity
between habitat areas
(as determined by a
GRSG biologist using
criteria such as the
Habitat Assessment
Framework and
coordinated with
appropriate state
authority). The project
should be designed to
prevent indirect
disturbance to or
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

AL i
o 2 o
©°
L)Y O e
P v

(See above.)

(See above.)

disruption of adjacent
seasonal habitats.

= Topography/areas of
non-habitat create an
effective barrier to
impacts.

= Co-location of the
proposed authorization
with existing
disturbance will result in
no additional impacts to
those already associated
with the existing major
infrastructure, including
indirect disturbance to
or disruption of
adjacent seasonal
habitats.

o The remainder of
PHMA/IHMA would be
avoidance areas for utility
scale wind and solar testing
and development.
Infrastructure could be
considered only if it can be
demonstrated that as
proposed or conditioned
(including disturbance cap
and mitigation
requirements) it would not
impair habitat use by
GRSG (as determined in
coordination with state
wildlife agency) and will
meet that the RMP GRSG
goal and habitat objective.

Renewable energy decisions in
MT/DK include state specific

differences. See Section 2.6.3
for allocations in those offices.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
e GHMA: e GHMA: Other HMA types are not e GHMA: e GHMA (and SHMA in WY):
o CO, MT, ND and OR are o Same as Alt |, except ID  |applicable to this alterative. o All states: Manage GHMA | Open with minimization
Avoidance for wind and changed applying “RDFs in all states as avoidance measures and compensatory
solar. and buffers” in GHMA to areas "[% utility scale wind | mitigation, to maintain habitat
o SD is Exclusion for solar in applying BMPs and NV/CA r testing an supporting GRSG populations
winter habitat and within | added exception criteria to Iopment : consistent and concurrent with
mile of leks. the Avoidance for wind. rfac state agency habitat designations
o SD and NV/CA are (‘» Q}g oc cy, M (e.g., restoration, connectivity,
Avoidance for wind. é\m ] plaﬁfrgft of@‘&y seasonal, or other), and to
o NV/CAand UT are X ’d:‘\ and mr faullﬁ?? preclude negative impacts to any
Exclusion for solar but can \l‘a 4o wudhgx ission |adjacent PHMA habitats.
co-locate with existing X 0@- \"“u@ fa i &A‘ﬁs\e -half
disturbances in CA. &’\‘ “»K e of%{ (or 2 Renewable energy decisions in
o ID and WY are open for . Dﬁ‘ D ,Q"::’ mlles-.gb O) unless MT/DK include state specific
wind and solar. W\ "WS\ @ ent PHMA is differences. See Section 2.6.3
O UT is open for wind. ,&0 K@ \"0 \: oﬁ"otect from indirect | for allocations in those offices.
@Q @D ¢;‘q\ o ‘ R.1 from
< ’i. Q ,& (‘} Q{:\ ggve opment in GHMA.
. AN ? .Eﬁ‘" O ,é:\ "o \\ rface use, occupancy,
» D\‘b \&\ ’(Q.@ \‘Q’« £ N {’ﬁ. or placement of utility
g&\ @\/ O 'B(\ ‘ \_@ & scale wind and solar
O e O'cr' A;:'Q' "\c"'-"' "0 facilities should be
\}0 4:40, ‘ é @O} fa‘*a avoided in accordance
AN <& O with the lek buffer
‘b ny* Y L ;',;*-» Q?‘ “«., ‘ recommendations for
"\“":5 & \"C‘Q‘ {S‘ Q/ .Q[;\ﬁ tall structures in the lek
| *\“’j'ﬂ' ‘ 1({0 © Q..e‘ ‘ ﬁ& ﬂ\& buffer appendix
tﬂ\”\ v \z\"‘ﬁ V, . ra}‘« e (contained in the 2015
i b@ ﬂ’b <,’j2 : D\“ N ARMP/ARMPASs) to
AN $ X\ D\} minimize impacts to
,,_':;\f" \ ﬁ&?} ‘b.'l:} breeding birds unless
‘z@‘ 0"3‘ @ e local data suggest a
(-‘M * C} \/‘ \0 larger buffer is needed.
= X\ Q} L\,
D = Surface use, occupancy
Nﬂ\@ or placement of utility
N scale wind and solar
facilities should be
avoided in limited/high
value seasonal habitats
and movement
corridors between
those areas to protect
birds moving from
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

o

\
D
ax" Q)

(See above.)

= PHMA to use GHMA
seasonal habitats.
= Work with State and

;:Enty governments to

& developments in
eas of prior

isturban WU|
,v;\':’éi i

o o e %“‘**
&
-3 c:. \) no tat. {\
O @ ﬁ)y :
1'5;\0 \‘Q’\ | %\hltl% @Sa %Xabltat
4 Q’Z‘ D ,Q due todirect and
\0\\ Q(\ [ _\ ‘a’dlrec acts ﬁ\ee
Q\'} (}f:} 'S\\O \:,}. mltgl'bn sec

’QB N .,:3& (\_;:'} ewa energy decisions in

G T/g@nclude state specific
di nces. See Section 2.6.3

pfor allocations in those offices.

(See above.)

e PHMA/IHMA (ID):
o All states are Avoidance
for major ROWs (>100 kV
transmission and >24”

. PHMA/lHMA@DS ,s
o Same<@s.Alternative |,

- %ﬁ:‘gg&.w%

Q\’\

a N
1 X u ?
&ﬁght CI ay (>100

ion and >24”

e PHMA/IHMA (ID):
o All states (except MT/DK)
are Avoidance for major
ROWs (>100 kV

e PHMA/IHMA (ID):
o All states (except MT/DK)
are Avoidance for major
ROWs (>100 kV

pipeline). N\G_—, AVQV \E Q-. \xplpe ) outside of RMP transmission and >24” transmission and >24”
o OR, UT and WY 'ﬂ\ ?’. ated corridors. pipeline). pipeline).
encourage placement of é Q/Q (&Ithln designated o  Where development o Micro-siting (siting based
new lines in designated ,-‘} ‘\ '2‘ corrldors avoid PHMA, if cannot be avoided it would on local data) is required
corridors, or collocated 5;\ "2'\\ ‘\ 6' possible. If not possible, not be allowed in breeding to avoid placement near
with existing disturbance. QO O @ o locate major ROWs within and nesting habitats, or in active leks or in
o Except as noted below, all (.'-_-:'“" {.\0 @\f ,‘:‘(\ designated corridors and other limiting/high value connectivity corridors
states are avoidance for D compensate for impacts seasonal habitats unless between seasonal habitats.
smaller ROWs \NQ' according to the mitigation one of the following o Areas where major ROWs
N strategy. criteria is met: cannot be avoided apply
= The ROW can be minimization measures
routed through non- (e.g., disturbance cap,
habitat/unsuitable (as seasonal constraints, tall
determined by a GRSG structure limitations,
biologist using criteria RDFs, nest and perch
such as the Habitat deterrents, etc.). Residual
Assessment Framework direct and indirect impacts
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

> N
& =) &
N G\}&c\\ﬂ ?‘Q"

(See above.)

‘ .
4 {Q@‘O
G\}

and coordinated with
State wildlife agencies)
and lacks the ecological
ntial to become
le habitat. ROWS

6‘1@‘“ not disru@

n tl
|tat and sl
Q; be g&ed t ve
ctd ance(to 'i\
'b‘ d|s of "\
t se:
(‘;‘ tats (ds |sclosed in
: the nmental

awsm)
oc@ of the

d authorization

? eX|sting ROW

sturbance results in no
additional impacts to
those already associated
with the existing major
infrastructure, including
construction, indirect
disturbance to or
disruption of adjacent
seasonal habitats.

o Additionally, where major
ROWs cannot be avoided
apply minimization
measures (e.g., disturbance
cap, seasonal constraints,
tall structure limitations,
RDFs, nest and perch
deterrents, etc.). Residual
direct and indirect impacts
would be mitigated
through compensatory
mitigation.

\\
,;:E‘:

O Micro-siting is required to
avoid disrupting
connectivity corridors
between seasonal habitats.

would be mitigated
through compensatory
mitigation.

Major ROWVs that are
located inside RMP
designated utility/ROW
corridors would not need
to comply with disturbance
cap (at either the HAF fine
scale or project level) or
compensatory mitigation
requirements unless
required by State
regulations.

2024
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-10. Comparison of Alternatives, Renewable Energy Development and Associated Transmission)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
GHMA — substantial variation by | GHMA: e Other HMA types are not GHMA: GHMA (and SHMA in WY):
state: e Same as Alt |, except ID applicable to this alterative. All states except MT/DK: All States except MT/DK: Open

o CO, NV/CA, and OR changed applying “RDFs and Avoidance within breeding and with minimization measures and
GHMA are Avoidance for buffers” in GHMA to applying nesting habit ag) and other limited | compensatory mitigation, to
major ROWs. BMPs. seasonal ts to meet the maintain habitat supporting GRSG

o IDand UT GHMA are RMP goal and hal populations consistent with state
open to major ROWs object \any R W | agency habitat designations (e.g.,
subject to minimization uId n p ithin ‘@ne- | restoration, connectivity,
measures such as RDFs, ‘\F of P@or I@ seasonal, or other), and to
and mitigation. {EJ nt PH nd I preclude negative impacts to

O WYis open to major' N&Q‘ c P tét ed fi m e@\ adjacent PHMA habitats.

ROWs. ) 00 \”‘@ m@a‘ Out: tho e».

KN ,&K éh Major ROW decisions in MT/DK
g D’E‘ Q |t|g¢$n equ;jg ents. include state specific differences.
W\ Q(\ @ i See Section 2.6.3 for allocations

Qd@ D“fj *\\\"0 c}:@orﬁ dec@;\j? MT/DK |[in those offices.
s inc tat | ic differences.
{'{E} ‘ Q@' ,&\t\x @0 eﬁ@ f% .6.3 for allocations
AL o & AV ces
\

O\ S o
o R < ©

PR \
""-:1@ @ﬁm \’(Qx @\%& Q?& «(\ﬁm
2 ° SR &
QO OO
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.9 Minimizing Threats from Predation

GRSG are a prey species and face a suite of non-specialist predators across their range (Hagen 201 I, USFWS
2023). Where sagebrush habitats are intact nest success and adult survival rates are high (Hagen 201 1),
indicating that predators generally do not limit GRSG populations. However, highly fragmented sagebrush
landscapes reduce protective cover and often provide subsidies for sustaining abnormally large populations
of predators, and the establishment of novel predators (predators not typically found in sagebrush, Coates
et al,, 2020). One example is the common raven which has experienced population gro@ across sagebrush
ecosystems due to anthropogenic development (Coates et al., 2020, Dinkins e TY 21, USFWS 3)
Reduction, isolation, and fragmentation of native shrublands increase GRSG n exposutato ; %on
and Anderson 2003, Bui et al,, 2010, Coates and Delehanty 2010), although résear ‘has not %n abl Q\
determine if raven predation contributes to compensatory or addltlve\@ G m@}a y ( et al e\/
in some areas of the GRSG range ravens are now conmdered«% r%h or —h

population and therefore increased predation impacts due totthe av ity tlplxq.“'rﬂwropqﬁqp
L@&oac oy

subsidies (e.g., food, nesting substrates) within prewously uqtjlsturbedéagebr al,, 202;

Where sagebrush habitats are diminished by anthr@%‘é'emc ,(.\h |es a@%‘sturb@ r ecological
disturbance (i.e., wildfire) predator manag ecess @ rve ‘& at-risk GRSG
populations (Hagen 201 |, USFWS 2023) ith gﬁ predator

r abundance,

management groups as needed. To add ablt kbncer souat Ql't mcr@mg %

the BLM will minimize new lnfrastrlfﬁr an er hu ubs Eﬂ'asso@ itted activities to
ris k@ae

conserve intact Iandscapes pIe D an.:"snd BN.ES or re infrastructure is
unavoidable. New anthroR n|c @QShau der th\ mﬂu@:} on increasing predator
nG

abundance, and sub and te d@& modifications. Where ravens
have been docum@ as a %W &sﬁ@greatz&r@\an 04'@ ns/km?; Coates et al,, 2022), the
BLM supports of t ategy tlined @@tte@%er et al. (2021) and adopted by the U.S.
Fish and Serv ;20 Q—- '(0

Tal ﬁl %}pans \1’ Al %ve@vﬁ %ﬁfeats from Predation, presents management by
atter at|v is % b

{.ﬁ.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-11. Comparison of Alternatives, Minimizing Threats from Predation)

Table 2-11. Comparison of Alternatives, Minimizing Threats from Predation

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

All states include some language
related to reducing opportunities
for avian predators (e.g., nest and
perch deterrents, considering
burying powerlines, etc.), though
the location and except varies
substantially between states (e.g.,
some include references in an
objective, some in a management
action, some in a Required
Design Feature or Best
Management Practice).

NV/CA, UT, and WY include
language encouraging
coordinating with other partners
on predator management issues.

NV/CA, OR, UT, and WY include
management precluding and/or
minimizing subsidies for
predators.

CO, NV/CA, and UT include
language related to habitat
management to provide GRSG
concealment from predators.

UT includes a header section
with management that addresses
the threats from predation.

WY includes management for
monitoring predator populations.

Same as Alternative |, except UT
added language addressing corvid
nests discovered during habitat
treatments.

All states:

Manage habitats to maintain, and
as needed, restore healthy native
vegetation conditions, especially
with respect to providing
adequate sagebrush, other shrub,
and herbaceous vegetation cover,
on the landscape, to minimize
occurrence and effectiveness of
predators. The BLM will
collaborate withyappropriate state
agencies, otherJlandowners,
federal ageneies (e.g.,"USFWS,
APHIS)3and tribaligovernments in
theit_efforts,torminimize*impacts
from predators on<GRSG where
needsshave beén. documented
(e:g., redueed recruitment of
GRSG, from predation) ,lincluding
providing needed authotizations,
to. support'predator-management
actions:

Prior torimplementation of
control actions,"data must be
presented that demonstrates the
targeted-predators are limiting
GRSG populations in a specified
area. A strategy for monitoring
removal efficacy shall be
developed.

Where infrastructure associated
authorizations and activities in
PHMA (and IHMA in Idaho) are
not avoidable, apply or request,
consistent with applicable law,
minimization measures and BMPs
to minimize threats from
predators shown to pose a threat
to GRSG. This includes, but is not

All states:
Same as Alternative 3.

Apply minimization measures and

BMPs, to new authorizations and

detivities il PHMA (and IHMAvin

Idaho):and GHMA'to minimize

threats from predators shown'to

pose a,threat toyGRSG,
consistent with.applicable law.

This includes; but is not limited to

stoppingy slowing,-and/or

dis€ouragingthe incursion of new
predators,sincreased levels of
predators, orspredators
expandinginto new areas and can
be accomplished by including the
followving:

e “Avoiding new anthropogenic
infrastructure into undisturbed
habitats,

e Eliminating or minimizing
external food resources from
anthropogenic sources (e.g.,
road killed animals, carcass
dumps, trash resources from
human activities associated
with development or
recreation).

Where avoidance of new

infrastructure is not feasible

the project proponent shall
develop a predator
management plan that:

o Outlines how the project
will be designed to
minimize increasing
predator abundance,
Details structure design to
reduce or eliminate
opportunities for raven

Same as Alternative 4, except no
restrictions applied to GHMA and
except as noted below:

Where avoidance of new
infrastructure is not feasible in
undisturbed habitat, the AO
could require the project
proponent to develop a predator
management plan.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-11. Comparison of Alternatives, Minimizing Threats from Predation)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
(See above.) (See above.) limited to stopping, slowing, and raptor perching and (See above.)
and/or discouraging the incursion nesting (e.g., burying
of new predators, increased powerlines, locating
levels of predators, or predators structures out of line of
expanding into new areas and is igieréreedmg and
accomplished : |ng habitat, u
e Precluding new anthropogenic Oktubug %Mm
infrastructure if consistent D{\ ial f

o
@Ide@f%és pr @ors too‘\

a ate
r abundance,

preclusion is no |ble\ ‘al @, of pr
avoid new andl og G;Thclgl’!.e mo itoring strategy
Q%&turb@c

with applicable law and subye?(!(c
to existing authorlzatlorg;in

valid existing rights. Wh :p

|nfrastruc6 in ss effigacy of the
habi dat mov?‘e £
e Eliminatin mn;gS F" nu and location of
GQerna@d re femova )@ RSG

<? él}g?:gen rces AN ovpulﬁp.n response. and
. AN animals . c,'._-, o\\&p ains how predator
AR @ﬂéﬁ @?‘* S

» arcas p ‘control programs will be
K&N\D Q;V' re es fi SE‘\hu i developed and coordinated
QO e C|a |th if they become necessary.
\}0 O él- dev rea o Is coordinated with the
= . .ra‘f\ i ce o appropriate state agency
) > {:‘w (0\ G_-; ra t?dre w%‘&t easible and other federal agencies
N & A\ ‘cb ject proponent shall (e.g., USFWS, APHIS) as
ﬂ:\\"".'z‘ \:S{\ \E 2" o ’hredator appropriate.
'ﬂ:\ ‘ O‘D . ra:s\) Q?‘ N fap\?nana ent plan that: e For existing development,
K\ : tlines how the project reduce opportunities for raven
b PN & \\D D‘?} will be designed to and raptor perching and
C;L"“ N\ ﬁl{b é:l:} minimize increasing nesting through measures such
QO‘ (\ra‘ @\ ; predator abundance, as nest/perch deterrents
(D"v‘ {}O Q}\, m o Details structure design to (including regular
D ‘ reduce or eliminate maintenance).
& »
o opportunities for raven
)

and raptor perching and
nesting (e.g., burying
powerlines, locating
structures out of line of
site of breeding and
nesting habitat, using
tubular non-branching
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-1 1. Comparison of Alternatives, Minimizing Threats from Predation)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

?

|®

material for structures,
etc.),

Identifies predators to
remove, with an estimate
of predator abundance,
Includes a monitoring strategy
to assess efficacy of the
predator removal (e.g.,
number and location of %\
removal) and GRSG
population response. »&% R
Explains how pr: Fol
programs wﬂh@e ev%'gg\

and coordin ated if they Q
bec cess ‘(& Q
’&3

é?’” ¥

USEWS,
PPro \(\

F istin
revel

opp eﬁ\lt?.@ ven
tlng
easures’ uch as
ﬁch

rents

udm&;regular

o)

eIo U

v-’

almt@ nce).

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.10 Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing is the most widespread land use in the sagebrush ecosystem (Knick et al. 201 I, Boyd et al.
2014). Well-managed public lands grazing done in accordance with the laws that guide livestock grazing
management, (including but not limited to 43 CFR Part 4100, Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, FLPMA, and the
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978) and with consideration of local climatic conditions (e.g.,
drought) can be compatible with GRSG persistence (FWS 2015). In the 2015 USFWS not-warranted
determination on GRSG, the agency determined that meeting Land Health Standardsy including proper
management of livestock numbers, season of grazing and application of adaptive ‘'management strategies
minimized population level effects on the species (FWS 2015).

On BLM grazing allotments, grazing activities are managed through several mechanisms (permit terms and
conditions, allotment management plans, annual pre-turnout ,atthorization™ meetings, and,fongoing
monitoring) to ensure that grazing meets or move towards meetifig'Land Health Stapdards. Management for
meeting land health standards avoids long-term and wide-spread improper grazing will beravoided. Fable 3-
7 shows that of the allotments with at least 15% PHMA; 5,140, allotments: (53% of.alllallotments) are in
Category A, meeting all standards or making significant progress toward“meeting'the'standard,*while 1,887
allotments (19% of all allotments) are in Categories B through F, representingtdifferent categories of not
meeting land health standards. The remainderiof theallotments*de’not havetinforpration on.evaluations.

In some instances grazing activities mady, not megét. or maké significant progresstoward meeting Land Health
Standards. In such cases, impropef“grazing (defined asigrazingat anjintensity or in ways that impair ecosystem
functions of the sagebrush,eceosystem) can havedoealized adverse effects to GRSG habitats by altering the
composition, productiyity’and structire of plants resultingin the-loss of abundance or quality of GRSG food
and cover (Boyd et al,, 2014, Eleischner4994). Improper,grazing maysalso work synergistically with other
threats, such asginvasive plants and, wildfire;“increasing impacts from' those sources. The USFWS found
improper grazing by domestic livestock and free-reaming horses’and burros can have negative impacts to
sagebrush and GRSG at local iscales (USFWS 2015) but,previously did not find it was a principal factor
affecting the status of the*species (USFWS.2010).

Impacts,from impropér grazing-associated with.aot meeting Land Health Standards are analyzed in Chapter
4. Areas experiencing.these effects are generally spatially and temporally distinct, and are addressed through
implementation-level correctivejactions:

Livestock/range management actions were reviewed to determine if they address potential threats to GRSG
atithe RMR-level ofidecision-making. Alternatives | and 2 include many livestock grazing actions addressed
by regulationspelicy, or that duplicate actions already in the RMPs. As these actions would be implemented
whether included in this amendment or not they are being considered for removal in Alternatives 4, 5, and
6. Theyactions from Alternatives | and 2 are summarized in the table below with the full text included in
Appendix 15. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would focus on the threat to GRSG from improper livestock grazing
and relocating or removing actions that are not needed in the RMP to implement.

Table 2-12, Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing, presents management by alternative for this
management issue.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

There is substantial variation
between the various states in the
language and actions that address
how domestic livestock grazing
would be administered in GRSG
HMAs. There are some
consistent concepts across GRSG
range, but there is substantial
variability beyond these main
concepts, and even in details
associated with those main
concepts.

There are a number of other
management actions that some
states include that others don’t,
including addressing issues such
as livestock trailing, placement of
feed or mineral supplements,
language encouraging
coordination, prioritization of
various other grazing-related
actions, or suggestions of what
could be considered during
implementation of the grazing
program in GRSG HMAs. See
Appendix 2 or Appendix |15
for specific language by state.

All States:

Same as Alt |, except:

e UT: all actions addressing
prioritization, or issues
addressed through law,
regulation or policy were
removed, since they are
addressed outside the RMP.

o WY: clarifications were
provided regarding grazing in
riparian areas, management of
range improvements, and

prioritization (removed SFAs).

Additionally, clarifications to
applying GRSG objectives to
land health standards and
applying thresholds and
responses were made.

o |D: areas that met aptadaptive
management hard.trigger.
would be prigritized fof
monitoringsAdditionally,
clarifications to-applying-the
habitat objectives to. land
health standards were made.

o NVICA: prioritization ih-SFAs
wasremoyed: Additionally,
clarifieations te-applying-the
habitat objectives toiand
health standardspwere made.

e OR; Livestoek'grazingin, the
1.3 key RNAs‘was returned to
language,that pre-dated the
2015 amendments.

See Appendix 2 or Appendix
I5 for specific language by state.

All states:

Because PHMA would be
unavailable for livestock grazing,
no overarching livestock grazing
objective would be needed.

All states:

Objective RM-1: Specific to
GRSG habitat; manage livestock
grazing fn.a manner thatsl) meets
or makes progress toward
meeting the'Land Health Standard
for spécial status species;'2) aveid
direct adverserimpactsito limiting
GRSGyhabitats from'livestoek
management-range
improvemeénts; and(3)‘applies the
guideline-for grazing
administration that addresses
{restoringsmaintaining, or
enhancing habitats of...special
stattis species’to promote their
conservation” (43 CFR Part
4180.2(e)(9).

All states:

Objective RM-1: Specific to
GRSG habitat, manage livestock
grazing in a manner that |) meets
or makes progress toward
meeting the Land Health Standard
for special status species, and
applies the guideline that
addresses “restoring, maintaining,
or enhancing habitats of...special
status species to promote their
conservation” (43 CFR Part
4180.2(e)(9) or subsequent
changes to regulations or policy).
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

There is substantial variation
between the various states in the
language and actions that address
how domestic livestock grazing
would be administered in GRSG
HMAs. There are some
consistent concepts across
GRSG range, including the
following concepts in all states,
unless noted otherwise:

e GRSG management areas are
available for livestock grazing,
except in OR, where all or
portions of |3 key Research
Natural Areas (RNAs) would
be unavailable, though not
every state has a management
action that explicitly states
that.

Include/adjust permit terms

and conditions needed to meet

Same as Alternative |, except as
summarized under the row for
Objective RM-| above. See
Appendix 2 or Appendix 15
for specific language by state.

All states:

livestock grazing.

PHMA would be unavailable for

Management Action RM-1:
The presence of GRSG HMAs
would not affect whether an area

is available fo %hlvestock grazing;
maintain g areas designated
as avgtlt or unavall?{)’/
livestock gr: ZI
A
. urm orlza
{%\ P‘swa , Alﬂéﬁen ng‘\t
%) @ other,
OQQ \’\‘a c pxp;ﬁme mg; @\h level
: ng, er ments to
,a:‘v\ ‘2‘&% c%tive ﬁs ti ) intensity,
\;\Q .Q(\ ’Q dure{\g,' and frequency of grazing
ha) S .’OG | re com at the'allotment
Q\} (}- *\b c}\_bscale based on? ~specific
,&G ‘ e .‘ﬁ\ @{} T@tlon et or make
?‘ *+.Q ,-\"n.., \ fprogre ards meeting Land
@\E’ e,\ . o) "N egsb tandard for special status
‘ es. Additionally, temporary

uad]ustments of timing, intensity,

Same as Alternative 4.

land health standards and AN
. o & o) ‘ duration, and frequency of grazing
GRISS habitat ob.]ectnf/es, h \}0 "‘\\c\ ! é £ Q_.e'q) 'aﬂ can be made annually to livestock
including suggestions for v at O X, A 1\‘@ 'C(‘\ numbers, the number of AUMs,
the BLM could do on specific Gy (s O ,c{\\‘ *\C'-'»' Q? ‘25"' and season of use within the
allotments if problems were \ & W' {b Q/ .,{:(\ £ th d conditi
dentified. \% 1\({\ \E oy Q“@ \$ N& rar:jg.e of tl e;erms aph conl‘ltlilns
N G\_, ‘ \\) ?‘ A ‘ e and in accordance with applicable
. . . ‘ At & regulations.
See Appendix 2 or Appendix bcj \ﬁ:b Q £ D\ {(\
I5 for specific language by state. {'} ‘ \‘\Q/ (3‘\\ DD\} In managing livestock grazing,
) D Kk é. consider and apply where
0‘0 : Oq\ @“ %] appropriate the livestock grazing
P X\ @‘V K‘p best management practices and
> e design features in Appendix I5.
% @f\v
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

There is substantial variation
between the various states in the
language and actions that address
how domestic livestock grazing
would be administered in GRSG
HMA:s, including addressing issues
such as livestock trailing,
placement of feed or mineral
supplements, language
encouraging coordination,
prioritization of various other
grazing-related actions, or
suggestions of what could be
considered during
implementation of the grazing
program in GRSG HMAs. Many
actions are not decisions, but lists
of items to consider during
implementation. There are some
consistent concepts across GRSG
range, including the following
concepts in all states,:

e Prioritize monitoring (both
field checks and land health
assessments) and renewal of
grazing in SFAs (as applicable)
and PHMA s outside of SFAs.

¢ Include/adjust permit terms
and conditions needed to meet
land health standards and
GRSG habitat objectives,
including suggestions for what
the BLM could do on specific
allotments if problems were
identified.

See Appendix 2 or Appendix
I5 for specific language by state.

Same as Alternative |, except as
summarized under the row for
Objective RM-| above. See
Appendix 2 or Appendix 15
for specific language by state.

Not applicable.

Management Action RM-2:
(PHMA/IHMA, GHMA) During
the land health assessment (LHA)
process, use the criteria identified
in the Sage-Grouse Habitat
Assessment Framework«(BL:M-
TR+6710-1 - Stiver et al.2015.—
aswrevised)iand otherBLM
approved methodology-to
provide multiple lines of evidence
(Which,are consistent with'BLM
Manual'1283),for determining
whether vegétation(structure,
condition, and-composition are
meeting ormaking significant
progressitowards meeting the
Land Health Stapdards (LHS) for
BL'M special status species —
whichyineludes GRSG. referencing
appropriate ESD, associated State
and Transition Model (STM) and
existing ecological condition
information. , For GRSG, the
standard would generally be met
when vegetation conditions
provide for suitable or marginal
GRSG habitat at the HAF site
scale (see Table 8-1, Appendix
8), based on existing ecological
condition, ecological potential,
and existing vegetation
information.

Where the LHS for SSS habitat
(including GRSG) is not being met
—as indicated by an unsuitable
site-scale HAF assessment
relative to site potential — and
existing livestock grazing is a
significant causal factor (43 CFR
Part 4180, BLM H-4180-1 or
subsequent changes to

regulations or policy),

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

adjustments to livestock grazing
practices and activities will be
made at the authorization,
allotment cv»{éctivity plan level

and in a nce with applicable
regulation (43 CFR Par\<§r~so 21

or stbsequen nggxw
r policy)” A
;ﬁ@éﬁmg &I‘.‘b
on cur

i@gulatlo@

(See above.)

djustments
'{‘CJ r%a&a‘s% é@ﬁ’! 2col gal
q‘a p ten&l‘a cor o ESI]{\
(\ assoe| ed S
O RS é«og.ca@a'i“ <
All the states include language Same as Alternative |, except as | Not applicabbg ~ fa:‘ JMa ‘bment.!*c'tlon RM-3: In | Management Action RM-3: In

related to thresholds and
responses to address and
respond to future conditions in
new fully processed permits. The
specificity of this language and
when it is required varies by
state. See Appendix 2 or
Appendix |5 for specific
language by state.

[

summarized under the row for

Objective RM-| above. See V\} & V;}
Ap]|)e:1dix20r Appendix 15 GQ\} G‘:}' \:i&
for specific language by state. {P{, +’Q X, e}
DA o 2
- c:\ @\ 1:{\ ({\\ \ Y
o [397 AT 207 N
AN A \’3‘5‘ \_ref" ?,.Q‘ K{{\Q
C o g
+a_.,.'@ {QG\ é\"'-o @c$%$Qg X0
I O N o &

ID) the

scflaysm wi@1 fully
g authorizations

per or lease) shall include

at | ne alternative that

&és specific thresholds and
pd ined responses in the terms
and conditions of the grazing
authorization in the following
circumstances, as workload
capacity allows:

e Where the special
status species standard
is not being met,
specific to GRSG
habitat suitability and
current livestock
grazing has been
identified as a
significant causal factor
(43 CFR Part 4180,
BLM H-4180-1 or
subsequent changes to
regulations or policy);

e In high priority
allotments (e.g., based
on prioritization from
IM 2018-024, as
amended or

PHMA (and IHMA in ID) the
NEPA analysis when fully
processed grazing authorizations
should consider including at least
one alternative that considers
specific thresholds and defined
responses in the terms and
conditions of the grazing
authorization, where the special
status species standard is not
being met, specific to GRSG
habitat suitability, and current
livestock grazing has been
identified as a significant causal
factor (43 CFR Part 4180, BLM
H-4180-1 or subsequent changes
to regulations or policy), as
workload capacity and priorities
allow.

One or more defined responses
will allow the authorizing officer
to implement adjustments to
livestock grazing during the term
of the authorization that have
already been analyzed in a NEPA
document. Thresholds specific to
GRSG habitat would be
developed to maintain or move
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
(See above.) (See above.) (See above.) superseded) in PHMA/IHMA toward providing
PHMA/IHMA,; or suitable GRSG habitat (Table 8-
o When changing grazing | I, Appendix 8), and be designed
agement on a to address the site-level HAF

ng authorization | indicators that warranted the
g‘\ ;e g., new sea%gf HAF assessment rating, and
'tk consider ecological site potential,

e,
:”(\ @ugw Il\qt ck © é,. and relevant locally specific

é\c & e rovi conditions, and Land Health
g"; ,sE ati proa & Standards (43 CFR Part 4180.2 or
<3 ] subsequent changes to
O lations or policy).
) .-\G.'f |ons§Q ot have regu policy
'\O \.\ @e de ntent.

8@0 defn responses
\"O \: Ila we au zmg officer
ot me stments to

QB .‘:&\ éo ock zmg during the term
+ C\ \ " CD rlzatlon that have
G N\ < \ been analyzed in a NEPA
i\i\'\ Q;.V D Q:‘\ !\’Gr ‘ ument Thresholds specific to
o G 27 “OIGRSG habitat will be developed

fbﬂ to maintain or move
PHMA/IHMA toward providing

‘ ML X, suitable GRSG habitat (Table 8-
"\C-'-" Qn\ '\(C‘ Cb\c: Q/Q ,‘L{\'Z‘ I, Appendix 8), designed to
N \(Q‘ = Q...,Q" ‘ $ 9 address the site-level HAF
fﬂ\ﬂ C.\" ‘.\\\!ﬁ ?; N rz;.\ @{\ indicators that warranted the
I 60 ,Gb @Q i C‘}\" {f\\ HAF assessment rating, and
,a‘(\ \A X\ D\} consider ecological site potential,
e:\- N\ $‘2‘\ 61:) and relevant locally specific
N (\.?} \& e conditions, and Land Health
& A0 ALY AN Standards (43 CFR 4180.2).
L 'ﬁ-" O o
V@
s
A\

2-108 Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS 2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

All states include guidance on
how livestock grazing/range
management infrastructure
projects are addressed. Some
states include actions for existing
water projects, new water
projects, existing non-water
projects, and new non-water
projects. All generally relate to
limiting impacts from new and
existing water and structural
range improvements, See
Appendix 2 or Appendix |5
for specific language by state.

Same as Alternative |, except UT
consolidated multiple actions into
one, and WY clarified their
action.

Not applicable.

{%chblt
difi
qe' e gatl Iy ffecf\@%

Management Action RM-4
(existing Range
Improvement Projects):
During

the grazing authorization
renewa@%&s evaluate all
exist stock mana; t
ran l‘ai'mpr ve en%ﬁ\ res ct
@thelr effect on Em
sid \Q\

ion of ?@ects tl
G or\GR G
{onal proj

t of

unc
ed f

ana;
Q‘:)senm %«specmﬁﬁq‘:tat or other

e@nve
J{'mainta
C}' @g i

urceschould be
ut c

”‘@ nner less
RSG (See

x |5 for Livestock

I@c)tful

Pre
‘azing Management Best

Same as Alternative 4.

\
. %,b'(‘ ™, (C*Q{b *x":’mg Q?‘
@ \(&\g o Q-@‘Q’ X
QN o & &
O X R \}’d‘\

\ D ‘Q\ Practi nd Design
gé\'\ Q;.V \C}'} e e nagement Practices and Desig
O () O N 0 eatures).
SO LY AS O
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
All states include guidance on Same as Alternative |, except UT | Not applicable. Management Action RM-5 Same as Alternative 4.
how livestock grazing/range consolidated multiple actions into (new Range Improvement
management infrastructure one, and WY clarified their Projects): Design new range
projects are addressed. Some action. improvement.projects (any
states include actions for existing activity &o‘gram relating to
water projects, new water rang whlch is desi to
projects, existing non-water impfove for; g erch '&yeget ive
projects, and new non-water {bmpoa co at rhs'of
projects. All generally relate to Rc @wde ﬁ!ﬁ, so
limiting impacts from new and {EJ atg iti c&
existing water and structural qe' th fc% ivestot life)
range improvements, See o ,...\Q,n qefbnce ock butlon
Appendix 2 or Appendix 15 1.;:;\0 ’Q‘* anag nt a control
for specific language by state. g c}"b "E‘m Qﬂ d{é&lon, tim and intensity

N Q‘C\ [ ﬂillzath\ mcIud{f\g,appllcatlon
,&0 *é;" \"0 -,‘b ne té@.\‘mo such as
Q @D *Q\ (}"" nc PHMA, focus
q ’{,{a ‘ Q m\t\ dm ﬁrlza&pn of new water
: ‘é‘:\ ;’ @+ @{‘\ ‘ q;’\ .‘M@ ev{:@lents and structural
.o\ @\ \ # r improvements (e.g., fences)
&k\o 6\/ x:’:c(\ Q}‘\\o K@" ,;ptgﬁojects that have a nominal
O OCJ A;:'Q‘ "\f‘b 1 or incidental effects or that are
\}0 ‘ gq.p ‘ é,. @Q} ,aﬂ beneficial to GRSG seasonal
O /{‘ ‘ A ,ad\ @{ . Q"' ,c(\ habitats. Any new structural
" > {@w * (01\ \f;w Q?‘ ﬁ& range improvements should be
\ @ %1\‘ \ @(:b : Q/ ,{S\ placed along existing disturbance
‘\"'\1\‘% \:;((«\ \!& Q. \'Y;‘& ‘ N& corrldors or in the least sw.table
Al < 5{% p“ A @\. habitat, to the extent practical,
I b‘:} ,@’b Q ] 0\“ (ﬂ\ and are subject to appropriate
Al ,,_\_5(/ N {’0 design features (Appendix I5).
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
All states include a management | Same as Alternative . Not applicable. Management Action RM-6 Same as Alternative 4.
action related to fences in GRSG (fences): ldentify fences in high-
habitat management areas, though risk areas - especially within 1.2
the level of detail varies state-to- miles of an active lek
state. See Appendix 2 or (Chrls w 009; Stevens 201 1)

Appendix |5 for specific areas |dent|f
language by state. p&nt s
(r’%as of GR G c
'\c eﬁapha@zs) in
ﬂ& inat ith %(\ ate
9 ¢ dI|f at Q
SR . nee nd/ to BLM
{}00 &Qﬁ c;g\:mgicc@ ds (B r\H 1741).
: D D th e'is cessary,

[

o" 0 o
3 |
O O
W e

Q:‘\

Sl |Q° |
oV, ¢ (0 ot Q-‘?-"Q’
2 X N O x
. 2 (C& \FD Q D
G P &
SIS AN
o . N
& & 20

S

f",

) fen
o ers
R

» o

e fence.is needed
mana lent, mark

akr ective fence
high risk or

Et areas (Christiansen
2009;"Stevens 201 1). Where
pmarking fences does not reduce
fence-related GRSG mortality,
modify fences. Modification could
include re-routing, altering
construction materials, drop
fencing, or limiting perch
potential. New fences within
high-risk areas would only be
authorized if:

e |t is consistent with the overall
RMP GRSG objective;

Local terrain features shield
nearby habitat or reduce the
habitat importance;

{g@ve it:
su
ns

The fence is constructed to
BLM standards and with high
visibility markers to reduce
GRSG strikes.

Monitoring of existing fences to
assess mortality risk is
recommended in all GRSG
habitats.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-12. Comparison of Alternatives, Livestock Grazing)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

All states include language related
to agency considerations if a
permittee voluntarily relinquishes
a permit or lease. See Appendix
2 or Appendix |5 for specific
language by state.

[
L\

Same as Alternative |.

Not applicable.

o Mhen@&rmlg‘tgu

Management Action RM-7:

At the time a permittee or lessee

voluntarily relinquishes grazing

preference and the associated
the BLM will

authoriz m
consi ether to off@h

per@ for
other gra@1 ap
%nds \@ﬁ‘tha itted
asa ofized %@?ﬁ
otherresource ent
5 SR
65, pac m@ rence
ran s whi addressed in
ﬂl 10. ;(‘Q

or lessee

)‘?lﬁltarll ralinquishes grazing
'p efer@}é%

nd associated grazing

> au ation, consider
conversion of the allotment to a

Freserve common allotment that
will remain available for use on a
temporary, nonrenewable basis
for the benefit of GRSG habitat.
Authorize temporary nonrenewal
permits in reserve common
allotments to meet resource
objectives elsewhere such as rest
or deferment due to wildfire or
vegetation treatments.
Temporary use of reserve
common allotments would not be
allowed due to drought or
overuse of allotments.

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.11 Wild Horse and Burro Management

Grazing of wild horses and burros results in reduced plant diversity, altered soil characteristics, lower grass
cover, lower grass density, fragmented and reduced shrub cover and increased abundance of cheatgrass
(Beever et al. 2008, Beever and Brussard 2000, Coates et al. 2021), although impacts vary with elevation,
density, and season and duration of use (Beever and Aldridge, 201 I). The loss of shrub and grass cover can
increase predation risk to nesting GRSG (Connelly et al., 2000). Wild horse and burros also negatively impact
important mesic areas that provide GRSG brood-rearing habitats (Beever and A1{ﬁ'§ge 201 1). Unlike
domestic livestock there is little if any direct management of wild horses and bur%\uch as fencing,ilease
deferral and pasture rest, potentially exacerbating their impacts on GRSG h ts at IdEﬁI s% ent

research in Nevada predicted GRSG declines due to habitat alteration {\d oss fram wild es M\(Q"
appropriate management levels established for wild horse herds aﬁE}exceedE}i Coatebet al,
Therefore, management of wild horses and burros at approprlate{.. Ieve(ls key one
for GRSG planning. .\ e} \{".'7

At the RMP-level, the BLM identifies wild horse or bu-r erd He%li,ﬁ‘anag Are @\Hd Herd

Areas not designated as Herd Management Areas lan ders I\' eS| wild horse
and burro Herd Management Areas in areas sﬁ&verlﬁA un Alter aIternatlves 4,
5, and 6, changes focus on the few action ribed-below. e res ‘Q\emstl \\/ ﬁnd burro
actions would be unchanged. See Appeqa 2 fogaI scri \ of WIﬁ ctlons Qbuld b anged under
Alternatives 4, 5 and 6 by state. De he ey naging wild horse

pria nagﬁ
and burro populations in desi %}ﬁ&t Area\E re imple entatlon level actions
ns

rather than RMP-level dec &s o on | nditj 1"‘Eind available resources to

manage the populatl?&\gihg available K-B e
Table 2-13, Cz(@rlsonﬁAlte ﬁ s, V@orse Burrgtilzl‘?agement presents management by

alternative for"a‘is md‘e ent jss Q__ (0
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-13. Comparison of Alternatives, Wild Horse and Burro Management)

Table 2-13. Comparison of Alternatives, Wild Horse and Burro Management

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
All states (where wild horses Same as Alternative |, except No new wild horse and burro Same as Alternative 2, except Same as Alternative 2, except
and burros overlap with removal of references to SFAs herd management areas would references t GHMA in Utah references to GHMA in Utah
GRSG): for the states that removed be designated in areas that would ned and applied would be retained and applied
e Manage wild horse and burro | them, and removal of the overlap PHMA. Where there Gq as defined ur@thls to GHMA as defined under this

populations within reference to GHMA in UT, are currently herd management | alt tlve "a“ Q;”\/ alternative.
established appropriate which removed that HMA type | areas, wild horses and burros {\ O \0
management levels (AML). under this alternative. would be removed. é’\m {(\Q, ’Q(\G E’Q% ‘\
e Incorporate GRSG habitat '{. 2 ‘ ‘(\
objectives into wild horse Because there would ba.,hg:\wild ‘E;b é\{\ \\Q’ O O
and burro management (e.g., horse and burros fa \,\ KQ' 0\0 é\o
herd management area plans, management aroQg .{:’m n Q Bﬁ
AML) monitoring, and gather the wild hor; rto ’ch (\\- )
prioritization, with ObleCt'V ass —\Qﬁ \\3‘ N
prioritization of such ﬁ'gns : ted s;:" G(\ o
activities in SFAs, then Sé “‘Z"Ul oV, (l S 6\}
PHMA, then GHMA. ‘ Se‘;gﬂ wi oni SO
e CO, ID, NV/CA, OR, UT: ] dﬂ: and Id 1@!55 \urros I i\g
Prioritize gathers in GRSG " D\ t ey @@‘Sh{"\?\ V{” "se’ ‘
SFAs and PHMA unless i{'k\ Q; e reqLQ d Q, xS b
removals are necessary in O e 'D‘ \cb
other areas to address higher \}0 «\C\ él- @% ‘Bﬁ
priority issues, including herd O o *\,aﬁ @{ Q‘- ({\
health impacts. _ D \N&' AN b G;"“ ,O? A
3 PP AT
. O » A0 \:ff/ &‘{5\
\JEPEN A <& Qv
“\"\ C‘lc"\’ QS\ Q?‘ "\fab {(\@\
O X o)
K’E’F \Y«%\_{Z‘ﬂ 0‘:’\}
"06 > o
S .o &
M AP oV 0
& Q¥ X
W @
)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-13. Comparison of Alternatives, Wild Horse and Burro Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

ID, NV/CA, OR, UT, WY:
Manage wild horse and burros
herd management areas in
GRSG habitat within established
appropriate management level
(AML) ranges to achieve and
maintain GRSG habitat
objectives.

CO: Manage wild horse
population levels within
established AML.

Same as Alternative |.

No wild horse and burro herd
management areas would be
designated in the Herd Areas
that overlap PHMA, or portions
of the Herd Areas, if the
remaining areas outside PHMA
could still support herd
management areas. In those

areas where there are curren?g\(
herd management areas,

horses and burros wouk.ﬁ 4o

removed.
Because there w@m bqa%d
horse and b he

manag rea HM

the v\@r@ors and but;{tI

&Q{lves g‘(@as dﬁq‘
asso

? it be
se ag&@\/llli mto
n ild or s

wﬂl'{}

All States:

e Manage wild horse and
burros herd management
areas in GRSG habitat (or
porti the herd

%{ ment area ov@pplng
ithi

y <R3

{\wuthm@n lo
) @ﬁ,&hﬁé&m%s \

m Q’;ge \fg eg ieve
ake icant progress
G_:Yowar achieving LtHS,
erln full suite of
pro ntaln AML,
ry fertility

n-reproducing,

'*Q*or par%glly non-reproducing
fﬁ* |

|nc|¢$@’fg tem
ntrol

LV

All States:

e Manage wild horse and
burros herd management
areas in GRSG habitat (or
portions of the herd
management area overlapping
or within GRSG habitat)
within the established AML
ranges to achieve and
maintain GRSG habitat
objectives and achieve or
make significant progress
towards achieving LHS,
considering the full suite of
approaches to maintain AML,
including temporary fertility
control and non-reproducing,
or partially non-reproducing
herds.

.\ 0 r{*‘:@ ‘ ren{ov {?’-.. v, .oah_ |
&% {\%“'»(&% '\"-”x@ Q¥ @"&
PR PO i N
A bgﬁ BoeP. o
QO QO O
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-13. Comparison of Alternatives, Wild Horse and Burro Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

ID, NV/CA, OR, UT: In SFA
(where applicable) and PHMA
outside of SFA, assess and
adjust AMLs through the NEPA
process within HMAs when wild
horses or burros are identified
as a significant causal factor in
not meeting land health
standards, even if current AML
is not being exceeded.

CO: AML would be prioritized
for all BLM HMAs within PHMA
based on indicators that address
vegetation
structure/condition/composition
and measurements specific to
achieving GRSG habitat
objectives. GRSG habitat
requirements would be
considered, and preference
given to GRSG habitat unless
site-specific circumstances
warrant an exemption.

WY: PHMA (core only)
management objectives will be
considered when evaluating
AML.

Same as Alternative |, except
removal of references to SFAs
for the states that removed
them.

No wild horse and burro herd
management areas would be
designated in the Herd Areas
that overlap PHMA, or portions
of the Herd Areas, if the
remaining areas outside PHMA
could still support herd
management areas. In those
areas where there are currently.
herd management areas, wild
horses and burros wouldibe
removed.

Because there would be.no wild
horse andiburros herd
management aréas in PHMA,
the'wild horse'and burro
objectivésiand associated
management actions associated
with GRSG would be.remoyed:
These areas will be' monitored
and'any wild*horses or-burros
that re-establish in: PHMA-will
be removed

All States:

® |f GRSG site scale habitat
objectives are not being met
in PHMAand GHMA (and
IHMAih tdaho), evaluate
AMLs"and adjust if necessary
throughithe"NERAprocess
whereswild horse or burro
use'is identified as_significant
causal factor to;not meeting
LHS, or is-a-factor inthe‘area
not meeting'the GRSG
habitat'objectives.

Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

‘{.l‘:;:hl,‘.“lﬁ'zanagen‘.I
&°

2.5.12 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) are designated where special management attention is
needed to protect important historical, cultural, and scenic values, or fish and wildlife or other natural
resources. To be analyzed in the EIS, potential ACECs must be evaluated and determined to meet two
evaluation criteria — relevance and importance. The presence of GRSG meets the relevance criteria across
the entire range. Importance evaluations considers substantial significance to include special worth,
consequence, distinctiveness, or cause for concern. For the importance criteria to biﬁ_f)et values must be

more than locally significant. '1:0 @\

An evaluation of importance for all GRSG habitats was conducted to deterﬁme if y%blt@tﬁm;
range of GRSG met the importance criteria. Evaluation criteria mclu.dﬁ opul oﬂensm e'?'ty

et al,, 2016), lek and habitat persistence (e.g., Wann et al., 2022, P@ wm 202 IK @- 26‘\
as

genetic uniqueness and connectivity (e.g., Cross et al, 2018, @ et al

McCance et al.,, 2022), amount of existing habitat disturban d ha &-auall et.a@’b
Areas identified with the above criteria are analyzed i @£§ hey the LP

required: the need for special management to proteg‘a m;eép le damage. "*&EF
The BLM also received multiple nomlnatl \ér ACE@e of th‘&ﬁnoml jons were

reviewed using the criteria presented s e crl ste bminated areas
that met the importance criteria I|sted ove ar\¢q bsequent local
evaluations were moved forwar onS| ra on lonal @ ted with the ACEC

|
2).
MA

evaluation process is availab
public comment perio \Q\

n@x 5T eva s wﬂL?g upda(‘bégd finalized following the
((\ < {E'
xﬁr
ACEC de5|gnat| r on ves 'é ‘g:ggement allocations within potential
wh

ACECGs is tar' |n|n |mp ey would be designated, which varied
across thelfh.nge R G

Tdkﬁﬂ @@‘mparl A&ﬁbﬂﬁ&@ I"Le'lseg'a'nent presents management by alternative for this

ssue \*
SIS

O o
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-14. Comparison of Alternatives, ACEC Management)

Table 2-14. Comparison of Alternatives, ACEC Management

Summary of Alt. | Summary of Alt. 2 Alternative 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alternative 6
No new ACECs specific No new ACECs ACEC:s specific to the management of No new No new ACEC:s specific to the management of
to management of GRSG specific to GRSG would be designated ACEC:s specific | ACECs GRSG would be designated
were designated as part management of GRSG | (see Map 2.3). to management . [.Specific to (see Map 2.6).
of the 2015 planning were designated as e Colorado: 4,547 acres of GRSG management e Colorado: 4,547 acres
effort. part of the 2019 e Idaho: 3,438,307 acres would be of GRSG o .ldaho: 3,438,307 acres

planning effort. e Montana: 726,062 acres designated. would be &."Montana: 726,062 acres
o Nevada/California: 5,766,150 acres designated. o Nevada/California: 5,766,150 acres

e Oregon: 0 acres
e Utah: 365,181 acres
e Wyoming: 839,225 acres

Under Alternative 3, the ACECs would
have the same allocationsjas the rest of
PHMA:

e Locatable minétals —-The’BLM
recommends ‘all PHMA for
withdrawal from ‘locationzand entry
under‘the Mining Law of [872; The
portioniof,the PHMA that is'within
the SFA boundaries from«2015 is
already being-analyzed for
withdrawal in aiseparate<NEPA
doeument. Lands recommended‘for
withdrawal-would.remain open for
mineraocation and entry-under the
Mining Lawsof [ 872-Unless and until
the Secretary ofithe Interior
withdraws them. In addition, In
designated, ACECs operators must
submit’a plan of operations and
obtain BLM approval before
beginning any operations causing
surface disturbance greater than
casual use (as defined in 43 CFR Part
3809.5). (see 43 CFR Part
3809.11(c)(3)).

e Fluid minerals (including geothermal)
— Closed to leasing

e Non-Energy minerals — Closed to
leasing

Oregon: 0 acres
Utah: 365,181 acres
e Wyoming: 839,225 acres

In addition to the management of the
GRSG habitat management areas
described in Alternative 5, apply the
following management in the potential
ACECs:

e Locatable minerals —Available for
mineral location. Based on federal
regulations (43 CFR 3809.11(c)(3)),
within In designated ACECs
operators must submit a plan of
operations and obtain BLM approval
before beginning any operations
causing surface disturbance greater
than casual use (as defined in 43 CFR
Part 3809.5). (see 43 CFR Part
3809.11(c)(3)).

e Fluid minerals (including geothermal)
— Open to leasing subject to major
constraints (no surface occupancy
stipulation). An exception could be
considered to allow surface
occupancy only if the criteria
described under the NSO Exception
#| are met, but applicable to the
entire ACEC area, not just in areas
near to the lek(s) (see WEMs
language).

e Non-Energy minerals — Closed to
new leases and expansion associated
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-14. Comparison of Alternatives, ACEC Management)

Summary of Alt. | Summary of Alt. 2 Alternative 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alternative 6
(See above.) (See above.) e Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials — | (See above.) (See above.) with existing operations (e.g., fringe
Closed to saleable mineral leases).
sale/development, including sand and e Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials —
gravel and other common variety ) Closed to new operations for all sale
minerals. \E\\% | types except for free-use pits in
e Major ROWs — Exclusion area for KI‘\ i t\ order to support maintenance needs
major ROWs. O < > q}\/ X ((or existing local roads to ensure
e Wind — Exclusion i O’(‘* ") c a % *public safety. Even in these instances,
e Solar — Exclusion ‘ S - ew pits should avoid the ACEC; if
{“avoidance is not possible, they would

& <
All management not included above _ S b

\;\% 1™ need to apply the minimization
would be same as described for Plﬁm Q:\g KE' "0

. O3
%\0 measures identified for PHMA (e.g.,
disturbance cap, noise reduction,
seasonal limitations, etc.).

N2 \ . Major ROWs — Exclusion t i
‘Q‘ (\:’\\\ 0{‘\ e Major s — Exclusion to major

N WP \ ROWs (>100 kV transmission lines
B’Q @OK **& \} (o) O \}Q and >24” pipelines). Minor ROWs
A3 Q ' \ﬁ E}G V\\" b would be avoidance. Designated RMP
. X :
» \Q Q,+ {\ xﬁ\ = '\@' ROW corridors in the ACECs would
. D\'b ‘@ (Qs@ ‘Q\‘Q‘ < \ ,‘L@ be open for new ROWs, but new
O‘éb @\/ w.,} e xS & ROWs within the corridor would

offset direct and indirect impacts of

G ‘ 2 requir mpen mitigation

e &D ,4;:(;\ @ \,';0 equire compensatory mitigation to
Q_‘a (=

< (0 the development.

Ol T A k@ |
> *"4:‘\-‘* ":.\ . ('.;*'“ v“ X e Wind — Exclusion
) ‘N‘b (ﬁ\@\ a;\(o @Q '@Q @fb e Solar — Exclusion
\ﬂ\% \} = \\!s Q- \\l& {{rk. e No exceptions to the disturbance cap
’c\ ‘ OCI : ,a:&‘ Pt ,-{a‘ %) otherwise available in PHMA.

All management not included above

b ‘ €
\ o V\% ,‘3\0 would be same as described for PHMA.
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

2.5.13 Adaptive Management

Implementing adaptive management can address unanticipated negative impacts to GRSG and its habitat
before consequences become severe or irreversible. Adaptive management was identified by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) as a key component of BLM land use plans “...to help ensure that implementation
of allocative decisions and limitations on disturbance are effective at conserving sage-grouse and their
habitats, and mitigation provisions where disturbance cannot be avoided. Like monitoring, adaptive
management is a key element of complex long-term conservation strategies, particulanly where there is
uncertainty” (FWS, 2015).

Establishing thresholds for adaptive management is essential to identify when petentialimanagement'c¢hanges
are needed to continue meeting GRSG conservation objectives. ‘:Soft™ thresholds are jindicators, that
management or specific activities may not be achieving the intendediresults of ‘eonservation actions of that
unanticipated changes have occurred that have the potential to place habijtats or populations atisisk. “Hard
thresholds are indicators that management for species. conservation”is likely notsachieving /desired
conservation results. Adaptive management thresholds arénot specific to anyioné projeet;but rather identify
anomalies in habitat and/or population status. For ghis-planning effort adaptive managementtesponses are
directed to addressing habitat concerns on BLM 'lands and™are limited,to PHMA: (and IFIMA in Idaho) even
though data are collected across the entire,Spécies’ range:’Localnesponses™to thresholds reached'in GHMA
can be considered if deemed necessary,by ‘the BLM and the'appropriate.state agency.

Sagebrush habitat fragmentations{tess and.disturbarice have, béen identified" as the, primary influences on
GRSG population trends, (Knick” and "Hanser,~2011). GRSG poptlation trends can provide valuable
information about habitat conditions’on BLM"lands. Béth the BLM and the ‘States have a responsibility to
use the best availabletinformation for assessing whether a habitat and/erpopulation threshold (as described
below) has been;met, and t& work together to,address causes.

To accurately assess any anomalies or. thresholds being met,sand any necessary responses, monitoring of
habitat and population trend should,beiconducted at the;same scale. The BLM will use neighborhood clusters
identified by4JSGS (Coates et al,,;»2021) totrack habitat conditions, the same spatial scale used by USGS for
population‘trend analyses. A;neighborhoed clusterigenerally represents a GRSG population unit and includes
local.aggregations' of leks'and seasonal habitats'used by birds attending those leks based on state wildlife
dgency andiresearch-data. Habijtat'trends'can also be monitored at smaller scales (e.g., lek level) as identified
by state ‘wildlife*agency plans for_GRSG, or at larger scales if local GRSG populations are known to
consistently“range outside of neighborhood clusters. (Note: Monitoring habitat for adaptive management
purposesidoes notiprecludé’the need to track habitat losses for conformance with the anthropogenic
disturbanceicaps):

.To assesssagebrush habitat availability, the BLM will use geospatial data, updated at a minimum biennially
(e.g., RCMAP, LandFire, and multiple geospatial data sources for habitat degradation; see 2023 Monitoring
Framework, Appendix 7). Additional data collected through the Habitat Assessment Framework (HAF) —
a multi-scale assessment tool that provides data to evaluate sagebrush habitats for GRSG suitability (Stiver
et al, 2015 and subsequent updates) may also be considered where available. HAF data can inform pre-
existing habitat conditions and threshold analyses. Habitat baselines will be determined using geospatial data
layers updated in the year prior to threshold assessment.

State wildlife agencies have primacy over GRSG populations and collect data essential for estimating
population trends. Population data collected by States are important to the BLM for effective management
of the species habitat. Population monitoring methods in previous adaptive management strategies varied
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2. Alternatives (Detailed Description of Draft Alternatives)

by state, and the metrics to measure trends varied widely. In most instances methods used were inadequate
to establish when an anomaly in population trends could be linked to habitat management actions. Further,
results were not comparable across political boundaries, creating challenges in determining effective habitat
management responses and applying differential management to projects crossing state boundaries. Finally,
none of the previous methods identified where habitat concerns, and not climatic conditions were
contributing to trends.

responsibility of the state for monitoring populations and identifying populationfareas of concern. M
must consider all available information regarding population threshold statusJ) This inclédes @ﬁvlldl
agency population trend analyses and annual population trend resul 'Ehbllshed'ﬂ)sm iera
Population Monitoring Framework (currently the Targeted Annua rnin g&i&
Coates et al,, 2021) or subsequent updates or revisions whic é\/ldes nsis r@\nd Qbu._s ve ran

The BLM's use of a population threshold as a proxy for habitat condition \%t supersedg the

wide tool incorporating state lek count data and is ab |den habl cond i nqt Tn tic
conditions, are likely influencing populations. This modelm ev wmh@toop i ‘! wildlife
agencies to provide an objective and consistent tool rt land manage oteI{Fa abi @gg affecting
population trends anywhere within the rang The wil '&Eﬁtlon e results from
population trend analyses provided by st @ dI C|e ter g |f co@@hs may be
affecting populations. If a soft or hard p tion thm%'ho t’ ed by &ither so the BLM will
coordinate with the state W|IdI|fe agel o tEe t

e@'\ mm&}!& | factor analysis
(see below). .-q:ﬁ. \ ‘b

N\
Table 2-15, Compar (}f Alae\r@es A{&lve %@eme%{presents&ﬁnagement by alternative for
this management |ssd$ Qs C;""

2R
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Every state has an adaptive
management process. All the states
include language to the effect of the
following:

e While there should be no
expectation of hitting a
hard trigger, if unforeseen
circumstances were to
occur that trip either a
habitat or population hard
trigger, more restrictive
management would be
required.

e  Hard triggers represent a
threshold indicating that
immediate action is
necessary to stop a severe
deviation from GRSG
conservation objectives set
forth in the BLM plans.

e The BLM will also
undertake any appropriate
plan amendments or
revision if necessary.

While the adaptive management
concept and the potential for changes
in management are consistent across
the GRSG range, there is no
consistency in the specific triggers
between states or the strategies
associated with responding to those
triggers. The metrics, thresholds, and
timeframes and spatial scales vary
state by state, as does the level of
detail that explains each of these.
Similarly, the responses associated
with adaptive management triggers
varies by state, with some prescribing
specific actions and others identifying
teams to develop a response.

Same as Alternative |, though
some states applied strategies to
improve the process based on
lessons learned during
implementation between 2015
and 2019. This included the
addition of “un-triggers” in some
states, to allow management to
return to what was in the RMP
amendments if conditions
improved, requiring timeframes
for determining the cause of the
trigger being met, or clarifying
what management changes would
apply. The differences between
the states persisted, creating
challenges for comparing ranges
wide trends by using adaptive
management triggers,'as well as
identifying and addressing
concerns in populations, that
cross state, lines.

Habitat Adaptive Management Thresholds:

e A soft habitat threshold is met when any single occurrence or combination of occurrences
in PHMA/IHMA in a neighborhoed cluster result in the loss of more than 5% of the area
capable of supporting sagebrush'in a given year(including wildfire). Where a neighbor
cluster overlaps with mon€ithan onethabitat designation (e.g., PHMA and GHMA) the
percent habitat loss will'be calatilated on the PHMA/IHMA only. Baselines for calculating
sagebrush loss will'be'determined by the sagebrush base layer delineated using LandFire
data (detailed.in,Appendix 7) and from the'most necent year prior to publication of the
ROD:s.

e A hard habitat,threshold willbe met'when existing sagebrush extent, as described in the
first buflet, within a neighborhood cluster,drops below 65% of the area capable of
supporting'sagebrush-(Aldridge et al5.2008; Connelly et al., 2000).

. A hard habitatthreshold will alsg*be met,ifia:soft habitat threshold is met in 4 consecutive
years (25% decline jn edch of-4.consecitive years).

A hard or soft habitat threshold; ¢an be reversed if restoration of sagebrush vegetation communities
within the neighborhood cluster returns-to the sagebrush conditions and/or habitat function prior to
the events'thatresulted in meeting'a:habitat threshold. If the neighborhood cluster cannot be
restored to-original sagebrush conditions and/or habitat function due to ecological or disturbance
limitations'(e.g., intense fire killed soil microfauna, dense anthropogenic activities) restoration and/or
habitat enhancéntent in-adjacent neighborhood clusters can be considered to increase the number of
GRSG suppérted inithose areas. This will be done in coordination with appropriate state agencies. If
enhancing habitats.in adjacent areas does not reverse the threshold, and further assessment may be
necessary to'determine if the area in which the habitat threshold was met should still be considered
GRSG habitat.

2-122

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Population triggers vary by state. See

Appendix 2, Existing GRSG
Management, for specifics.

Population triggers vary by state.
See Appendix 2, Existing GRSG
Management, for specifics.
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Population Trend Adaptive Management Thresholds:
State wildlife agencies can alert the BLM when population
thresholds (soft or hard) are met to initiate a causal factor analysis.

The BLM will also review the annual results of TAWS in
determining if population trends mdncate% tial habitat concerns.
All population thresholds identified b TAWS will be confitmed

with the state wildlife agency within@0*days (p&fer@dzss) Q&
being identified at the nelghbwd clus@ cale odél. If

the state wildlife agency de del or,

the data supporting rev eshiq ill b \@cume
there is disagreement.in r&és, % nd & te work
together to iden éﬁ\he %@e of t ror ( ther cy s
analysis). "R
"\- D \. K\
Inte %&)on o\f\_ﬁWS model r ﬁs wnI baas follaws:
& p tio tmd th egh Id 3 quiva en@o a TAWS
b, atc ve rat opulatlon change
nel nf}éter populatlon decline that
éélth ere mor apld hat of the associated
cli é’c oate{e}al
° n@iﬁard ih‘atlo d threshold is equivalent to a TAWS

3 (f: smbr 3 out of 4 (slow) consecutive year
n change at the neighborhood cluster

t or more rapid than those of the

at i d|ff
%e I}?yte cluster; Coates et al., 2021).

ﬁ‘ard Q\R;\ft population trend threshold can be reversed if the

"follov@}g criteria are met:

\3 ulation trends at the neighborhood cluster trend realigns
with the climate cluster trend as indicated by the TAWS model
(i.e., no longer a TAWS “watch” or “warning”); OR

e There are sufficient numbers of GRSG (abundance) to allow for
recovery of population numbers to those present at or before
the threshold was met, based on local growth rates determined
by the state wildlife management agency, and BLM has the
concurrence of the state wildlife management agency; OR

e The state wildlife management agency can demonstrate the
TAWS model incorrectly identified a watch or warning.

If a habitat or population threshold is met the BLM, along with
state wildlife management personnel and other stakeholders with
knowledge of local conditions will initiate an assessment as soon as

alerted to a threshold being hit to determine the causal factor(s).

Same as Alternatives 3 and 4
except new authorizations can
be considered during the rapid
assessment period. Project
level NEPA will specifically
evaluate if any new permitted
activity could contribute to any
cause identified during the rapid
assessment.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

Causal Factor Analysis (CFA) teams will include at a minimum the
local BLM biologist, BLM state sage-grouse lead, and a
representative from the state wildlife agency. Additional subject
matter experts and other affected parties ca%e added as
necessary for individual site-specific an .m usal factor analyses
will occur within the time periods de below and e used
to inform the adaptive management Ep

analysis shall be detailed in a wrl@n repoft hat i
descriptions of existing Ian ner;§\?§t’cer |st Y
of population and hablt &a[ diti
and@@

habitat, cause(s) of ha& de I‘n

recommendatio res otentlal

causes of de hﬁ‘ tl‘ﬁ. ata a xper Cgz‘sed t-Qééach

concluslo % fn thQ@ort reponﬁ | be submitted

tot na L:Qgigrou lead in the
e C

the %sh s met sage-grouse

", din as w a ers am as soon as
'the mpl?& reV| abltat and
|on{?%rm etw n the ﬁ and associated state

p
%Il r e even}@;\ thresholds are identified.

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Habitat and population adaptive
trigger responses vary by state. See
Appendix 2, Existing GRSG

Habitat and population adaptive
trigger responses vary by state.
See Appendix 2, Existing GRSG

Adaptive Management Responses:
When any adaptive management threshold is met, (and population
thresholds confirmed with the state wildlife agency) a rapid

Management, for specifics. Management, for specifics. assessment to identify “obvious” causes will be completed within
60 days (or less). Obvious causes are tho§ ily identified such as
a large wildfire. If the rapid assessm ifies the cau formal
CFA will not be needed. No new péitted altiviti ﬁo& e A
authorized until the rapid asseﬁﬁ\nt is completed a '\1\
documented. Existing per actiyities caé\b |nueq' ss ‘\
those activities are causj rtqg r di oss
degradation of occu RS% itaty If'a ob ausa(‘factor
cannot be |dent |d a ent ntify

potential causes, tlve gem \afhre belng met
@n nths of rapld.ésé)éssment If a soft

will be goqﬁe
thre s me d iRﬂ ies be considered during
ple ion of t Ya' A as 3‘& & \actl do not result
ort &Jof hab t'foss

ab[: gradation
%k q\/ thre A is not completed
he (bo e f@fram,@o ne &mltted activities will be
uthori c\o Aisrc ple@ s legally allowed. New
ath} |zat|<¢2. r rea:LEorlzatB f existing permits can then be
brsid simi cthltléE}vere not contributing to factors

\Q\B él:?esultm in eit| populatlon or habitat
o hedshold. @qectl

EPA will specifically evaluate if the new

& (e G{\K+ ) {:{; 2 +\q tlvl;gc ould result in the threshold being sustained or
in.
'(\\ﬁ\‘ (,\" \\\% 1,"?,, .rbklf a har hreshold is met no new proposed permitted activities will
O O \ orized until a CFA is completed. Project level NEPA will

c‘t}ren specifically evaluate if the new permitted activity could result
'in additional or cumulative impacts to GRSG.

The CFA team can alter the level of the threshold met (soft to
hard, or hard to soft) based on their review and if supported by
local data. For example, habitat loss of 5 percent results in a soft
threshold, but if the loss is of limited crucial habitat (e.g., the only
winter or mesic habitat in the neighborhood cluster) the CFA team
can request hard threshold management responses be
implemented. Similarly, a local assessment of habitat loss meeting a
hard threshold may be reversed if the loss is of marginal areas, or
areas documented as not supporting GRSG. These threshold
reversals must be supported by data and fully detailed in a written
report. Final determination of the reversal will be made by the

AG\(},«
V., O
(o]
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.) authorizing officer, in consultation with the local CFA team. The
CFA team can expand the analysis and management response to
adjacent neighborhood clusters based on their review. For
example, migratory populations that utilize iple neighborhood
clusters may require increased protecti I.%l-gr'ng other seasonal

habitats and use areas to reverse popgl decllnes
nd ch'q(e\

If the CFA identifies the caus df‘habltat@s‘ %\ﬁ

(See above.) (See above.)

BLM will modify any perml CtIVI entl fac?
to meeting a threshold, aIIy sin
coordination with thelp mlt Iféj e afféet
habitat or popul (or if a riat sary to
assess the e of od|f| n Fo zations
project | spe Iy ev(labte if thg oposed new
activi Id réllﬁt\m c tr utingto sustse{%ng the-threshold or
n th €F_|resh |ng ﬁgaln utl'@‘ ations may be
Pﬁglted

|c |de |n the specific
m|n Iocé‘lkrormatlon

"res
@\Exce\p{@ﬁ ions. m'hose @'\exceedlng thresholds include:
XIStIn&@tIVItI hat require a permit if:

»@.ﬁnv.t is chedu.h@! within 60 days of when a threshold

y *L
’{\B é i enti and

A'\ * T}f\ x@& The ]ect onent can show significant negative
> {:‘U % +, Cly Q omi pacts (i.e., documented loss of income
'\C'.'J [ *\’CQ @ qui to the income potential of the event), and The
o ’({\ 2" % can only be considered if it does not result in
| W ‘\ 9\6 Y
,{‘\"'\ o\- \\:\\E r?,‘ N.ra‘ @n wn impacts to habitats or populations.
.b,g w&:b Q/Q : D\ ° ivities essential for human health and safety in a current or
{'} ; \é ’%@\N .Oc' likely catastrophic event (e.g., repair of dams, emergency vehicle
‘ access).
N 2 (s ; é e ES&R activities essential to restoration after a wildfire.
N e
C'_':’” ‘ 1{}0 q)\f @ e Grazing permits that will expire within the same year the
&"E‘ threshold is identified. A permit or lease to extend the current
‘* @"\G grazing practice for less than 10 years may be renewed until the

causal factor analysis is completed. If grazing is not determined
as a causal factor to an adaptive management threshold, grazing
permit or lease renewal can proceed normally. If grazing is a
contributing cause to an adaptive management threshold, the
terms and conditions of the grazing permit or lease will need to
be examined and based on the outcome, would need to
appropriately be modified to reduce or eliminate the impact.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative |

Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)
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e Continuing the terms and conditions for livestock grazing when
a permit or lease has expired or was terminated due to a
grazing preference transfer in accordance with Section 402(c)(2)
of the FLPMA as amended by Public Law l&g 113-291.
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suIt of habitat conditions on non-BLM
lste.gr nds, new authorizations can be considered if the
k! t|V|t£gh not negatively impact habitats or populations in the

adj lands or contribute to indirect or cumulative impacts.

' The restrictions from meeting soft or hard habitat or population
trend thresholds will be removed once the criteria for reversing

the threshold, described above are met.

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-15. Comparison of Alternatives, Adaptive Management)

Summary of Alternative | Summary of Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Habitat triggers vary by state. See Habitat triggers vary by state. See
Appendix 2, Existing GRSG Appendix 2, Existing GRSG
Management, for specifics. Management, for specifics.

Habitat Threshold due to Wildfire: An assessment of impact on affected GRSG habitat will be
conducted within 60 days (or less) by BLM staff and appropriate state agency personnel of the event
to determine the actual extent of habitat loss (which can include an assessment of burn severity — did
the wildfire burn hot enough to kill the sagebrush) within the wildfire perimeter. This will be done in
addition to any BLM ESR review. No new discretionary authorizations that would result in additional
habitat loss within PHMA or IHMA incaffected neighborheod clusters will be authorized until the
assessment of habitat impacted is campleted (this caminglude the initial 60-day rapid assessment if the
results indicate the threshold can be reversed). If thevassessment indicates wildfire severity is such
that habitat services (the ability-of the abea to provide food; coyer, water, and connectivity at the
time just prior to the wildfire) for, GRSG within the wildfire penimeter remain and the area can
support the same abundance of*GRSGsthat'was present prior to the wildfire the threshold will be
considered reversed. If habitat assessment determines the PHMA (and IHMA) influenced by the
wildfire can nevonger. stipport GRSG populations at levels prior to the wildfire, new infrastructure
projects or'permits/imay be deferred ificonsistent With applicable law (such as the Mining Law of
1872),.and valid*existing rights until‘an assessment demonstrates the habitat can support GRSG at the
levels'that existed priok.-to theswildfire event have been restored. Authorizations may be considered
if.the proposed project will have no-direct or+indirect impact to GRSG or their habitats. The
associated determinatioh, must be documented in a report to the BLM state sage-grouse lead, the
BLEM'state director,and the National .BLM GRSG coordinator. If the wildfire event precludes
restoration to.GRSG habitatpermafiently, further assessment may be necessary to determine if the
area'in should still beiconsidered GRSG habitat.

No similar action. No similar action;

Inconclusive-CFAs: Ifho cause'for a habitat or population decline can be determined the BLM may
consider implementing additional restrictions on existing or new authorizations in the area,
consistent With permits/surface use rights in coordination with the permit holder and the state
wildlifeyrmanagement agency. This is to reduce disturbance until either a causal factor can be
determined, thirotugh additional monitoring and analyses, or the population declines cease. The state
wildlife agency can provide data that supports limiting these potential restrictions made solely on
population threshold data (vs. habitat data) if they can demonstrate the population analyses are
incorrect. New authorizations must disclose a threshold has been met and consider the proposed
activity’s potential cumulative impact to either the habitat or population trend (dependent on which
threshold has been met). Any restrictions will be determined by the authorizing officer, with the
documented biological rationale from BLM field biologists. Any disagreement between BLM staff will
be elevated to the BLM State Director for resolution. New permits in an area where the CFA is
inconclusive cannot be authorized until the full CFA analyses is completed and reports submitted.
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2.6 STATE-SPECIFIC CIRCUMSTANCES

Though this EIS is range-wide in its scope, there are also state-specific circumstances that will be considered.
Such state specific circumstances may warrant consideration at the state level rather than at a range wide
level. This could include the following:

e Differences in management tools or approaches specific to a given state — such as Research Natural
Areas present in Oregon, Important Habitat Management Areas in Idaho, or Restoration Habitat
Management Areas in Montana. These tools are limited to those given states,*and adjustments to
their management, if considered, would only be applicable in those states.

e Ecological and topographic differences such as the differences between thei{sweéeping/prairies of:
eastern Montana and Wyoming compared to the basin and range: of the Great Basin, or the,high
mountain valleys in Idaho and Utah, or the areas with_substantial{differencesin elevation and
vegetation associated with the plateaus associated with the Coloradoe-Plateau‘inUtah and ‘Colorado:

e Different management situations in different statesssuch as the presence of state-fun management
tools such as mitigation banks, regulatory state plans, ete;

Issues or management differences between statés“are notibased onipreference, but rather on specific
circumstances that fall into the above categories. And are-focused:on issueSytopics,.andjactions that would
help meet the purpose and need of improving GRSG-consetyation. Through théjalternative-development
process all states identified at least ohé State-specific cireimstanceljHowegyek consideration of non-habitat
in the habitat management areas during implementation identified.by one state became a cross-cutting topic
after discussion with ageney:staff andicooperating:agencies. The following sections present the alternatives
associated with state-specific cireumstances, ‘Colorado

Most state-specific‘circumstances in,Coloradotarea result of differentsplanning approaches in the 2015 and
2019 NWCQO, GRSG{ARMPAs (plaiis). The BLM_ will-also clafify ‘management decisions that have been
unclear since implementation, ofithe 20.15"plan.

Colorado has:variablestopography, leading”to naturally” fragmented habitats, affecting ecology and plant
communities, and therefore/differences between GRSG population areas.. Significant elevational changes may
fall within standardlek buffer distances'in some'Colorado GRSG populations (e.g., Parachute Piceance Roan
(PPR) population)..Colorada typically does'not see large wildfires in sagebrush ecosystems or conversion to
agriculture to thelsame degree as other-states.

Prior to_sthe"current planning.process, the BLM and the State of Colorado adopted refined habitat
managément akea ‘'mapss/Flie’ multi-year (2016-2019), collaborative mapping process refined previously
mapped areas to remove*non-habitat in habitat management areas or expand areas with documented GRSG
use. The, re*mapping effort incorporated state-specific, timely research and mapping tools. See Appendix 3
for a summary of the Colorado habitat management area mapping strategy.The state specific circumstances
for the State of Colorado being addressed in this effort include the following: |) management scale, 2)
application and use of lek buffers, 3) consistency across resource uses, and 4) integration of lessons learned
during implementation.

Management Scale

Colorado manages populations and sub-populations by Management Zone (MZ) which are biologically
driven units delineated by GRSG use, topographic and other natural features, differences in ecological
potential, and differences in issues affecting GRSG (Colorado Greater Sage-grouse Steering Committee
2008). The BLM uses the CO MZs to calculate project-scale disturbance and density caps rather than the
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density and disturbance methodology used by many other states. The MZs are geographically consistent
with the areas used by Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPWV) but have different numbering (e.g.- BLM MZ 2
is the same area as CPW MZ ). For ease of communication, the BLM intends to adjust the MZ numbering
during this planning effort to be more consistent with the CPW naming convention.

Lek Buffers

Clarification of lek activity periods

The BLM will clarify the activity period for the leks being included in management alidcations and decisions.
Both the 2015 and 2019 plans included allocations and management decisions based on the distancefrom
“active” leks using CPW’s definition, which is an area used by two or more displaying males ih-two of.the
last five years in larger populations and one or more males in any of thelast five.years in small populations
(Colorado Greater Sage-grouse Steering Committee 2008). Thereare inconsistencies’between.ther CPVWV.
definition and the WAFWA definition, which describes an active lek as ‘ailek thatihas 2 orZmore males
counted during two or more years within the last 10 years (Cook et al, 2022, Cennelly et,al; 2000). Because
GRSG populations generally follow 9- to 10-year population‘cycles(Rich 1985, Fedy andvAldridge201 |, Fedy
and Doherty 2011), the BLM will use a lek definition that.better captlires the*fluctuation.‘of population
dynamics. The BLM will analyze use of the “occupiéd” lekidefinition frem the, 2015 and 2019 plans, which is
defined as a lek that has been active during,at leastsone strutting seasoriwithin the“past 0. years. CPW
concurs with the approach.

The clarification of lek activity periods results;in an'increase, tosthe amount of BLM-managed lands within
the corresponding buffer distances. According torthe Colorado 20227lek count'data from CPWV, 276 leks
are classified as active using the 5-year activigstimeframe® The total number 'of leks with activity in the last
10 years increases to0i445 leks: Wsing the 2015 and’2019.plan*definitions; approximately 571,375 acres of
BLM-managed lafids“were within |3mile of aniactive lelq (CPWV, 54ear timeframe). With the clarification,
approximatelys81 1,245, deres ar¢ within ltmile of¢ah ‘eccupiedilek; representing a 42% increase in BLM-
managedilands that are subjectito more intensivesmanagement decisions for the protection of leks, nesting,
and, early brood-rearinghabitat.

Distance of*buffer

In the*2015 pfans fliid-mineral leasing was elased within |-mile of an active lek compared to a 0.6 mile. In
¢oordination*withiCPW, the BLM increased the previous stipulation area (i.e.- 0.6-mile buffer NSO) to a |-
mileyclosure to'provide protectionfor leks and nesting and early brood rearing habitat in the closest
proximity té'leks. The 2019 plan amiended the decision from a |-mile closure to a |-mile NSO with a different
set of waiver, excaption, andimodification (WEM) criteria than the rest of PHMA (also NSO) but maintained
thel-mile closure around*an active lek. The |-mile standard was subsequently incorporated into the State
of Colorado oil & gas regulations (CO Code § 34-60-101, 2022). The BLM will analyze the |-mile lek buffer
distance as the minimum threshold in Colorado under Alternatives | and 2 (No Action alternatives), and 5.

Allocations/management decisions within |-mile buffer

The 2019 plan amended the decision from a |-mile closure to a I-mile NSO with a different set of WEM
criteria than the rest of PHMA (also NSO). To reconcile the difference between the 2015 and 2019 plans,
the BLM will analyze PHMA as being open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO. WEMs will include
additional criteria within |-mile of occupied leks rather than being limited to active (CPWV) leks. This
clarification would allow for PHMA to remain NSO with the distinction of more intensive management
within I-mile of a lek requiring the use of one NSO stipulation.
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Allocations for GHMA

In the 2015 and 2019 plans, Colorado included a NSO stipulation within 2-miles of active leks in GHMA.
Because of the lek status clarification above, the BLM will analyze the change between an NSO around active
leks versus occupied leks in Alternative 4. The BLM will also analyze using a Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
stipulation within 2-miles of occupied leks in Alternative 5 and a CSU within |-mile of PHMA in Alternative
6 instead of the NSO to assess the impacts of different stipulation types.

CSU stipulations are applied at the leasing phase and allow the BLM to carefully consi {Esllte-speciﬁc factors
during implementation that provide the appropriate level of protection and Rlctlo Common=CSU
measures include relocating operations by more than 200 meters (656 ft) or @ferrmit@‘act@uf moq?,
than 60 days to avoid or minimize impacts. E‘, é‘\

Alternative 4 would increase the acreage of GHMA with NSO sti ‘:ét,lon '&;\par;e o) Ite ‘%?w%es | andy K
2. Under Alternative 5, the same amount of acreage under majo stlpuliﬁp }'ln Al

bﬁ@uld
be under moderate stipulation (CSU). Alternative 5 w &)l ow. ore ty [ elop while
maintaining the BLM’s ability to apply site-specific crirér fo {@ itat pro n Al ive 6 also
analyzes CSU stipulations but would be applled in | of P This-would allow for
increased flexibility while allowing the BLM 1‘.hS|der' &{S@p cts develh@%ent |r\'G,HMA may

have on all PHMA, not just where leks "l.._,
R\ <°

Consi % N\ b

onsistency Across Resources . %, .QC\
The BLM will analyze use of % sw@*‘cmte Iﬁ:’ﬁo maqgement aqtjons s '\ﬁ uid mineral permitting
and ROW authorizations y ﬂu%\meral its qﬁ{&ie botl{?r:"App|' dtioh for Permit to Drill (APD)
and a ROW (e.g.- an;ét@ess r@w begi I \gld crosses on-lease). Under the 2015 and
2019 plans, the iBbrlzat@ & ﬂ'ﬁ) woéq%vg s Y:* siting criteria. By using consistent
criteria, the Bl.‘ﬁ{ ,@@b ease p conf rm ceqx"ﬁ rdingtioh across resource uses.

Lessons‘@ggme K+
The\%LM @Iudl ﬁf;gi\f'“catl ma%& ent decisions because of lessons learned during
s Th [

+«.\|Ifr'j.'?p|eme|qmI on of clarify management decisions in the Fluid Mineral
d‘i and ‘a’and Iear rlmar|ly involve administrative clarifications and remedies
re no&' pact QESE abi her resources, or resource uses.
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Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Unleased Fluid Minerals

MD MR-1: No new leasing |
mile from active leks in ADH.

MD MR-1: One mile from active
leks: Open to leasing subject to
NSO-I.

See Appendix B (Existing
Management) for WEM criteria.

No new leasing in PHMA.

Upon expiration or termination
of existing leases, prohibit
issuance of new leases or
reinstatement of leases in PHMA,

No similar action (see line below)

No similar action (see line below)

MD MR-2: No Surface
Occupancy (NSO) without
waiver or modification in PHMA.

See Appendix B (Existing
Management) for exception
criteria.

MD MR-2: (one mile from active
leks to the remainder of PHMA):
Open to leasing subject to No
Surface Occupancy (NSO-2)
with waivers, exceptions, or
modifications in PHMA.

See Appendix B (Existing
Management) for WEM criteria.

No similar action (Alt 3 is closed
to new leasing)

PHMA will-be open. to*fluid
mineral |easing subject to No
surface’occupancy with, waivers,
exceptions,jor modifications
(WEMs):

See range-wide WEM criteria.

PHMA will be open to fluid
mineral leasing subject to No
surface occupancy with waivers,

exceptions, or modifications
(WEMes).

See range-wide WEM criteria, but
the exception distance for
Colorado will be | mile from
occupied leks.

MD MR-3: In GHMA, any new
leases would include TL
stipulations to protect GRSG and
its habitat. The following
stipulation would apply:

GRSG TL-46e: No activity
associated with construction,
drilling, or completions within 4
miles from active leks during
lekking, nesting, and early brood-
rearing (March | to July I5).
Authorized Officer could grant an
exception, modification, or
waiver in consultation with the
State of Colorado.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Noisimilagaction (Alt+3 is closed
to new leasing)

In.PHMA & GHMA, any new
leases would include TL
stipulations to minimize impacts
to GRSG during lekking, nesting,
and early brood-rearing. The
following stipulation would apply:

No activity associated with
construction, drilling, or
completions within 4 miles of
occupied leks during lekking,
nesting, and early brood-rearing
(March | to July I5).

The Authorized Officer could
grant an exception, modification,
or waiver in coordination with
the State of Colorado.

Same as Alternative 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD MR-4: No Surface
Occupancy (NSO) within 2
miles of active (CO definition)
leks in GHMA.

See Appendix B (Existing

Management) for WEM criteria.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

No similar action (Alt 3 is closed
to new leasing)

GHMA will be open to fluid
mineral leasing subject to No
Surface Occupancy (NSO)
within 2 miles of active*
(WAFWQ\Q;; ive, CO occupied)
leks. ‘ ‘

j@egng@de \%@Xgmﬁ
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Alt 5

Alt 6

GHMA will be
open to fluid
mineral leasing
subject to
Controlled
Surface Use
(CSU) within 2
miles of
active® leks.

See CSU
criteria below.

See range-wide
WEM criteria.

GHMA will be
open to fluid
mineral |easing
subject to
Controlled
Surface Use
(CSU) in
GHMA within |
mile of PHMA.

See CSU
criteria below.

See range-wide
WEM criteria.

No similar action

[

No similar action

Controlled Surface Use
(CSU): Apply CSU constraints
on surface use, occupancy,
placement of permanent tall
structures, and surface-disturbing
activities in [GHMA within 2 miles
of occupied leks for Alt 5/GHMA
within | mile of PHMA for Alt 6]
that would decrease
breeding/nesting habitat
availability or functionality, or that
create new perching/nesting
opportunities for avian predators.
Surface use including
infrastructure and surface-
disturbing activities may require
special design, construction, and
implementation measures. The
actual required measures will be
based on the purpose, nature,
and extent of the surface
occupancy including
infrastructure and total surface
disturbance, the affected seasonal
habitat, and the feasibility of
relocating the project. A tall
structure is any man-made
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

> \
& =) &
N G\}&\\\‘; ‘?.Q" :

(See above.)
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(See above.)
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structure that provides for

perching/nesting opportunities for

predators (e.g., raptors, ravens)
that may naturally be absent, or
that decreases the use of an area.

A determination as to whether

something is considered a tall

structure would be made based
on local conditions such as
existing vegetation or
topography.

Examples of measures and

limitations include:

I) Relocate operations more
than 200 meters (656 feet) to
areas outside of habitat, to
areas of existing disturbance,
or to areas where site-specific
topography mitigates project
impacts;

2) Defer activities longer than 60
days to avoid seasonal habitat
use periods;

3) Modify project design to
discourage avian predator
perching;

4) Limit or relocate placement of
tall structures to reduce
impacts of project
infrastructure;

5) Limit activity associated with
construction, drilling, or
completions to certain seasons
or times of day;

6) Minimize noise using the best
available technology to
dampen or direct noise away
from breeding or nesting
habitat.

Modify access routes to avoid
important areas or habitats.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD MR-5: Disturbance on new
leases would be limited to 3
percent in PHMA (biologically
significant unit) (see Appendix E,
Methodology for Calculating
Disturbance Caps) and would
limited to | disturbance per 640
acres calculated by Colorado MZ.
The following Lease Notice (LN)
would apply:

GRSG LN-46e: Any lands leased
in PHMA are subject to the
restrictions of | disturbance per
640 acres calculated by
biologically significant unit
(Colorado populations) and
proposed project analysis area
(Colorado MZ) to allow
clustered development.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

No similar action (Alt 3 is closed
to new leasing)

Disturbance on new leases would
be limited to 3 percent in PHMA
(biologically significant unit) and
would be limited to | disturbance
per 640 acres-calculated by
Colorade'™Z. The following
Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
would apply:

Anylands leased in PHMA are
stbject to-the restrictions{of 3
percent disturbance and«|
disturbanceiper 64Q acres
calculated by Fine*Scale and
proposed project analysis area
(Colorado*MZ) toallow
clustered development.

Disturbance on new leases would
be limited to 3 percent in PHMA
(biologically significant unit) and
would be limited to | disturbance
per 640 acres calculated by
Colorado MZ. The following
Controlled Surface Use (CSU)
would apply:

Any lands leased in PHMA are
subject to the restrictions of 3
percent disturbance and |
disturbance per 640 acres
calculated by biologically
significant unit (Colorado
populations) and proposed
project analysis area (Colorado
MZ) to allow clustered
development.

MD MR-7: (PHMA) Allow
geophysical exploration within
PHMA to obtain information for
existing federal fluid mineral
leases or areas adjacent to state
or fee lands within PHMA. Allow
geophysical operations only using
helicopter-portable drilling,
wheeled or tracked vehicles on
existing roads, or other approved
methods conducted in
accordance with seasonal TLs and
other restrictions that may apply.
Geophysical exploration shall be
subject to seasonal restrictions
that preclude activities in
breeding, nesting, brood-rearing,
and winter habitats during their
season of use by GRSG.

Same as Alternative | {(noichange
made in 2019).

Same asvAlternative |

(PHMA) Allow geophysical
exploration within PHMA to
obtain information for existing
federal fluid mineral leases or
areas adjacent to state or fee
lands within PHMA. Allow
geophysical operations with the
application of reasonable
measures that minimize impacts
to GRSG and GRSG habitat (e.g.,
helicopter-portable drilling,
wheeled or tracked vehicles on
existing roads) and are in
accordance with seasonal TLs and
other applicable restrictions.
Geophysical exploration shall be
subject to seasonal restrictions
that preclude activities in
breeding, nesting, brood-rearing,
and winter habitats during the
season of use by GRSG.

Same as Alternative 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2 |

Altern

ative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Leased Fluid Minerals

MD MR-8: Within | mile of
active leks, disturbance, disruptive
activities, and occupancy are
precluded.

If it is determined that this
restriction would render the
recovery of fluid minerals
infeasible or uneconomic,
considering the lease as a whole,
or where development of existing
leases requires that disturbance
density exceeds | disturbance per
640 acres and/or the 3 percent
disturbance cap (see Appendix E,
Methodology for Calculating
Disturbance Caps), use the
criteria* below to site proposed
lease activities to meet GRSG
habitat objectives and require
mitigation as described in
Appendix F (Greater Sage-
Grouse Mitigation Strategy).

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Within | mile of occupied leks,
disturbance, disruptive activities,
and occupan% are precluded.

Ifiti Eé\mlned that ti@

restric o dr

q& th Ie &awhﬁé\

evel fiexisting
eﬂm eqw %Js@bance
|ty e eds L?h rbance per
? and/qt e 3 percent
%& an p, usesthe
ter@“ ow {0 site proposed
Iea iviti meet GRSG

i’*
ives and require

Rrhltl
I {'@é@n

Same as Alternative 4, but with
siting criteria from Alternatives 5
and 6 (see below)

AP

2-136

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD MR-9: In PHMA and within
4 miles of an active lek, the
criteria* below would be applied
to guide development of the lease
or unit that would result in the
fewest impacts possible to GRSG.

Criteria™:

e Location of proposed lease
activities in relation to critical
GRSG habitat areas as
identified by factors, including,
but not limited to, average
male lek attendance and/or
important seasonal habitat

¢ An evaluation of the potential
threats from proposed lease
activities that may affect the
local population as compared
to benefits that could be
accomplished through
compensatory or off-site
mitigation

e An evaluation of the proposed
lease activities, including design
features, in relation to the site-
specific terrain and habitat
features. For example, within4
miles from a lek, local terrain
features such as ridges and
ravines may reduce the habitat
importance and shield nearby
habitat from disruptive factors:
This is particularly likely in
Colorado MZ 17, which has an
atypical GRSG habitat
featuring benches with GRSG
habitat interspersed with steep
ravines

To authorize an activity based on
the criteria above, the
environmental record of review

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Same as Alternative 4, but both
PHMA and GHMA are classified
as PHMA under Alternative 3

In PHMA and GHMA, the

criteria* below would be applied

to guide development of the lease

or unit that would result in the

fewest impacts possible to GRSG.

I) The location of the preposed
atthorization is determined,to
be nonhabitat, lacks the
ecological potential to'become
habitat,-does not provide
important conhectivity
between habitat areas; and the
project includesidesign
features to prevent indirect
disturbance to ordisruption of
adjacent seasonal*habitats that
woutd impair their biological
flnction,

2) Topegraphy/areas of non-
habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

3) By co-locating the proposed
authorization with existing
disturbance, impacts would be
minimized or similar to
impacts associated with the
existing infrastructure.

4) The proposed location would
be undertaken as an
alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby parcel
(for example, due to
landownership patterns), and
authorizing the activity on the
parcel in question would have
less of an impact on GRSG or
its habitat than on the nearby
parcel; this criterion must also
include measures sufficient to
allow the BLM to conclude
that such benefits will endure

In PHMA and GHMA, the
criteria* below would be applied
to guide development of the lease
or unit that would result in the
fewest impacts possible to GRSG.
I) The location of the proposed

authorization is determined to
be nonhabitat, lacks the
ecological potential to become
habitat, does not provide
important connectivity
between habitat areas, and the
project includes design
features to prevent indirect
disturbance to or disruption of
adjacent seasonal habitats that
would impair their biological
function.

2) Topography/areas of non-

habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

3) By co-locating the proposed

authorization with existing
disturbance, impacts would be
minimized or similar to
impacts associated with the
existing infrastructure.

4) The proposed location would

be undertaken as an
alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby parcel
(for example, due to
landownership patterns), and
authorizing the activity on the
parcel in question would have
less of an impact on GRSG or
its habitat than on the nearby
parcel; this criterion must also
include measures sufficient to
allow the BLM to conclude
that such benefits will endure
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative | Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
must show no significant direct | (See above.) (See above.) for the duration of the for the duration of the
disturbance, displacement, or proposed action’s impacts. proposed action’s impacts.

rtality of GRSG.
mortality o If the criteria above do not apply | In addition to meeting one of the

but it can bi@monstrated that | criteria above, applicable

the dir "lﬁnd indirect ir cts of minimization measures including

the posed tivit Disturbance Caps, Timing
éﬂ ato
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD MR-10: Based on site-
specific conditions, prohibit
construction, drilling, and
completion within PHMA within
4 miles of a lek during lekking,
nesting, and early brood-rearing
(March | to July 15).In
consultation with the State of

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Prohibit construction, drilling, and
completion within PHMA during
lekking, nesting, and early brood-
rearing (March | to July 15).

Based on site-specific conditions,
prohibit construction, drilling, and
completion in PHMA or GHMA

within 4 miles of an occupied lek

during Wnesting, and early

brookc ing (March | ly
00

gtgp of Qgrgradiom r:{:q,'ﬁ)e

Same as Alternative 4, but with
siting criteria from Alternatives 5
and 6 (see above)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

No Similar action

[

No Similar action

No Similar action

No Similar action

Alt 5 Alt 6

No Similar In the Case
action Flats ACEC, any

new leases

would include
TL stipulations
to minimized
impacts to
GRSG during
winter
concentration.
The following
stipulation
would apply:

No activity
associated with
construction,
drilling, or
completions
during the
winter
concentration
period
(December | to
March |5). The
Authorized
Officer could
grant an
exception, in
consultation
with the State
of Colorado, if
the
environmental
record of
review shows
no significant
direct or
indirect
disturbance,
displacement,
or mortality of
GRSG. No
modifications or
waivers would
be authorized.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-16. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Fluid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD MR-14: For future actions in
ADH, require a full reclamation
bond specific to the site in
accordance with 43 CFR Parts
3104.2, 3104.3, and 3104.5.
Ensure bonds are sufficient for
costs relative to reclamation
(Connelly et al. 2000; Hagen et al.
2007) that would result in full
restoration of the lands to the
condition it was found prior to

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Same as Alternative |

In PHMA and GHMA, require a
full reclamation bond specific to
the site in accordance with 43
CFR Parts 3104.2, 3104.3, and
3104.5. bonds are

suffic r costs reIatr@o
rec&tlon that w@pesult i
ﬁb an e

Qﬂ resto n o to
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T

Same as Alternative 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-17. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Solid Minerals (MR))

Table 2-17. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Solid Minerals (MR)

Alternative | |

Alternative 2

| Alternative 3 |

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Nonenergy Leasable Minerals

MD MR-20: Existing nonenergy
mineral leases: Apply the
following conservation measures
as conditions of approval (COAs)
where applicable and feasible:

e Preclude new surface
occupancy on existing leases
within | mile of active leks
(Blickley et al. 2012; Harju et
al. 2012).

If the lease is entirely within |
mile of an active lek, require
any development to be placed
in the area of the lease least
harmful to GRSG based on
vegetation, topography, or
other habitat features
(Appendix G, Stipulations
Applicable to Fluid Mineral
Leasing and Land Use
Authorizations).

Preclude new surface
disturbance on existing leases
within 2 miles of active leks
within PHMA. If the lease is %,
entirely within 2 miles of an
active lek, require any
development to be placed in
the area of the lease least
harmful to GRSG based on
vegetation, topography, or
other habitat features
(Appendix G, Stipulations
Applicable to Fluid Mineral
Leasing and Land Use
Authorizations).

Limit permitted disturbances
to | disturbance per 640 acres
average across the landscape

4

in PHMA. Disturbances may

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).
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Same as Alternative 4

Existing nonenergy mineral leases:

Apply th wing conservation
measures.as c%ditions
approval ( ~
ipplicablqaﬁ fe Q\
e 6{éaude qux (\J‘

cup 1'!ahg Ieasa.
;;alm ||e ccu& €d:leks

Iey \‘ 20I rju et
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o If 2|I\'1ease ﬂgftlrely within |
ﬂle ofw\*ccu Llek,

\S‘ reqt?@any evelopment to be
) cedi rea of the lease

"Q"Ieast P@n{(ul to GRSG based
etation, topography, or
t%%er habitat features
(Appendix G, Stipulations
Applicable to Fluid Mineral
Leasing and Land Use
Authorizations).
Preclude new surface
disturbance on existing leases
within 2 miles of occupied leks
within PHMA. If the lease is
entirely within 2 miles of an
occupied lek, require any
development to be placed in
the area of the lease least
harmful to GRSG based on
vegetation, topography, or
other habitat features
(Appendix G, Stipulations
Applicable to Fluid Mineral
Leasing and Land Use
Authorizations).
Limit permitted disturbances
to | disturbance per 640 acres
average across the landscape

in PHMA. Disturbances may

Same as Alternative 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-17. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Solid Minerals (MR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

not exceed 3 percent in
PHMA (see Appendix E,
Methodology for Calculating
Disturbance Caps) in any
biologically significant unit
(Colorado populations) and
proposed project analysis area
(Colorado MZ).

(See above.)

(See above.)

o MZ)
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fRSG Tl@‘; 51 &

not exceed 3 percent in
PHMA in any biologically
significant unit (Colorado

populatloaj and proposed
proje ysis area

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR)

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Lands and Realty (LR)

MD LR-1: Manage areas within
PHMA as avoidance areas* for
BLM ROW permits. (See
Appendix G, Stipulations
Applicable to Fluid Mineral
Leasing and Land Use
Authorizations.)

*GRSG PHMA ROW
Avoidance. ROWs may be
issued after documenting that the
ROWs would not adversely affect
GRSG populations based on the
following criteria:

e Location of proposed activities
in relation to critical GRSG
habitat areas as identified by
factors, including, but not
limited to, average male lek
attendance and/or important
seasonal habitat.

e An evaluation of the potential
threats from proposed
activities that may affect the
local population as compared
to benefits that could be
accomplished through
compensatory or off-site
mitigation

An evaluation of the proposed

activities in relation to the site-

specific terrain and habitat

features. For example, within 4

miles from a lek, local terrain

features such as ridges and
ravines may reduce the habitat
importance and shield nearby
habitat from disruptive factors.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

Manage areas within PHMA as
exclusion areas for BLM ROW
permits, except for designated
corridors.

Manage areas.within PHMA as
avoidance-areas* for BLM ROW
permits.

#*ROW Avoidance:Criteria:
ROVYs’may be/issted if-it.can be
demonstrated-that the'proposed
atithorization woauld have ie
adverse impacts‘on GRSG or its
habitat basedon atileast one of
the following:

1), Fhe location of the proposed
authorization iSidetermined to
be nonhabitat, lacks the
ecological potential to become
habjtat, does not provide
important connectivity
between habitat areas, and the
project includes design
features to prevent indirect
disturbance to or disruption of
adjacent seasonal habitats that
would impair their biological
function.

2) Topography/areas of non-
habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

3) By co-locating the proposed
authorization with existing
disturbance, impacts would be
minimized or similar to impact
associated with the existing
infrastructure.

4) The proposed location would
be undertaken as an
alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby parcel
(for example, due to
landownership patterns), and
authorizing the ROW on the

Manage areas within PHMA as
avoidance areas* for BLM ROW
permits, except for designated
corridors, which would be open
to ROW permits.

*ROW Avoidance Criteria:
ROWs may be issued if it can be
demonstrated that the proposed
authorization would have no
adverse impacts on GRSG or its
habitat based on at least one of
the following:

I) The location of the proposed
authorization is determined to
be nonhabitat, lacks the
ecological potential to become
habitat, does not provide
important connectivity
between habitat areas, and the
project includes design
features to prevent indirect
disturbance to or disruption of
adjacent seasonal habitats that
would impair their biological
function.

2) Topography/areas of non-
habitat create an effective
barrier to impacts.

3) By co-locating the proposed
authorization with existing
disturbance, impacts would be
minimized or similar to impact
associated with the existing
infrastructure.

4) The proposed location would
be undertaken as an
alternative to a similar action
occurring on a nearby parcel
(for example, due to
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

[

(See above.)

\

o2 & ¥
@ e & ¢
Lol

(See above.)

parcel in question would have
less of an impact on GRSG or
its habitat than on the nearby

parcel; this criterion must also

inclu sures sufficient to
allﬂﬂvk e BLM to co e
ben efl nd e

(\for th rati
ciapsed@g‘ﬁ

Ll dd||
:E: t tha {)

|zatQ0heas#ﬁ_§ ncluding

%sturh'n };; ming

L| on\g& gn Features
pen Nﬁ?@\ Features),

l'or othet site- ic constraints
&ﬁd beé‘ das Terms &
nditj.?, of the ROW.

If t iteria* above do not

(Q' (\\0 @"K apply but it can be demonstrated
' > ¢ L i indi
¢ & -5 O fthat the direct and indirect
é.D ’(:C\ q;‘ .% impacts of the proposed activity
« - Q__,‘a’ D would be offset through
s@v ?‘ -x((\ compensatory mitigation, the
(O Q/Q D authorized officer may consider
b $ "Ntc\ permitting the action. The

environmental record of review

must demonstrate the following:

I) As the first step in mitigating
impacts to GRSG, efforts to
avoid impacts by locating the
proposed project in areas
outside the NSO areas or in
areas of non-habitat shall be
documented.

2) As the second step in
mitigating impacts to GRSG,
efforts to minimize impacts by
applying project design
features shall be documented
(e.g., use of RDFs, buffer

landownership patterns), and
authorizing the ROW on the
parcel in question would have
less of an impact on GRSG or
its habitat than on the nearby
parcel; this criterion must also
include measures sufficient to
allow the BLM to conclude
that such benefits will endure
for the duration of the
proposed action’s impacts.

In addition to meeting one of the
criteria above, applicable
minimization measures including
Disturbance Caps, Timing
Limitations, Design Features
(Appendix XX- Design Features),
or other site-specific constraints
would be included as Terms &
Conditions of the ROW.

If the criteria* above do not
apply but it can be demonstrated
that the direct and indirect
impacts of the proposed activity
would be offset through
compensatory mitigation, the
authorized officer may consider
granting a ROW. The
environmental record of review
must demonstrate why avoidance
is not attainable.

To grant a ROW based on
compensatory mitigation, the
compensation project must be
completed prior to construction,
surface occupancy, or surface
disturbing activities. Applicable
minimization measures including
Disturbance Caps, Timing
Limitations, Design Features
(Appendix XX- Design Features),
or other site-specific constraints
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

distances, seasonal limitations,
etc.).
3) The compensation project

must be completed and habitat
functnqﬁﬁ(% documented
e authorlza

{.\lmpac&ll o u@‘@“’ﬁs
%nt &Q Tzation aryé\
é‘the tlng @e it to

"&g'opu bei pacted by
E‘.g, '?I deyﬁppment

would be included as Terms &
Conditions of the ROW.

MD LR-2: Manage areas within
GHMA as avoidance areas™ for
major (transmission lines greater
than 100 kilovolts and pipelines
greater than 24 inches) and minor
BLM ROW permits (see
avoidance criteria above).

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

>

s
i,

areas within GHMA as
*ﬁé%ﬁa@&f @&%‘Row
per |tg(see qk@ ance criteria
N N
N\
{E’;

Manage areas within GHMA as
avoidance areas* for BLM ROW
permits, except for designated
corridors, which would be open
to ROW permits (see avoidance
criteria above).

No similar action

rk‘m@ -~
AL

No similar action

Hn PHMA and GHMA, If the

ROW authorization is the off-
lease component of an action that
occurs on-lease (e.g.- a road

Same as Alternative 4

“o Q,\ . (0 AN Q ﬁ" beginning off-lease that crosses
*,\f'-g i ,(((\ %\ Q.@Fb ’V‘g’ &kp on-lease would require both a
N c}v ‘ \{\“’ﬁ " ope ROW and subject to the
'{'1 1 * p‘ ™ fa‘ ‘al ..
b‘:} ﬂra“ Q \‘ ,d;\ conditions of the APD), ensure
\ & H;LMO \} that the conditions for each
%T} \ ﬁ‘lﬁ 1:)0 authorization are consistent for
\O’%‘ o‘ﬁn @ ‘ b‘ mitigation, reclamation, and
{J\} *%;C} AN W*:QF’ design features, as appropriate.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD LR-3: No new roads or
above-ground structures would
be authorized within | mile of an
active lek.

Above-ground structures are
defined as structures that are
located on or above the surface
of the ground, including but not
limited to: roads, fences,
communication towers, and/or
any structure that would provide
perches.

Above-ground structures would

only be authorized if:

I. It is consistent with the overall
objective of the RMP
Amendment;

. The effect on GRSG
populations or habitat is
nominal or incidental;

. Allowing the exception
prevents implementation of an
alternative more detrimental
to GRSG or similar
environmental concern, and;

Rigid adherence to the restricticﬁ\
would be the only reason for

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

AN
@ 8 A& ¢
S W L9 o
'\\‘ Gﬁ&\\dﬁ ?‘Q"

denying the action.

No similar action

Jex "Ps mg tIO
o Mopog@ y. Tz‘?guctures

No new tall structures would be
authorized within | mile of an
occupied lek.

Tall struct

man- m%\ ructure tha
pro s or ch| }({{
ﬁ,to Cf %

t m
nt,

are defined as any

y be
d}c as n ar Q
atlo
%ﬁ\hm@\)onsu@ ataII
uc&g oul de based
on con ns such as

limited to:
&nm ion towers,
ogical towers, power
I|ﬁ@ and transmission lines.
ITall structures would only be
authorized if it can be
demonstrated that the proposed
authorization would have no
adverse impacts on GRSG or its
habitat based on the ROW
Avoidance Criteria* above.
Additionally, if tall structures
cannot be buried (i.e.- power

lines), require perch deterrents.

Same as Alternative 4, but with
ROW avoidance criteria from
Alternatives 5 and 6
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD LR-4: PHMA and GHMA
are designated as avoidance areas
for high-voltage transmission line
ROWs, except for the
transmission projects specifically
identified below. All
authorizations in these areas,
other than the following identified
projects, must comply with the
conservation measures outlined
in this ARMPA, including the
RDFs and avoidance criteria
presented in this document. The
BLM is currently processing
applications for the TransVWest
and Energy Gateway South
Transmission Line projects, and
the NEPA review for these
projects is well underway.
Conservation measures for
GRSG are being analyzed through
the projects’ NEPA review
process, which should achieve a
net conservation benefit for the
GRSG.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

No similar decision

No similar decision

No similar decision

MD LR-6: Prohibit surface
occupancy and surface-disturbing
activities associated with BLM
ROW within 4 miles from active
leks during lekking, nesting, and
early brood-rearing (March | to
July 15). (See special stipulations
applicable to GRSG PHMA
ROW TL,)

Same as-Alternative | (no'change
made in 2049):

No similar decision

In PHMA and GHMA, prohibit
surface occupancy and surface-
disturbing activities associated
with BLM ROW within 4 miles of
occupied leks during lekking,
nesting, and early brood-rearing
(March | to July 15).

Same as Alternative 4

MD LR-8: (PHMA) In PHMA, or
within 4 miles of an active lek, for
ROW renewals, where existing
facilities cannot be removed,
buried, or modified, require
perch deterrents.

Same as-Alternative | (no change
made in'2019).

No similar decision

(PHMA and GHMA) In PHMA
and GHMA, for ROW renewals,
where existing facilities cannot be
removed, buried, or modified,
require perch deterrents.

Same as Alternative 4

MD LR-9: (PHMA) Reclaim and
restore ROWs considering
GRSG habitat requirements.

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

(PHMA and GHMA) Reclaim and
restore ROWs considering
GRSG habitat requirements.

Same as Alternative 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-18. Colorado State-Specific Circumstances — Lands and Realty (LR))

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

MD LR-10: (PHMA) Designate
new ROW corridors in GRSG
PHMA only where there is a

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

No similar decision

(PHMA and GHMA) Designate
new ROW corridors in GRSG
PHMA and GHMA only where

Same as Alternative 4

compelling reason to do so and there is a compelling reason to
location of the corridor within do so al ion of the
PHMA will not adversely affec corridorwwithin PHMA will'no
GRSG populattions due Zo habittat adversely a%@G V\&: ';\
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.1 Idaho

In addition to Idaho’s three-tier habitat approach, state specific circumstances are a result of specific
language unique from 2015 and 2019, and clarifying 2015 implementation management decisions. State
specific circumstances for the State of Idaho include ) management of saleable minerals/mineral materials —
specifically consideration of new free use pits in PHMA, 2) application and use of lek buffers (see
Appendix 19), and 3) application of renewable energy management to nuclear and hydropower
developments in addition to wind and solar. '\%

RN IR
SR Q" ot
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-19. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Mineral Resources (MR))

Table 2-19. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Mineral Resources (MR)

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials

MD MR | |: PHMA are closed to
new mineral materials sales.
However, these areas remain
“open” to free use permits and
the expansion of existing active
pits only if the following criteria
are met:

e the project area disturbance
cap is not exceeded within a
BSU;

e the activity is subject to the
provisions set forth in the
mitigation framework
[Appendix F in the 2015
ARMPA];

e all applicable required design

features are applied; and

the activity is permissible

under the Idaho exception and

development criteria (MD SSS

29 and MD SSS 30 in the 2015

ID ARMPA)

IHMA: All IHMA will be open to
mineral materials development,
consistent with the |daho
Anthropogenic Disturbance
Criteria (MD SSS 30 in the 2015
ID ARMPA), and subject to RDFs,
and buffers. Sales from existing
community pits within IHMA will
be subject to seasonal timing
restrictions (Appendix C in 2015
ARMPA).

GHMA: All GHMA will be open
to mineral materials
development, subject to RDFs
and buffers. Sales from existing
community pits within GHMA
will be subject to seasonal timing
restrictions (Appendix C in 2015
ARMPA).

MD MR | 1: PHMA: All PHMA
will be closed to new mineral
materials development, but
continued use of existing pits will
be allowed. New free use permits
and the expansion of existing free
use permits may be considered
only if the following criteria are
met:

e the project area disturbance
cap is not exceeded within a
BSU;

e the activity is subject to the
provisions set forth in the
mitigation framework
[Appendix F in the 2015
ARMPA];

e all applicable required design
features are applied; and

e the activity is permissiblé
under the Idaho_eXception and
development eriteria.(MD-SSS
29 and MD,SSS 30 in‘the 2019
ID ARMPA)

IHMARAT IHMACwill be ‘epen to
mineral materials development,
consistent With _the.ldaho
Anthrepogenic Disturbance
Criteria (MD'SSS_30%n the 2019
ID ARMPA), and subject'ta.RDFs,
and-btffers.

GHMA=AH GHMA.will beiopen
to ‘mineral materials
deyelopment; subject to best
management practices, as
described in Appendix C (in 2019
ARMPA).

MD MR | I: Same as Alternative
I. All HMA is PHMA.

MD MR | I: PHMA—AII PHMA
will be closed“to new mineral
materials‘development but
continued userof existing'pits will
be allowed:#New free use perinits
and the expansionrof existing'pits
may;be-considered onlyif‘the
following criteria are'met:

a.” The,disturbancecap is‘not
exceeded ina within a'fine-
scale HAF:

. The activity,is‘subject to the
provisions, set forth in the
mitigation framework
(Appendix Fin“the 2019
ARMPA);

+ All applicable RDFs are
applied; and

¢+ The activity is permissible
under the Idaho exception and
development criteria (MD SSS
29 and MD SSS 30 in the 2019
ID ARMPA).

In order to support maintenance
needs for existing local roads and
ensure public safety, exceptions
to criteria b) and d) listed above
may be granted for new free-use
permits in areas with existing
anthropogenic disturbance.

IHMA—AII IHMA will be open to
mineral materials development,
consistent with the ldaho
Anthropogenic Disturbance
Criteria (MD SSS 30 in the 2019
ID ARMPA) and subject to RDFs
and buffers.

GHMA—AII GHMA will be open
to mineral materials
development, subject to BMPs as
described in Appendix C (in the
2019 ID ARMPA).

MD MR | |: Same as Alternative
4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-19. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Mineral Resources (MR))

Table 2-20. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species (SSS)

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Anthropogenic Disturbance

Appendix B. Buffers (in the
2015 ID ARMPA).

{The management action
associated with the buffers is MD
SSS 35; the details on buffer sizes
and how to apply them is in the

Appendix B. Buffers (in the
2019 ID ARMPA)

{The management action
associated with the buffers is MD
SSS 35; the details on buffer sizes
and how to apply them is in the

Same as Alternative 4.

Appendlx
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Appendix B. Buffers (see
proposed changes in the |daho
Buffers Appendix Alternative
Language (Appendix 19).
Modified from Appendix B
referenced in Alt 2 to apply to
active and pending leks and
providing buffer exception for

IHMA/GHMA.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-21. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Renewable Energy (Wind and Solar) (RE))

Table 2-21. Idaho State-Specific Circumstances — Renewable Energy (Wind and Solar) (RE)

Alternative |

Alternative 2 |

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Industrial Solar, Wind, Nuclear, and Hydropower Development

MD RE I: PHMA: Designate and
manage PHMA as exclusion areas
for utility scale (20 MW) wind
and solar testing and
development, nuclear and
hydropower energy development.

IHMA: Designate and manage
IHMA as avoidance areas for
wind and solar testing and
development, nuclear and
hydropower development.

GHMA: Designate and manage
GHMA as open for wind and
solar testing and development
and nuclear and hydropower
development subject to RDFs and
buffers.

MD RE I: PHMA: Designate and
manage PHMA as exclusion areas
for utility scale (20 MW) wind
and solar testing and
development, nuclear and
hydropower energy development.

IHMA: Designate and manage
IHMA as avoidance areas for
wind and solar testing and
development, nuclear and
hydropower development.

GHMA: Designate and manage
GHMA as open for wind and
solar testing and development
and nuclear and hydropower ., P
development \‘b

KU

Same as cross-cutting language
for wind and solar described
above, but with the additional
application to nuclear and
hydropower energy developmep
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Same as cross-cutting language
for wind and solar described
above, but with the additional
application to nuclear and
hydropower energy development.
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.2 Montana/Dakotas

GRSG in Montana range across most of the state, with about 1,000 confirmed active sage-grouse leks. GRSG
in North and South Dakota have limited distributions and small population sizes. These differences resulted
in variable factors being considered for identifying HMAs (in cooperation with state natural resource entities)
(see Appendix 3, GRSG HMA State-by-State Mapping Strategies). Factors include differences in the amount
of the population in GHMA, HMAs to address different seasonal movement strategies, and addressing cross-
state populations. These differences also require consideration of different managemeént approaches at a
local level (state specific circumstances) in contrast to range-wide approaches, (cross-cutting issues)
considered in this EISS/RMPA.

GRSG planning efforts completed in 2015 were initiated while plan revisiens:were ongeing formultiple‘other
plans in the region. The 2015 effort resulted in updated GRSG management.in,seven plans. However, the
Butte Field Office (BFO) and the Upper Missouri River Breaks, National Ménument{(WMRBNM)were_not
included due to minor amounts of habitat (BFO) and protections providedby inclusion ofiGRSG as ap"object
and value of the UMRBNM proclamation. Subsequently, thie Lewistown Field ©Office comipleted a plan‘revision
in 2021, and the North Dakota Field Office is currently’ undergoing a plan revision. Montapa-Dakotas BLM
offices were not part of the GRSG plan amendments completed in 201.9.

While concepts and approaches are generally consistent*between_the*plans,~separate~plahning efforts
resulted both wording and management action*.inconsistencies. State-specifie, circumstances address: |)
measures to improve consistency betweeni the ninesfield Offices-(RMPs), for sage-grouse management; 2)
incorporating unique circumstances of peripheralpopulations and accounting for the higher proportion of
sage-grouse leks found:in"GHMA in.Montangj.and 3)fapplying 202, Plan Evaluation recommendations and
lessons learned from‘implementation of the2015 plans.

Increasing Cohsistency,_between'Montana-Dakotds,BLM Plans and State Conservation
Approaches

BLM’s review of thé severnyMontanad=Dakotas./plans included in the 2015 planning effort identified varying
managementyrecommehdationss VWhile some of these® differences are simply minor wording differences,
other incensistencies include“the omissien or jnclusion of actions not included in neighboring plans. These
differences alse 'include, hiimerous,stipulations:for oil and gas leasing in HMAs and occupied GRSG habitat.
Among offices, there‘are varying objectives for GRSG management under the sensitive status species
sections.'or may“ceontain-ebjectives, listed as management action in different plans. Furthermore, BLM
identified differences in\buffer distances for ROWV avoidance around leks, variation in protections for winter
range, and. severaliother differences in management among HMAs between offices.

TheBLM examined these inconsistencies to determine if they are justified using the following criteria: 1)
Biological “circumstances between offices that warrant distinction; 2) Wording differences that create
inconsistent interpretation and management; 3) Whether specific management objectives and actions were
needed within BFO and the UMRBNM, and; 4) Relationships with the state GRSG conservation plans from
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Montana.

The action alternatives below strive to provide better consistency among BLM offices and partner natural
resource entities. They are intended to provide clear and consistent direction to applicants and partners for
cross-office boundary projects and simplify the coordination among field offices. Other potential changes
including monitoring, adaptive management, and implementation tracking would be streamlined to increase
internal efficiencies and improve coordination with partners.
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

Addressing Variations in HMAs and Peripheral Populations

In Montana, general habitat, and BLM GHMA, contains a larger proportion of leks relative to these habitat
types than many other states (see Appendix 3, GRSG HMA State-by-State Mapping Strategies). To meet
objectives for GRSG and be more consistent with state management approaches, more restrictive GHMA
management is presented for some resources in the alternatives below. The Montana-Dakotas BLM is
considering crucial winter range in stipulations and maintains lek-based buffers for ROWs in GHMA
(including utility scale renewable energy projects). Peripheral populations present*unique challenges to
management approaches. The population spanning the Montana and North Dakota,Border (Cedar, Creek
Anticline area) has specific objectives considered to address ongoing development in the'area, restoration
needs, and cross-state and cross organizational GRSG management in=this mixed-ownership' area:,In
Montana, this area is considered as an RHMA in most alternatives, tol reflecgzthe desirecfor long-term
restoration. In North Dakota, GRSG range is PHMA, but specific objéectives agd,management areiconsidered
to address restoration and habitat enhancement, including protecting historical Jeks, (those active in 2010)
similar to currently active leks. This is intended to consefve the lafidscape stowprovide'opportunities for
restoration. GRSG in northern Montana and Canada ‘exhibit ‘Gnique migratory béhavior, moving from
breeding habitat in silver sage communities to.‘winter south in MYyoming~Big Sagebkush dominated
communities. To capture these migratory_pathways¥and protectstopover sitess.the BLM identified
connectivity areas, called CHMA, based on the State.ofMontana'connectiyity areas.(see Appendix 3, GRSG
HMA State-by-State Mapping Strategies). VVhile-the' revised GRSG HMAS in the action alternatives and the
Pryor Mountain Wild Horse Range ‘ovérlap by just over*300 acressirrthe Billings Field Office, GRSG and wild
horse use do not overlap due to physical-barriers, ‘Therefore, ‘this topic.is not addressed in detail.

2015 Plan Evaluations and+lessons,Learned

Implementation ofrthe 2015%plans (including+2021 plan, 'evaluations) has identified areas of potential
misunderstanding, that,are, included as“cross cuitting issulesyin altérhatives in this EIS. The BLM Montana-
Dakotas has,also identified opportunitiessunique tosthe region,‘including cross-boundary coordination with
other natural-resource management.entities® Additionally, new local and range-wide research provides
updated information to,consideriforr GRSG*managemeént action adjustments. As a result, the state-specific
alternativé below incorporates ‘the following newiinférmation. The Dillon FO was previously included in a
combined Idahe-SW Montana améndment.;However, that amendment included management unique to
Idaho, butinot applicable in, Mentana including Wild Horse and Burro management, use of the Fire and
InvasivesiAssessment Tool,"and incorporation of Key Habitat references. The Montana-Dakotas BLM also
considers options to fiemoVve the 'distinction between major and minor rights of way, both for consistency
with state management and te address specific impacts of the proposed disturbance or disruption of ROW
actions‘relative to*GRSG L astly, the revised guidance on conservation buffer distances, project screens, and
design features provides a common approach for analyzing different program and project types that result
in similariimpacts.

The remainder of this section includes the alternatives related to the applicable management actions.
Columns for Alternatives | and 2 have been merged, since the BLM RMPs in the Montana/Dakota State
Office did not amend any plans in 2019.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-22. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species (GRSG): Goals and Objectives)

Table 2-22. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species (GRSG): Goals and Objectives

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6
Special Status Species (GRSG): Goals and Objectives
Goal: Maintain and/or increase GRSG abundance and distribution by | Apply the cross-cutting GRSG goal, Habitat Objectives, etc. In addition, retain existing goals and
conserving, enhancing, or restoring the sagebrush ecosystem upon objectives, but edit or add to ensure the following direction is contained:
which populations depend, in cooperation with other conservation

partners. (Language varies between plans) Goal: (see cross-cutting issue).

Objective: Sage-grouse management will utilize the 2005 Objective: Maintain, improve,.and restore:sagebriish’habitats'to increase habitat availability and quality

Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage-Grouse in for GRSG, sagebrush obligatés and other sagebrush dependent species.

Montana — Final for overall guidance and direction. (Various inclusion

of BLM and state GRSG plans) Objective: Manage GRSG through colfaborative,\coordinated efforts that utilize cooperative planning
and implement and monitor.activitiessto achieve desired eonditions and to maximize the utilization of

West Nile Virus: When developing or modifying water available fundinglopportunities. €oordination efforts ean include: adjacent landowners, federal and state

developments, use applicable RDFs (see RDF/BMP appendix from agencies, local’ governments,tribes, communities; other-agencies, nongovernmental organizations, and

each RMP) to mitigate potential impacts from West Nile virus. other.interested parties/stakeholders:

(Various inclusion as goal, objective, or management action, in

different program areas) Al HMASs MA; Greater sage-grouse'management will be consistent with current adopted BLM

conservation strategies, will utilize GRSG:conservation plans, as revised or updated, from partners such
as WAFVWA(e.g.,-Sagebrush,conservation strategy; Remington et al. 2021), USFWS (e.g., Greater Sage-
grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final Report; USFWS 2013), and state
wildlifée or habitdt managementagency action, management, or conservation plans (e.g., MT EO 2015,
MT'SGWG:2005,SD/GF&P.2022, ND G&F 2014), and the best available science.

All'HMAs MA: Assess and modify as needed water features to reduce the risk of potential impacts
from, West NileWirus or other disease outbreaks (see RDF/BMP appendix from each RMP).
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-23. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species (GRSG): Cedar Creek Anticline RHMA Objectives)

Table 2-23. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species (GRSG): Cedar Creek Anticline RHMA Objectives

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6
Special Status Species (GRSG): Goals and Objectives
Objective |: Strive for proponents to develop area-wide Habitat Obijective |: Develop and implement an area-wide habitat restoration plan. The plan will identify
Recovery Plans. restoration opportunities, including short term‘actions that can reduce disturbance and threats to sage-
grouse (conifer encroachment, duplicative reads, infrastructure.removal, etc.), habitat restoration (areas
Objective 2: Strive for no net loss of GRSG habitat. to increase sagebrush cover and understory plants); andionger-term actions to put in place as

development is completed.
Objective 3: Strive for the restoration of previously disturbed
landscapes in a manner which increases or improves the quality and | Objective 2: Manage for no'net loss 6f*GRSG,habitat, subject to“valid existing rights, and maintained
quantity of GRSG habitat. connectivity with North-Dakota GRSG habitat.

Objective 3: Strategically target restoration; as possible-with partners across jurisdictions, in disturbed
landscapes in-a‘mannerwhich inereases or,improves the quality and quantity of GRSG habitat.

Table 2-24. Montana State-Specific Circumstances = Special Status'Species (GRSG): North Dakota Specifics

Alternative | Summary | Alternative 2 Summary, l Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6
SpeciapStatus Species(GRSG)/{Goals and Objactives
Objective SSS-1.1 through Objective SSS-1.4: These Objective SSS L.'1-1.4: See cross-cutting language for HMAs, disturbance, and habitat objectives

objectives cover disturbance cap, delineate PHMA and GHMA, and above.
identify the Habitat Objectives

Objective SSS-1.5: No similar objective Objective(SSS-1.5,(New): Maintain the existing distribution of occupied GRSG habitat while taking
strategic '@pportunities to enhance existing habitat and expand occupied habitat through restoration
actiohs'that remove the primary threats found on BLM managed surface acres (e.g., conifer
encroachment; infrastructure, etc.) in North Dakota.

MA:SSS-X (New): Develop a MOU and/or restoration plan between interested partners such as the
Forest Service, State of North Dakota USFWS, NRCS and other conservation partners and adjacent
states (Montana, South Dakota) to establish a cooperative approach regarding implementation of sage-
grouse conservation measures, proposed management changes, mitigation, site-specific monitoring,
adaptive management, and addressing threats to GRSG. The MOU/plan will identify responsibilities, roles
and interaction to maximize the party’s individual conservation efforts.
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2. Alternatives

(Table 2-25. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Vegetation: GRSG Objectives and Actions)

Table 2-25. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Vegetation: GRSG Objectives and Actions

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary

| Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Vegetation: GRSG Objectives and Actions

All HMA:s: Various objectives and management actions

PHMA (Goal, Objective, or MA): The desired condition is to
maintain all lands ecologically capable of producing sagebrush (but no
less than 70%) with a minimum of 15% sagebrush canopy cover or as
consistent with specific ecological site conditions. The attributes
necessary to sustain these habitats are described in Interpreting
Indicators of Rangeland Health (BLM Tech Ref 1734-6).

(Slight variations between plans, no quantitative objective for Butte
and UMRBNM)

PHMA: Make re-establishment of sagebrush cover and desirable
understory plants (relative to ecological site potential) a high priority
for restoration efforts in PHMA. Prioritize areas for juniper removal
to benefit GRSG habitat. (Slight variation between plans, juniper not
only issue in MT/Dak).

MA (All HMAs): Conifers encroaching into sagebrush’habitats will
be removed, in a manner that considers tribal culturalivalues:
Treatments will be prioritized closest to occupied, sage-grolse
habitats and near occupied leks, and where juniper enereachment'is
phase | or phase 2. Use of site-specific analysis and{principles.like
those included in the Fire and Invasives-Assessment Tool (FIAT)
report (Chambers, et al. 2014) and"other ongoing modeling efforts to
address conifer encroachment will'help*:efine theJocationifor
specific priority areas to be treated.

(Slight variations between plans, no FIAT analysis for MT/Dak)

PHMA: Treatment actions (Slight variatiens between plans)

Retain existing objectives and management actions, but edit or add to ensure the following
direction is contained:

VEG OBJ-X (PHMA): The desired ¢ondition isito maintain all lands ecologically capable of producing
sagebrush (but no less than 70%) with-a minimium of 15% sagebrush canopy cover or as consistent with
specific ecological site conditions, “The attributes hécessary-to.sustain these habitats are described in
Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (BLMTech Ref 1734:6).

VEG OB]J-Y (PHMA): Make re-establishment ofisagebrush’cover and desirable understory plants
(relative to ecolegical site potential)za high priority foridrestoration efforts in PHMA. Prioritize areas for
conifer removalto benéfit"GRSG, habitat,

MA (AIlFHMAS): Removelconifers,encroaching intd sagebrush habitats, in a manner that considers
tribal’and cultural values, as well as other key resources (e.g., other SSS, including T&E, species, soils,
etc.). Pricritize treatments-elosest to occupied, GRSG habitats and near occupied leks, and where
encroachiment/is. phase,lhor phase 2. Usg:of site-specific analysis and tools will help refine the location
forispecific:aréas toibetreated.

VEG-MA-X(PHMA):Treatments that conserve, enhance or restore GRSG habitat will be allowed as
well as treatments:that benpefit other resources and do not adversely affect GRSG or their habitat.

2-158

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-26. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species: Surface Disturbing Activities in GRSG Habitat Objective)

Table 2-26. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species: Surface Disturbing Activities in GRSG Habitat

Objective

Alternative | Summary | Alternative 2 Summary

| Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Special Status Species: Surface Disturbing Activities in GRSG Habitat Objective

All HMA:s: In undertaking BLM management actions and consistent
with valid and existing rights and applicable law in authorizing third-
party actions, the BLM will apply the lek buffer-distances identified in
the United States geological Survey (USGS) Report (see Appendix B,
GRSG Conservation Buffer).

[Minor variations between plans, including if buffers are referenced, or not,
in different program areas]

(Plans variable in including additional language such as:

e Conduct implementation and project activities, including
construction and short-term anthropogenic disturbances
consistent with seasonal habitat restrictions described in
Appendix C.

e Other resource uses within PHMA may be allowed pending
project level environmental review provided that Mitigation, BMPs
Guidelines, standard operating procedures (SOP), and REFs are
implemented, Impacts are evaluated as described in thetGRSG
Effects Analysis Process (Appendix |) and the project'does not
exceed the disturbance cap (Appendix E) and the goalsforisage-
grouse and sage-grouse habitat are not compromised.)

Objective: Limit overall surface disturbancé/and disruption that impacts GRSG habitat through factors
such as the reduction, co-location, and siting"of activities andi@eccupancy, and the restoration and
enhancement of habitat. Uses in HMAs'should be neutral-or beneficial to GRSG as determined by
analysis for projects. Consider geperal management practices'as well as specific approaches and
management for each program:area when'considering projects in all HMAs.

Management Action (all HMAGS): For-all activities, in undertaking BLM management actions and
consistent with validsexisting,rights and'applicable.law inauthorizing actions, the BLM will assess impacts
to seasonal habitat*and apply-conservationymeasuresgand the mitigation hierarchy. Analyses for any
individual action’wilkapply best:available science arid consider the type and location of activities during
implementation-level-project-analysisBEM will.apply applicable BMPs, design features, and COAs (see
applicable appendices in,existing plans) as needed and-demonstrated through project analysis.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-27. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Wind, Solar, and Associated ROWs)

Table 2-27. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Wind, Solar, and Associated ROW:s

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Utility Scale Solar and Wind (>20 MW and/or based on power supply to a community)

PHMA: Exclusion PHMA: Exclusion PHMA: Excl sion PHMA:
RHMA: RHMA: No similar action RHMA: e Exclusion
e Exclusion (Elk Basin, Cedar Creek, South Carter County, West | GHMA: No similar action . ‘«gg (Cedar Crﬁ&\West o Within 3.3 km (2 miles) of
Decker) CHMA: Avoidance Ié}g‘ker) QO active leks
¢ Avoidance (Outside Elk Basin in Billings) i Q"*Same asiGH %Im&\ o UMRBNM
GHMA: @\’F ‘- o North Dakota
e Avoidance ‘a’{., clus o Crucial winter habitat
e Exclusion (SD in winter habitat and within | mile of leks) 3 i %V\ "’k% 2 s) of | ® Avoidance
CHMA: No similar action g 00 Q‘”\@ L\ ct ﬁ%\ o >2 miles from active leks
KN &% RHMA:
(No specific action in Butte. UMRBNM is Exclusion.) . D‘E‘ ﬁ& Q‘::’ uqal v&gfer habitat e Exclusion (Cedar Creek, West
.’Q\M 1‘:5\ @ oid Decker)
\'}« \f"'-’ *\\.’0 \: 95\ Né@n active leks | ¢ Same as GHMA (Billings)
X et & DD Avqm GHMA:
\(?" +’Q ""\""' \'(‘} B e Exclusion
‘ < N @ W\ o UMRBNM
. \‘b \&\ ,c{\e' \'Ofb \ Y \ {’@\ o Crucial winter habitat
&M“:" N R\ - .
R‘ \ @ o W e . WS P e Avoidance
{\O [ Olc" A;:'Q‘ O}% .’0 o Within 3.3 km (2 miles) of
D 4:*0' < é" < ‘Q--@ ‘eﬁn active leks
‘b‘o X, AD “4.@ ?‘ 1‘»((\ o Wind in HiLine per
& O, ((\\ *1\‘.5 Q > existing management
, h ({\@ '%1\ ) @cb ﬁf‘" " @ actions
IR\ A SIAS & o Open, subject to GRSG LUP
™ VN » o0
'{\ ; {:jc" . ri,:‘ Qp’ {::a‘ ) objectives
b WSl @ -‘MD \}’d‘\ o >2 miles from active leks
A0 QAY XN o CHMA: Same as GHMA
2 &y O
o @00%0&“ X
> :
o
O\
A\
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-27. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Wind, Solar, and Associated ROWs)

Alternative | Summary | Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Rights of Way
Major PHMA: PHMA: PHMA:
PHMA: Avoidance e Avoidance in currently e Exclusion: e Exclusion:

RHMA: Avoidance

GHMA: Avoidance

Minor

PHMA: Avoidance (Dillon open w/ RDFs and Buffers)

RHMA:

e Billings — Avoidance

o Miles City — Allowed with design features

GHMA:

¢ Avoidance (South Dakota within 2 miles of leks)

e Open (Dillon, Billings, Lewistown, HiLine, Miles City, North
Dakota, and outside 2 miles from lek in South Dakota)

(Corridors exist in UMRBNM, HiLine, and Billings, no specific action
in Butte, UMRBNM avoidance)

Definitions:

Major: 100 kilovolts and over for overhead transmission lines;24
inches and over in width for pipelines.

Minor: other ROWs and land use authorizations/permits,such as
smaller infrastructure and communication sites anditowersz

designated corridors
e Exclusion (otherwise)
CHMA: Avoidance

o Surface disturbing or
disruptive activities within
2km (1.2 miles) ofiactive
leks (in ND ="occupied
lekslin 2010)

0x"Crucial'winter range

#; Avoidanece

o Jn existing.eorridors or
ROWs

6 Restlof PHMA

RHMA*Same-as PHMA
GHMA: Avoidance
CHMA:"Avoidance

o Surface disturbing or
disruptive activities within
Ikm (0.6 miles) of active
leks (in ND — active leks
and those occupied in
2010)
o Crucial winter range
e Avoidance
o In existing corridors or
ROWs
o Rest of PHMA
RHMA: Same as GHMA
GHMA:
e Avoidance
o Within 2 km (1.2 miles) of
active leks
o Crucial winter range
e Open, subject to GRSG LUP
objectives
o >1.2 miles from active leks

CHMA: Open
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-28. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Minerals)

Table 2-28. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Minerals

Alternative | Summary Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6

Minerals

All HMAs:

Where the federal government owns the mineral estate in PHMA
and GHMA, and the surface is in nonfederal ownership, the federal
government will apply the same stipulations, Conditions of Approval
(COA:s), and/or conservation measures and mineral RDFs if the
mineral estate is developed on BLM administered lands in that
management area, to the maximum extent permissible under existing
authorities, and in coordination with the landowner.

All HMA:s:
Where the federal government owns the mi +Ma':":':"ést:at:e in GRSG HMAs, and the surface is in nonfederal
ownership, the federal government will ag’p"bc 1e same stipl@ons, Conditions of Approval (COA:s),
and/or conservation measures and mingral RDFEs asif Weral state is developed on BLM
administered lands in that manage area, {the @ u éﬁ\éﬁt permissible under existing
authorities, and in coordinatiz 5 th I@dow@ E.:%‘
Where the federal goveﬂﬁ%nt o@@%he‘ uF&e anﬁ\ézﬁ

mi | estate is in non-federal ownership in

GRSG HMAs, the federal g v&ﬁﬁmen ill-appl opr'ﬁggurface use COAs, stipulations, and mineral
Where the federal government owns the surface and the mineral RDFs through R gr t%r other- r‘facev? age instruments, to the maximum extent
estate is in non-federal ownership in PHMA and GHMA, the federal |permissible lﬂ%r e){iés uth S, in&sr ination’with the mineral estate owner/lessee.
government will apply appropriate surface use COAs, stipulations, W\ L4 (o) '\Q’ \\3} "\
and mineral RDFs through ROW grants or other surface \}\0 "Wf:’ \.’0 {*"‘ (\ ot
management instruments, to the maximum extent permissible under GQ BD »Qk G e o] ,\Q
existing authorities, in coordination with the mineral estate \ Q - \ﬁ @0 SO 6\"
O A & X
owner/lessee. ‘ d\ < e,{:\ ,é\ .\% \\B
N AN e
(Language and inclusion varies, silent on other HMAs) %&\D A @\ Qﬁo Gﬁ\\ " "LE"{. e <
SRS
VAT 10 ot TP
O e NS K@ '\
- N, N ™ X
& & A N2 R 2
: ,({\e' AN \:ff/ &‘{5\‘
WM o LAY
N QO O
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-28. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Minerals)

Alternative | Summary | Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Qil and Gas (including Geothermal)

PHMA:

e Open with Major stipulations (NSO)

¢ No WEMs in SFAs

RHMA:

e Open with Major stipulations (NSO in West Decker and South
Carter)

e Open with Major stipulations (0.6 m NSO from leks in Billings)

e Open with moderate (CSU for Billings and Cedar Creek, but
language varies)

e Open with Minor (TL w/in 3 miles of a lek in Billings)

GHMA:

Open with Major stipulations (0.6 m NSO from leks in Billings,

Lewistown, HiLine, Miles City, South Dakota)

Open with Major stipulations (NSO in winter range in Billings and

South Dakota)

Open with moderate (CSU for crucial winter range in HilLine)

e Open with moderate (CSU for Dillon, North Dakota, HiLine,

Miles City, and South Dakota, but language and distances vary)

Open with Minor (TL varies by office including winter rangelek

buffers, etc.)

Other:

e LN — GRSG Habitat and compensatory mitigation*(somesoffices)

e !4 mile lek NSO (Butte)

e Winter/spring TL (Butte)

e Geothermal is based on O&G whererexplicit'decisions do net
exist

UMRBNM: Closed

PHMA: Closed
CHMA: Open with Major
Stipulations (NSO)

All HMAs:

e TL (Breeding and Winter)

PHMA:

o Opemwith Major Stipulations
(NSO)

o CSU forDisturbance/Density

¢ "Closed.(UMRBNM)

RHMA:

¢4, Open,with Major, stipulations
(NSO in West.Decker)

o%Open with'moderate (CSU for
Cedar Creek)

o Billings-Musselshell (same as
GHMA)

GHMA:

e Open with.Major stipulations
(NSQ©)
0,%,0.6 m from active leks
& Crucial winter range

e Open with moderate (CSU for
all GHMA)

e Closed (UMRBNM)

CHMA: Open with CSU

HMAs: Same as 4

Nowenergy Leasable Minerals

PHMA: Closed
RHMA: Language/inclusion varies
GHMA: Language/inclusion varies

(No specific action in Butte, Miles City, and Billings, and UMRBNM
Withdrawn)

PHMA: Closed
CHMA: Open

PHMA: Closed

RHMA: Closed

GHMA:

e UMRBNM (Withdrawn)
e Other offices open
CHMA: Open

HMAs: Same as 4

2024

Greater Sage-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS

2-163



2. Alternatives (Table 2-28. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Minerals)

Alternative | Summary | Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials

PHMA:

o Lewistown (Open to new for both free and commercial use with
guidelines)

e Other offices closed (Open for new free use permits & expansion
of existing)

RHMA: Language/inclusion varies

GHMA: Language/inclusion varies

(No specific action in Butte, UMRBNM withdrawn)

PHMA: Closed
CHMA: Open

PHMA:

e Closed UMRBNM

e Other offices closed (Open for
new free'uSe permits &
expansion of existing)

RHMA: Closed (Openifor new

free use permits & expansion.of

existing)

GHMA:

o UMRBNM, (Withdrawin)

o, Other offices open

CHMA: Open

HMAs: Same as 4

Locatablé Materials O~ (V"

iqv

PHMA:

e The BLM recommended all SFAs for withdrawal from location and
entry under the Mining Law of 1872. The proposed withdrawal
itself is being analyzed in a separate NEPA document. Lands
recommended for withdrawal would remain open for mineral
location and entry under the Mining Law of 1872 unless and until
the Secretary of the Interior withdraws them.

e Withdrawn (UMRBNM)

RHMA: Same as PHMA, but without the SFA recommendation for

withdrawal.

GHMA: Same as RHMA.

(No specific action in Butte, UMRBNM withdrawn)

PHMA:

e The.BLM recommendedall
SFAs for.withdrawal from
location and.€ntry undecthe
Mining Law ‘of 1872, The
proposed withdrawal itself is
beinganalyzeéd in a separate
NEPA-doeument;kands
recommendéd ‘for-withdrawal
would remainh open for
mineral location’and entry
under‘the Mining Law of 1872
unless anduntil the Secretary
of thednterior withdraws
them.

¢ JUMRBNM (Withdrawn)

CHMA: Open

PHMA:

¢ Withdrawn (UMRBNM)
RHMA: Samg'as PHMA
GHMA:

o UMRBNM (Withdrawn)

o, Other offices same as PHMA
CHMA: Same as PHMA

HMAs: Same as 4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-29. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Fire and Fuels)

Table 2-29. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Fire and Fuels

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Fire and Fuels

All HMA:s: If prescribed fire is used in GRSG habitat, the NEPA

analysis for the Burn Plan will address:

o why alternative techniques were not selected as a viable options;

e how GRSG goals and objectives will be met by its use;

e how the COT Report objectives will be addressed and met;

o a risk assessment to address how potential threats to GRSG
habitat will be minimized

Prescribed fire as vegetation or fuels treatment shall only be
considered after the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan has addressed
the four bullets outlined above. Prescribed fire can be used to meet
specific fuels objectives that will protect GRSG habitat in PHMA (e.g.,
creation of fuel breaks that will disrupt the fuel continuity across the
landscape in stands where annual invasive grasses are a minor
component in the understory, burning slash piles from conifer
reduction treatments, used as a component with other treatment
methods to combat annual grasses and restore native plant
communities).

Prescribed fire in known winter range shall only beiceonsidered after
the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan has addressed the four bullets
outlined above. Any prescribed fire in winter habitat will'need to\be
designed to strategically reduce wildfire risk‘around:and/or in*the
winter range and designed to protect'winter range habitat quality.

(Slight variations between plans)

All HMA:s: If prescribed fire is used in GRSG habitat, the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan will address:
e why alternative techniques were not selected as a viable options;

e how GRSG goals and objectives will be met by its use;

e how the COT Report objectives will be addressed and, met;

e arisk assessment to address hewpotential.threatssto GRSG habitat will be minimized

Prescribed fire as vegetation or fuels-treatmentishall only.be considered after the NEPA analysis for the
Burn Plan has addressed“the four billets outlined, abevé. Preseribed fire can be used to meet specific
fuels objectives that-will protect-GRSGlhabitat in\PHMA-(e.g’, creation of fuel breaks that will disrupt the
fuel continuity actoss the;landscapein stands“where aiindal invasive grasses are a minor component in
the understory;-burningslash pilesfrom €onifer reduction treatments, used as a component with other
treatment,methodsto combat annualgrasses ‘and restore-native plant communities).

Prescribed fire’in knowh winter-fange shall only,be'considered after the NEPA analysis for the Burn Plan
has addressed the four bullets outlined aboye.Any prescribed fire in winter habitat will need to be
designed to strategically,reduce wildfireirisk‘around and/or in the winter range and designed to protect
winter range habitat'quality.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-30. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Field Office Specific Actions)

Table 2-30. Montana State-Specific Circumstances — Field Office Specific Actions

Alternative | Summary |  Alternative 2 Summary

| Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Dillon FO Objectives and Management Decisions

Fire and Invasives Tool (FIAT): MDs including SSS MD 5, 6, 37; VEG
Objective 2, VEG MD 2, 8, and 9; and MD FIRE 3, 5, 7, 9-13, 20, 21,
and 33.

Key Habitat References: MDs including as SSS MD 8, 9, 17, 18, 13,
41, and 42

Wild Horse and Burro Section

Remove or modify Management Actions to claﬁri%the FIAT does not apply to SW Montana (geographic
scope ended at Idaho border) N
O

Remove MDs with key habitat manager@%t acg&o@(k@\b’rgats '&Re an ID specific GRSG habitat effort).
N

>0
Remove MDs or clarify these g:;QQpply @WH%\% Ida@uo H&B HMA:s in Dillon)
XAV XY o
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.3 Nevada/California

As noted in Appendix 3 (GRSG HMA State-by-State Mapping Strategies) Nevada and California states
developed their HMAs using a habitat prioritization model based on an intersection of seasonal habitat
selection patterns and indices of space use to prioritize areas with varied relevance to GRSG. This model
was initially developed for 2015 and is periodically updated with additional field data and advances in mapping
products. An update of this model provided the base for HMA delineation in the 2019 planning effort. The
model is currently being updated again and will incorporate GRSG survival metrics;, Which allow for the
identification of population source areas. The latest version will be incorporat@hto this EIS foll@wing
publication. The identification of source areas is unique to the States of N a and @ifor ia, and the
alternatives consider this draft data in both HMA identification and sever: agelti\t actim%ithin
document. The role wildfire and invasive grasses play in the health of habl% in aand C I@r
resulted in considering adjustments to several management acthaocus ddress gt

compared to the 2015 and 2019 decisions. Decisions being cqa red ﬁj endrent fo & sta

development of non-energy leasable minerals on lands w e mlnlreppera tly ﬂrlzed
under 43 CFR Subpart 3715, 3802, or 3809, ad]ustme"ﬂq.F aIIoca exce ang |d€Fﬂj in2019,
and clarification of application of perch deterrent ek b@s to ,2:’@/ dlscgvi&- Iek.g?ll

"n.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-31. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species)

Table 2-31. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Special Status Species

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Special Status Species

MD SSS I: In PHMAs and
GHMASs, work with the
proponent/applicant, whether in
accordance with a valid existing
right or not, and use the
following screening criteria to
avoid effects of the proposed
human activity on GRSG habitat.
A. First priority—locate
project/activity outside
PHMAs and GHMAs
B. Second priority—if the
project/activity cannot be
placed outside PHMAs and
GHMAS, locate the surface-
disturbing activities in non-
habitat areas first, then in the
least suitable habitat for GRSG
I. In non-habitat, ensure
the project/activity will
not create a barrier to
movement or
connectivity between
seasonal habitats and
populations
. Third priority—collocate the
project/activity next to or in
the footprint of existing
infrastructure

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).
A.

MD SSS I: In PHMAs and GHMAs, work with the proponent/applicant, whether in accordance with a

valid existing right or not, and use the following,screening criteria to avoid effects of the proposed

human activity on GRSG:

A. First priority—locate project/activity ‘outside PHHMAs-and-GHMAs while avoiding and/or minimizing
direct and indirect impacts to GRSG and/on their habitat;

B. Second priority—if the projectfactivityicannot'be,placed-outside PHMAs and GHMAs, locate and
adjust the project/activity to:

a. avoid and/or mininiize indiréetimpacts.-to lekking and sSurce areas (e.g., PHMA+ in Coates et al.
HMA manuscript in review; See Appendix:3) by using topography and/or other available
methods toinegate ok reduceratditorydand visual intrusions; AND

b. locate direct impacts (i.es-surface;disturbing activities) in non-habitat areas first, then in the least

suitable habitat.for GRSG'without creating a barrier to movement or connectivity between GRSG
seasonal habitats and'populations.
C..Third priokity—collocate the project/activity neéxt to or in the footprint of existing infrastructure.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-32. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Fire and Vegetation)

Table 2-32. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Fire and Vegetation

Alternative | | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6
Fire and Vegetation Actions
Not included Not included MD VEG X (new): Use collaborative planning efforts (e.g., Cooperative Range Improvement

Agreement, Local Area Working Groups, Shared-Stewardship, etc.) to develop and implement habitat
restoration and enhancement projects. Projects of this typewwill use expertise and ideas from entities
such as local landowners, local GRSG working grotuips, permitted land users, and other federal, state,
county, and private organizations. Input from(interested partners, will be solicited by BLM and considered
in development of restoration projects.

Objective Fire 3: Protect post-
fire treatments in SFA first,
followed by PHMAs outside of
SFA, and then GHMAs from
subsequent wildfires.

Objective Fire 3: Protect post-
fire treatments in PHMA s first,
followed by GHMAs from
subsequent wildfires.

Objective FIRE 3: Protect post-fire treatments, Source areas (e7g.; see Appendix 3), or areas that are
vulnerable to invasive annual grass‘eonversion, including areas.essential for connectivity, in PHMAs first,
followed by similar areas in GHMAs from*subsequent wildfires. Incorporate the best available science in
the prioritization;of-post-fire treatments.

Not included

Not included

MD FIRE"X (new); Prioritize actions«(pre-suppressiom, suppression, and rehabilitation) that support
the persistence;6f'GRSG source areas (e.g- see Appendix 3). Use the best available science (e.g.,
Deherty et-al.2022, Rieca and Coates 2020, Stringham et al. 2016, etc.) to identify habitats essential for
maintaining curnent"GRSG;populations:

MD FIRE 23: If prescribed fire is
used in GRSG habitat, the NEPA
analysis for the Burn Plan will
address:

e Why alternative techniques
were not selected as a viable
option

e How GRSG goals and
objectives will be met by its
use

e How the COT report
objectives will be addressed
and met

e A risk assessment to address
how potential threats to
GRSG habitat will be
minimized.

Allow prescribed fire as a
vegetation or fuels treatment, and
it shall only be considered after
the NEPA analysis for the burn
plan has addressed the four
bullets outlined above. Prescribed
fire can be used to meet specific

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

MD FIRE 23: Use prescribed. fite designed-to reduce wildfire risk or improve GRSG habitat, only when
there is nootherfeasible means to aghieve the same or similar result. The NEPA analysis for project
implementation,will address:

o (Why alternative teehniques were not selected as a viable option

e How GRSG.goalsand objectives will be met by its use

e How the.COT repott-objectives, as updated, will be addressed and met

oA riskiassessment to address how potential threats to GRSG habitat will be minimized.

Preseribed fire shall only be considered after the NEPA analysis for the project has addressed the four
bullets outlined above. Prescribed fire can be used to meet specific fuels objectives that will protect
GRSG habitat in PHMAs (e.g., creation of fuel breaks, burning slash piles from conifer reduction
treatments, burning high-elevation late brood-rearing habitat (e.g., restore senescent vegetation, etc.),
used as a component with other treatment methods to combat annual grasses and restore native plant
communities, etc.).

Avoid prescribed broadcast burns in known GRSG winter habitat.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-32. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Fire and Vegetation)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

fuels objectives that will protect
GRSG habitat in PHMAs (e.g.,
creation of fuel breaks that would
disrupt the fuel continuity across
the landscape in stands where
annual invasive grasses are a
minor component in the
understory, burning slash piles
from conifer reduction
treatments, used as a component
with other treatment methods to
combat annual grasses and
restore native plant
communities).

Allow prescribed fire in known
winter range, and it shall only be
considered after the NEPA
analysis for the burn plan has
addressed the four bullets
outlined above. Any prescribed
fire in winter habitat will need to
be designed to strategically
reduce wildfire risk around
and/or in the winter range and
designed to protect winter range
habitat quality.

(See above.)

(See above.)

MD FIRE 25: Design fuels
treatments through an
interdisciplinary team process to
expand, enhance, maintain, and
protect PHMAs and GHMAs. Fuel
reduction techniques, such as
prescribed fire and chemical,
biological (including targeted
grazing), and mechanical
treatments, are acceptable. Use
green strips and fuel breaks,
where appropriate, to protect
seeding from subsequent fires.

Same as{Alternative } (na-change
made in 2019).

MD FIRE 25: Design fuels treatments such as, but not limited to, conifer or annual invasive grass
removal‘through an interdisciplinary team process to expand, enhance, maintain, and protect PHMAs
andvGHMA:s. Fuel reduction techniques, such as mechanical, chemical, and biological (including
prescribed and targeted grazing) treatments and prescribed fire (see MD FIRE 23), are acceptable. Use
green strips and fuel breaks, where appropriate, to protect treatment areas from subsequent fires. Use
the best available science (e.g., Doherty et al. 2022, Ricca and Coates 2020, Stringham et al. 2016, etc.)
to identify habitats essential for maintaining current GRSG populations.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-33. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Non-Energy Minerals)

Table 2-33. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Non-Energy Minerals

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Non-Energy Minerals

MD MR 25: Manage PHMAs as
closed to new non-energy
leasable mineral leasing (see
Appendix A; Figure 2-7).

MD MR 25: Manage PHMAs as
closed to new non-energy
leasable mineral leasing, unless
the new non-energy leasable
mineral lease meets one of the
allocation exception criteria
outlined in MD SSS 5 (see
Appendix A; Figure 2-7).

MD MR 25: Manage PHMA as
closed to new non-energy
leasable mineral leasing.

MD MR 25: Manage PHMAs as closed to new non-energy leasable
mineral (e:gs phosphate, sodium, potassium, sulfur, etc.) leasing,
unless the*new non-energy leasable mineral lease meets one of the
allocation exception-criteria outlined in MD SSS 5 (see Appendix A;
Figure 2-7;3in the 2019 NY/GA ARMPA) or the new non-energy
leasable;mineralhas cojncident,occurrence within existing
disturbance,and is subject to a'non-competitive lease. No additional
directiorindirect'impacts-shall result from extraction of the new
non=energy leasable mineral.

Table 2-34. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances —-Allocation Exception Criteria

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative3 Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

N
AllocatioPException CritaHa & o " ©

{MD SSS 5 in the 2015 NVICA

ARMPA addressed designation and

management of SFAs. In the 2019

effort the SFAs were removed. This

management action number was
then used for the Allocation

Exception Criteria. In this effort,

SFAs are addressed as a cross-

cutting topic in the HMA actions

above. The management number
here is less important than the
management being considered.

Under the 2015 NVICA ARMPA,

there was no specific action that

provided exception criteria for
allocations.}

MD SSS 5: Designate SFA, as

shown on Figure |-3 (of the

NV/CA 2015 ARMPA) (2,797,400

acres). SFA will be managed as

PHMAEs, with the following

additional management:

e Recommended for withdrawal
from the General Mining Act
of 1872, subject to valid
existing rights

MD SSS 5 (Allocation
Exception Criteria): In PHMA,
GHMA, and OHMA, the State
Director may grant an“exception
to the allocations and-stipulations
described in Table 2-|{of'the
2019 NV/CAARMPRA):
Comparative Sunimary of
Alternatives if one of the
following applies, (in.coordination
with NDOW, SETT, and/or
CDEW):

i. The'location of‘the proposed
aetivity isrdetermined‘to be
unsuijtable (by abiologist:with
GRSG experience using
methods such as Stiver et. al.
20155,as revised) and lacks
the ecological potential to
become marginal or suitable
habitat; and will not result in
direct, indirect, or cumulative
impacts on GRSG and its
habitat. Management
allocation decisions will not
apply to those areas

MD SSS'5 (Allocation Exception*Criteria): In PHMA, GHMA, and OHMA, the State Director (in
coordinatiomwith NDOW, SETT, and/or, EDFW) may grant an exception to the allocation decisions
(describedsin Table'2-1: Summary of Altocation Decisions by GRSG Habitat Management Areas, in the
2019-NV/CA ARMPA and-potentially amended through this planning effort in Section 2.5.2) if one of
the.following-applies:

i. {CGonsideration’ of non:habitat is removed from this section and addressed in Section 2.5.2,

Criteria-Based Management for Non-Habitat within GRSG Habitat Management Areas. See that

section for comparable language for these alternatives.}
i.e.lhe’proposed activity will be authorized to address federal, state, or local government public health
and safety concerns, specifically as they relate to preventing an emergency or responding to a
catastrophic event such as a flood, wildfire, or earthquake.
The proposed activity is determined to be a routine administrative function conducted by federal,
state or local governments, including renewal or reauthorization of prior existing uses, valid existing
rights and existing infrastructure (i.e., rights-of-way for roads) or expansion of existing county or
local government infrastructure that serves a public purpose and will have no adverse impacts on
GRSG and its habitat, or is in compliance with BLM mitigation policy, CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part
1508.1(s) and the State’s mitigation policy (NAC 232.400-480).
Exceptions to non-disposal or exchange of lands that are identified for retention in Appendix A,
Figure 2-12 (in the 2019 NV/CA ARMPA) could be considered if (a) the lands in question are
identified for disposal through previous planning efforts or address a Congressional Acts (e.g., the
respective Lincoln and White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Acts) and
are in conformance with State law (e.g, NAC 232.400-480), or (b) the agency can demonstrate that
the disposal, including land exchanges, will have no adverse direct, indirect or cumulative impacts on
GRSG and its habitat.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-34. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Allocation Exception Criteria)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

e Managed as NSO, without
waiver, exception, or
modification, for fluid mineral
leasing

Prioritized for vegetation
management and conservation
actions in these areas,
including, but not limited to
land health assessments, wild
horse and burro management
actions, review of livestock
grazing permits/leases, and
habitat restoration (see

specific management sections).

I\

‘\

i. The proposed activities

determined to be unsuitable
if the area has passed a
threshold and lacks the
ecological potential to
become marginal or suitable
habitat.

impacts will be offset to
result in no adverse impacts
on GRSG or its habitat,
through use of the mitigation
hierarchy and the State’s
mitigation policies and
programs, such as the State
of Nevada’s Executive Order
2018-32 (and any future
regulations adopted by the
State of Nevada regarding
compensatory mltlgatlon
consistent with federa{;g
In cases where e
pro%c

\ ¢

may be granted
with a resi
volunta ompen
mitiga r?ﬁ:o
és miti
*’:progra ; suc
of Itg da s

'{

utl Ed

83 ‘\ re
i St

(e} ada r 1

e a'?‘ 3

€
echanls

roponent achleves
the’ie proved RMPA goals,
objectives, and exception
criteria. When a proponent
volunteers compensatory
mitigation as their chosen
approach to address residual
impacts, the BLM will

&:Ianck: \

(See above.)

&
% NN Y
q@ﬂ .::_.,"ra" ‘ *\:0 \\\&@\00{\0
‘ o & >
\ R i\ St

ov «Qﬁ\e’ A
O Nae® )

incorporate those actions

2-172

Greater S

age-grouse Land Use Plan Amendments and EIS 2024



2. Alternatives (Table 2-34. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Allocation Exception Criteria)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

l'\.

into the rationale used to
grant an exception. The final
decision to grant a waiver,
exception, or modification
will be based, in part, on
criteria consistent with the
State’s GRSG management
plans and policies.

iii. The proposed activity will be
authorized to address public
health and safety concerns,
specifically as they relate to
federal, state, local
government and national
priorities.

iv. Renewals or re-
authorizations of existing
infrastructure in prewously
disturbed sites or expan )ﬁq
of existing mfrastruct at

do not result in di
indirect, or cum@ ive %
impacts on
habitat.
V. The pfapose detivity Q:b
m|n be a’ r\
‘bdmlnl\ |ve q._
conqy ed Bx eraly-state
ocal q S,
q ing pﬂ@n 9
ized'uses, v:

Stl&[

S
that serve a

‘x@fpose and will have
no adverse impacts on GRSG
and its habitat, consistent
with the State’s mitigation
policies and programs, such
as the State of Nevada’s

Executive Order 2018-32
(and any future regulations

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-34. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Allocation Exception Criteria)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3 | Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

(See above.)

Nevada regarding
compensatory mitigation,
consistent with federal law).
vi. Exceptions to non-disposal
or exchange of lands that are
identified for retention in
Appendix A, Figure 2-12
could be considered if (a)
they are identified for
disposal through previous
planning efforts or address a
Congressional Acts (e.g., the
respective Lincoln and White
Pine County Conservation,
Recreation, and
Development Acts), (b) the
agency can demonstrate that
the disposal, including land
exchanges, will have no '\{
adverse direct, |nd|re \
cumulative impac

and its habitat, ) a
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-35. Nevada/California State-Specific Circumstances — Lek Buffers)

Table 2-35. Nevada/Cali

Alternative |

Alternative 2

fornia State-Specific Circumstances - Lek Buffers
Alternative 3

Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6

| |
Lek Buffers

MD LR 17: Within 4 miles of
active and pending leks in GRSG
habitat, require ROW, permit,
and lease holders to retrofit

those portions of power lines and

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

MD LR 17: Within 4 miles of active and pendin
retrofit those portions of power lines and o
devices. Do this during the renewal and
effectiveness through the life of the stryet res

eks, require ROW, permit, and lease holders to

|I|ty structures with nesting and perch- deterring
ment proces nitor and maintain perch-deterring
ce’({(om scientifically accepted protocols.

&)I'faw n%'&dan\

othe.r utility structures wi.th @\ L) ,Q(\Q' E.’Q" %
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.4 Oregon

State specific circumstances for the State of Oregon include management of 18 Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern/Research Natural Areas (ACEC/RNA) as “Key RNAs” or “Key ACECs”, as well as
management of saleable minerals/mineral materials in GRSG HMAs. This amendment effort is limited to
RMP-level actions needed to provide guidance for subsequent implementation-level actions. The land use
allocation will be identified in the ROD, but if public lands are disposed of or devoted to a public purpose
which precludes livestock grazing, a site-specific NEPA and a site-specific decision process pursuant to the
Taylor Grazing Act and 43 C.F.R. 4100.4-2 is necessary to cancel permits and/or removal of livestockifrom
these areas.

Key ACECs/RNAs

The 2015 Oregon GRSG ARMPA designated the entirety of fifteen (l5)%eXisting Areas, of Critical
Environmental Concern/Research Natural Areas (ACEC/RNAs)(as“‘Key.RNAs” and,all of three*additional
ACEC:s as “Key ACECs” (see 2015 ARMPA Special Designations Objective SD #4'and Table 2-6)..Tha 2015
Oregon ARMPA also allocated all or portions of thirteed Key RNAs ‘as unavailable to divestock grazihg. Two
ACEC/RNAEs are already unavailable to livestock grazing; Foster, Flat in Three Rivers Field Office under the
1992 Three Rivers RMP and Guano Creek-Sink, Lkakes in*Lakeview Field Office by a 1998 act of Congress.
The three ACECs and fifteen ACEC/RNAs! weredesignatedyin’ variols,* underlying' distkiet” Resource
Management Plans (RMPs) prior to thes2Q015 amendment.

During the 2019 GRSG RMP améndment.pracess, BLM Oregon/proposed and analyzed a reversal of the
2015 decision to make all.orsportions of’the |3skey RNAs(excluding/the two*ACEC/RNAs allocated as
unavailable to livestock-grazing upder the 1992 Three Rivers and2003 Lakeview RMPs) available to livestock
grazing. However, the 2019 GRSG ARMPA' retainéd the Key, RNA designations, along with the applicable
Management Objectives and;Management Direction (BliM.OR 2019 FEIS; Pages 2-8 and 2-9). Table 2.26
below displays;‘as Alternatives  afd 2 réspectively, the 2015 @and 2019 estimated acreages available or
unavailableto livestock grazing falong with-anticipated changesito the number of Animal Unit Months (AUMs)
affected by thesavailability/unavailability decisions.

Alternatives 3, 4.5, and 6 are=basedwupon changed habitat management area boundaries. In 2022, ODFW
informed BLM:that they were going t6 updaté:core and low density HMA s. The timeline outlined by ODFW
for updating 'and approving ‘Cérne- and kow-Density areas was inconsistent with the EIS analysis process.
Therefore, after"coordination withlithe state, BLM used ODFW!'s published methodology and data up
through the 2022 field'season to'estimate likely core habitat and draft PHMA map.

Under*Alternative ‘3, all. proposed PHMA and GHMA from Alternative 4 would become PHMA and be
alloeated as "whavailable to livestock grazing, including all of the 13 key RNAs. The mapping process
referenced above became the basis for BLM’s proposed PHMA and GHMA designations in Alternative 4.
This alternative would retain the 2015 decision that makes all or portions of the |13 key RNAs as unavailable
to livestock grazing. Alternatives 5 and 6 propose management clarifications and changes to areas unavailable
to livestock grazing. The updated Key RNAs and revised portions allocated as unavailable to livestock grazing
would continue to be managed over the long term to meet the objectives established by the 2015 ARMPA
and to reflect a diversity of vegetative communities that are representative of important GRSG habitat needs.

Under Alternatives 5 and 6, modifications to areas allocated as unavailable to livestock grazing in the 13 key
RNAs are based on district-generated, site-specific information. The proposed modifications vary by
individual Key RNA and reflect site specific vegetation or habitat conditions in those areas (Table 2.36
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

below). In most cases, the Key RNA designation and objectives to provide opportunities for research and
serve as a broad spectrum of vegetation communities across GRSG habitat are retained. Additionally, the
BLM is proposing eliminating or modifying certain portions or all of areas within Key RNAs that were
allocated as unavailable to livestock grazing, to avoid resource conflicts. These conflicts include but are not
limited to constructing fences in proximity to cultural sites, within 1.2 miles of an occupied or pending lek
(a conformance violation of the 2015 ARMPA) or within existing designated Wilderness Study Areas. Under
Alternatives 5 and 6, and depending on the specific Key RNA, the area presently alloe i@ as unavailable to
livestock grazing under the 2015 ARMPA may be reallocated to livestock grazin q{ﬂ% size and/or won
of the area excluded from grazing may be modified. i
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-36. Oregon Key RNAs — Summary of Estimated Acres and AUMs by Alternative)

Table 2-36. Oregon Key RNAs — Summary of Estimated Acres and AUMs by Alternative!

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Key RNA| 2015 Key
Key RNA| Key RNA Ke);cRr':s‘; Acres | RNA Key RNA
Total| Key RNA Acres | Acres/| Key RNA|Key RNA estimateM Key RNA estimated Acres|estimated Acres
RNA Acres Acres| estimated| estimated Acres Acres AUMs that Acres AUMs that that | estimated
District| of the| Available AUMs AUMs|Unavailable| Available 3 Available would would AUMs that
Name K P U ilabl Availabl f f would continue § ¢ tol b Idb
ey or| Unavailable vailable or or o bé or| .continue to| become| would become
RNA |Livestock for for| Livestock]Livestock Usiavailable for Livestock be| Available| Unavailable for
Grazing Livestock| Livestock Grazing| Grazing Lindck o cle Grazing|s~ Unavailable for Livestock
Grazing Grazing e oC for.Livestock|Livestock Grazing
Grazlps Grazing| Grazing
Black Vale 2,600 7 0 2,600/260( 2,600/260 0 0 2:600/260 0 2,600/260 2,600 0/0
Canyon
Dry Vale 1,637 1,015 622/52 1,637/52 0 0 1,637/52 1,05 622/52 622 0/0
Creek
Bench
East Fork |Burns 361 57 304/47 361/47 0 0 361/07¢ 57 304/0 579 304/0 °
Trout
Creek
Fish Lakeview| 8,725 5,966 2,750/110.%.'8,7254L 10 0 0 8,725/110 5,966 2,750/110 8,621 95/4 2
Creek
Rim
Foley Lakeview| 2,228 959 1,269/5 | 2,228/51 0 0 2,228/51 959 1,269/51 1,342 797/332
Lake
Foster Burns 2,687 0 2,687 0 2,687 0 2,687 0 2,687 0 2,687
Flat
Guano  |Lakeview| 11,185 0 11185 0/0 1,185 0 11,813 0 11,813 0 11,8133
Creek-
Sink
Lakes
Lake Vale 3,872 3,091 778174 3872174 0 0 3,872/74 3,091 778174 778 13/0 4
Ridge
Mahogany| Vale 444 527 ¥55/27 155/27 0 0 140/27 527 140/27 15 140/0
Ridges
(southern
unit only)
North Vale 1,569 1,405 164/19 1,569/19 0 0 1,569/19 1,405 164/19 164 0/0
Ridge
Bully
Creek
Rahilly-  |Lakeview| 18,678 10,396 8,282/586| 18,678/586 0 0 18,678/586 10,396 8,282/586 16,653 2,025/144
Gravelly
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-36. Oregon Key RNAs — Summary of Estimated Acres and AUMs by Alternative)

Alternative | Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternatives 5 and 6
Key RNA| 2015 Key
Key RNA| Key RNA Kelc'::;") Acres | RNA Key RNA
Total| Key RNA Acres / Acres/| Key RNA|Key RNA estimated Key RNA estimated Acres|estimated Acres
RNA Acres Acres estimated| estimated Acres Acres AUMs that Acres AUMs that that | estimated
District| of the| Available AUMs AUMs|Unavailable| Available . Available would would AUMs that
Name . . would continue .
Key for| Unavailable| Available for for &b for continue to| become| would become
RNA (Livestock for for| Livestock]|Livestock Unavailable for Livestock be| Available| Unavailable for
Grazing Livestock| Livestock Grazing| Grazing 1 Grazing Unavailable for Livestock
. . Livestock i . .
Grazing Grazing s for Livestock|Livestock Grazing
Grazing . .
Grazing| Grazing
South Vale 770 21 749/116 749/116 0 0 749N 16 43 749/116 492 257/0
Bull
Canyon®
South Vale 621 224 397/61 621/61 0 0 621161 224 397/61 397 0/0
Ridge
Bully
Creek
Spring Vale 996 0 996/153 996/153 0 0 996/153 0 996/153 995 0/0
Mountain
Toppin  [Vale 3,998 1,133 2865/216| . 3;998/216 0 0 2,865/216 2,865/216 2,626 239/0
Creek 1,133
Butte 8
Totals 60,362 24,996 35,803/1,772|46775/1,772 13,872 0 59,532/1,772 24,996 36,416/1,772 35,403 18,370/288
Notes:

| - Acreage estimates and AUM estimates/calculationshave béen‘updated'from theé-2015 ARMPA ROD,.

2 — Estimated AUMs for Alternatives 5 and 6 assoefated with the area‘allocated as*'unavailabte to livetock grazing' would be absorbed in portions of the associated pasture and/or allotment in which
the Key RNA exists. Site-specific monitoring-would inform if AUMs' cannGt be absorbed, with site*specific NEPA and grazing decisions to implement any reductions in AUMs as a result of
implementing removal of livestock from those areas, allocatedias unavailable to livestock grazing as a result of this alternative.

3 - The 2015 and 2019 estimates of acres used the Guano Creek Wilderness Study Area'boundary. The Guano Creek-Sink Lakes ACEC/RNA is much smaller and contained entirely within the larger
WSA boundary. The corrected acres reflectijust the” AGEC/RNA portionithat is, and'would continue to be, unavailable to livestock grazing use under all alternatives.

4 - Lakeridge key RNA would become available fof;livestock'grazing,however a.l8-acre area adjacent to the 2015 ARMPA identified Lakeridge key RNA and still within the ACEC/RNA would be
available for research and would be unavailable“to Tivestoekigrazing.

5 - Mahogany Ridge ACEC/RNA is dividedsinto two_“Parcels” *totaling 622+acres. The southern parcel is 476 acres; the Key RNA is located solely in the southern parcel and totals 155 acres. In
Alternatives 5 and 6, OR/WA BLM propeses |40«acres beyretained as'Key RNA and allocated as unavailable to livestock grazing. |5 acres would be outside of the Key RNA under this alternative and
reallocated to available to livestock grazing.

6 - South Bull Canyon data has been revised based,on'district specific information resulting from assessments made during the closure process. The entire ACEC/RNA acreage is 770 of which 749
acres were designated as Key RNA (and allocated'as unavailable to livestock grazing). The acres that would be allocated as available to livestock grazing under Alternatives 5 and 6 is the proposed
new exclosure (and retention of unavailable allocation) subtracted from the 2015 Key RNA (749 minus 257 = 492)

7 - Black Canyon ACEC/RNA acres were reduced by 40 acres to reflect corrections in GIS of the boundary.

8 - Exception criteria would be have to be met for construction of exclosure fencing within WSA or increased management presence would be needed.

9 - The Oregon 2015 ARMPA estimated that 47 AUMs may be removed based strictly on the change in acreage. The 2019 RMPA used the same estimate of 47 AUMs. Alternatives | and 2 reflect the
numbers from the prior EISs. This key RNA has been excluded from the allotment and pasture through an administrative process; no change to permitted AUMs is necessary because the remaining
pasture can support the estimated 47 AUMs associated with the key RNA made unavailable to livestock grazing.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-37. Oregon State-Specific Circumstances — Research Management Areas)

Table 2-37. Oregon State-Specific Circumstances — Research Management Areas

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Research Natural Areas

Objective SD 4: Manage key
RNAs, or large areas within the
RNAEs, as undisturbed baseline
reference areas for the sagebrush
plant communities they represent
that are important for Greater
Sage-grouse. Manage key RNAs
for minimum human disturbance
allowing natural succession to
proceed.

Objective SD 4: Manage the
Foster Flat and Guano Creek—
Sink Lakes RNAs as undisturbed
baseline reference areas for the
sagebrush plant communities they
represent that are important for
Greater Sage Grouse. Minimize
human disturbance in all 15 key
RNAs, allowing natural ecological
processes to proceed.

Objective SD 4: Manage Key RNAs, or large areas within the RNAs, as baseline reference areas for
sagebrush plant communities they represent that-are important to Greater Sage-grouse. Active or
passive restoration actions are allowed within*Key RNAs totsupport maintenance or improvement of
identified vegetation communities and tGymeet GRSG habitat objectives.

MD LG I: All or portions of key
RNAs will be unavailable to
grazing (see Table 2.X above).
Determine whether to remove
fences, corrals, or water storage
facilities (e.g. reservoirs,
catchments, ponds).

MD LG | is deleted.

Livestock grazing management in
the 13 key RNAs returns to being
governed by applicable district
RMPs as amended by the 2015
Oregon Greater Sage-Grouse
ROD/ARMPA goals, objectives,
and management decisions:

MD LG I: All;isome, orinone of key RNAs*will beunavailable to livestock grazing (see Table 2.36
above). ,Determine‘whetherto remove; modify-or construct additional fences, corrals, or water storage
facilities,(e.g. reservoirs, catchments, ponds):,New proposed water-related range improvements (springs,
pipélines, troughs, ete.)vmay belauthorized*where,existing critical water development is no longer
accessible as a result of implementing areas within the Key RNAs as unavailable to livestock grazing.

All or part of Key RNAs
identified would be closed to all
disturbance types, including
livestock grazing, OHV, minerals
development, and lands and realty
actions. The reason for these
closures would be for research-
related activities, including
studying vegetative communities
important to GRSG that do not
contain land disturbing activities,
as well as studying the effects of
climate change on these
_vegetative communities.

RNAs remain subject to
management to,proemote‘the-key
characteristics,of the RNAs,
including regulation,of grazing, ‘to
maintain-and premote theikey
characteristies*of the RNAs:

Key;RNAs-and all PHMA areas
allocated as*unayailable to
livestock grazing.

Key RNAs and areas allocated as unavailable to livestock grazing to
facilitate the ability to compare un-grazed vegetation types to grazed
vegetation types.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-38. Oregon State-Specific Circumstances — Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials)

Table 2-38. Oregon State-Specific Circumstances — Saleable Minerals/Mineral Materials

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Saleable Minerals/Minerals Management

MD MR 14: PHMA are closed to
new mineral material sales.
However, these areas remain
“open” to free use permits and
the expansion of existing active
pits, only if the following criteria
are met:

e The activity is within the
Oregon PAC (also called BSU,
and is the same footprint as
PHMA) and project area
disturbance cap.

The activity is subject to the
provisions set forth in the
mitigation framework in
Appendix F (in the 2015 OR

GRSG ARMPA).

All applicable required design
features are applied and the
activity is permissible under

screening criteria (see SSS 13
in the 2015 OR GRSG
ARMPA).

Federal Highway Act material
sites are a ROW and not subject
to mineral sale requirements. See
ROW section for management
(MD LR 7 in the 2015 OR GRSG
AMPRA).

Same as Alternative | (no change
made in 2019).

MD MR 14: PHMA are closed to
new mineral material sales.

Same as Alt [, with the following addition:

If BLM’s INEPA analysis determines that the use or expansion of an
existing,aithorized mategial site (up to the entire footprint of the
existing authorized area)-could be implemented without significant
impacts (i’&., upon, completion*of an Environmental Assessment, BLM
determines that'a-FONSI\is'applicable) and the applicable area has
not met the disturbance cap, BLM is authorized to implement
without further‘analysis or mitigation.
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.5 Utah

The BLM will address GHMA management as a Utah state-specific circumstance. HMA management in Utah
is a result of different approaches to planning in the 2015 and 2019 Utah GRSG RMP amendments. In the
BLM'’s 2019 GRSG ARMPA, the BLM increased habitat management area alignment with the State of Utah’s
Sage-Grouse Management Areas (SGMAs) and prioritized the importance of management prescriptions on
PHMA. This was to focus protection on seasonal habitats that support over 95 percent of GRSG populations
in Utah, and removed GHMA designation and management. . *\C-'J

The state-specific circumstances for the State of Utah being addressed in this efkr":ﬁs the result o tlﬁﬁ 19
amendment effort. The remainder of this section includes management altefnatives sp fic A i
Utah under alternatives 4, 5 and 6. Refer to Appendix 2 for speciﬁc@ uag frg’\ the @I an (5'1'?
amendments, and Appendix 3 for additional information on theitgah app, es fd&ﬁnti%gﬁh itgﬂ
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas

Alternative |

| Alternative 2

| Alternative 3

| Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Special Status Species (SSS)

MA-SSS-5: In GHMA, apply the
following management to meet
the objective of a net
conservation gain for
discretionary actions that can
result in habitat loss and
degradation:

A- Existing Management:
Implement GRSG management
actions included in the existing
RMPs and project specific
mitigation measures associated
with existing decisions.

B- Net Conservation Gain:

In all GRSG habitat, in
undertaking BLM management
actions, and, consistent with valid
existing rights and applicable law,
in authorizing third-party actions
that result in habitat loss and
degradation, the BLM will require
and ensure mitigation that
provides a net conservation gain
to the species, including
accounting for any uncertainty
associated with the effectiveness
of such mitigation. This will be
achieved by avoiding, minimizing,
and compensating for impacts by
applying beneficial mitigation
actions. Exceptions to net
conservation gain for GRSG may
be made for vegetation
treatments to benefit Utah prairie
dog.

Mitigation will be conducted
according to the mitigation

MA-SSS-5: No similar action.

MA-SSS-5: No similar action.

MA-SSS-5: In GHMA, apply the
following mianagement to meet a
minimum.standard of notnet loss
for diseretionary actions-that can
result in habitat loss‘and
degradation:

A= Existing'Management:
Same as Alternative |.

B- Net.€onservation Gain:
Apply a minimum standard of no
net loss consistentiwith cross-
cutting+anguage;'Refer to
Mitigation‘in Table 2-5.

C.Buffers:

In*undertaking BLM management
actions, and consistent with valid
and existing rights and applicable
law in authorizing third-party
actions, the BLM will assess and
address impacts within the lek
buffer-distances identified in the
US Geological Survey Report
Conservation Buffer Distance
Estimates for Greater Sage-
Grouse — A Review (Open File
Report 2014-1239; Manier et al.
2014) in accordance with
Appendix B, Applying Lek-Buffer
Distances (Utah 2019 ARMPA).

D- Required Design
Features/Best Management
Practices:

Same as Alternative |.

MA-SSS-5: Same as Alternative
4
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Alternative |

Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

framework contained in
Appendix F (Utah 2015 ARMPA).

C- Buffers:

In undertaking BLM management
actions, and consistent with valid
and existing rights and applicable
law in authorizing third-party
actions, the BLM will apply the lek
buffer-distances identified in the
US Geological Survey Report
Conservation Buffer Distance
Estimates for Greater Sage-
Grouse — A Review (Open File
Report 2014-1239; Manier et al.
2014) in accordance with
Appendix B (Utah 2015 ARMPA).

D- Required Design

Features/Best Management
Practices:

In GHMA, apply the fluid mineral
RDFs that are associated with
GHMA identified in Appendix C
(Utah 2015 ARMPA) when
authorizing/permitting site-
specific fluid mineral development
activities/projects. /{.

The applicability and overall
effectiveness of each RDF cannot
be fully assessed until the project

level when the project location -

and design are known. Because of
site specific circumstances, some
RDFs may not apply to some
projects and/or may require slight
variations. All variations in RDFs
will require that at least one of
the following be demonstrated in
the NEPA analysis associated with

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

e A specific RDF is documented
to not be applicable to the
site-specific conditions of the
project/activity (e.g. due to site
limitations or engineering
considerations). Economic
considerations, such as
increased costs, do not
necessarily require that an
RDF be varied or rendered
inapplicable;

¢ An alternative RDF, state-
implemented conservation
measure, or plan-level
protection is determined to
provide equal or better
protection for GRSG or its
habitat;

e A specific RDF will provide no
additional protection to GRSG
or its habitat.

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)

MA-SSS-6

Sage-Grouse Management
Outside PHMA/GHMA

Proposed projects within State of
Utah SGMA and USFWS priority
areas for conservation (PAC), as
well as adjacent to PHMA outside
these areas, will consider impacts
on GRSG and implement
measures to mitigate impacts
when preparing site-specific
planning and environmental
compliance documents.

Outside of PHMA, prior to site-
specific authorizations, the BLM
will evaluate habitat conditions
and may require surveys to
determine if the project area
contains GRSG habitat (FLPMA,
43 United States Code (USC)
1701 Sec. 201 (a); BLM Manual

MA-SSS-6:

Sage-Grouse Management
Outside PHMA

Outside.PHMA, implement'GRSG
management actions included in
the RMPs.and project-specific
mitigation’ measures associated
with'décisions'that ptedated the
2015 amendments:

Proposed projects-within State of
Utah SGMA and WSFWS,PACs,
as well-as adjacent to PHMA
outside, thiese areas, will consider
impacts on GRSG and may
implement measures to mitigate
impacts on GRSG populations
within adjacent PHMA when
preparing site-specific planning
and environmental compliance
documents.

MA-SSS-6:
Same as Alternative 2:

MA-SSS-6:

Same as Alternative 2 but
applying management to areas
outside GHMA based on
amended GHMA boundaries.

MA-SSS-6:
Same as Alternative 4.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

6840.04 D3; BLM-M-6840.04 E2).
Surveys will be required prior to
authorizing discrete
anthropogenic disturbances
within 4 miles of an occupied lek
that is located in PHMA, but only
in existing sagebrush.

If an area is determined to be
GRSG habitat (e.g., nesting,
brood-rearing, winter, transition),
mitigation will be considered as
part of the project level NEPA
analysis and will be attached as
conditions of approval to new
discretionary actions, if deemed
necessary to protect the habitat
(BLM Manual 6840.04 D 5).
Measures that may be considered
include those identified in
Appendix C. (Utah 2015 ARMPA)

Outside of PHMA, but within
SGMAs and PACs, avoid removal
of sagebrush and minimize
development that creates a
physical barrier to GRSG
movement; these areas may be
used by GRSG to connect to
other populations or seasonal
habitat areas. Exceptions shall be
made for vegetation treatments
to benefit Utah prairie dog,
where the landscape will be
managed for both species.

Outside of PHMA, but within
SGMAs and PACs, consider noise
and permanent structure
stipulations around leks.

Outside PHMA, portions of State
of Utah opportunity areas (see

Outside of PHMA, but within
SGMAs and PACs, avoid removal
of sagebrush and minimize
development that creates a
physical barrier to GRSG
movement; these areas may be
used by GRSG to connect to
other populations or seasonal
habitat areas. Exceptions shall be
made for vegetation treatments
to benefit Utah prairie dog,
where the landscape will be
managed for both species.

Outside of PHMA, but within
SGMAs and PACs, consider noise
and permanent structure
stipulations around leks.

Outside PHMA, after analyzing
the impacts using the buffer
distances identified in"Appendix:B
(Utah 2019 ARMPA) fromra‘tek
that is locatedyin PHMA sportions
of State of Utah opportunity
areas will be managed withthe
follewing allocations;

" Fluidiminerals'willibe open‘for
leasing with, €SU_stipulations
(noise-and tall;structures);

e Lands ROWs, permits,.and
leases wiflbe aveided, applying
avoidance criterja for ioise
and-tall structures.

Avoid siting wind energy
development in opportunity areas
within the buffer distances
identified in Appendix B (Utah
2019 ARMPA) from occupied
GRSG leks that are in PHMA, if
the lek buffer analysis as identified
in Appendix B (Utah 2019

(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Alternative |

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternatives 5 and 6

Utah 2015 Final EIS Map 2.4)
within 4 miles of a lek that is
located in PHMA will be managed
with the following allocations:

o Fluid minerals will be open for
leasing with CSU stipulations
(noise and tall structures).

e Lands ROWs, permits, and
leases will be avoided, applying
avoidance criteria for noise
and tall structures.

Do not site wind energy
development in opportunity areas
within 5 miles from occupied
GRSG leks that are in PHMA.

Outside of PHMA, avoid and
minimize effects from discrete
anthropogenic disturbances in
areas that have been treated with
the intent of improving or
creating new GRSG habitat.
Evaluate conditions in the treated
area to determine if it is providing
habitat for GRSG and if additional
measures are necessary to
protect the habitat.

i

ARMPA) shows that siting wind
energy development in
opportunities areas will impact
lek persistence within PHMA.

Qutside of PHMA, avoid and
minimize effects from discrete
anthropogenic disturbances in
areas that have been treated with
the intent of improving or
creating new GRSG habitat.
Evaluate conditions in the treated
area to determine if it is providing
habitat for GRSG and if additional
measures are necessary to
protect the habitat.

Outside of PHMA, provide that
acres of GRSG seasonal hablt
(based on best available m@
then confirmed to be
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(See above.)

(See above.)

(See above.)
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-39. Utah State-Specific Circumstances — General Habitat Management Areas)

Alternative |

| Alternative 2 | Alternative 3

| Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Changes to Other Sections/Management Actions

The following management No GHMA in Utah under these alternatives, so no similar action. Same as Alternative |, but with the inclusion of the changes by
actions include a reference to alternative described in the rangewide alternatives (Section 2.5),
GHMA, usually just pointing to including the updated GHMA boundaries described under
the GHMA polygons or in a Alternatiye$i4; 5 and 6.
prioritization approach (see Kﬁ;ﬁé\ @\
Appendix 2, Utah existing GRSG e > Q;';v O
management): (:'}0 (o) e @M \
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2. Alternatives (State-Specific Circumstances)

2.6.6 Wyoming

Wyoming’s Alternatives 5 and 6 are considering Stewardship Habitat Management Areas (SHMA) in addition
to PHMA and GHMA. The SHMA designation is being applied in northeastern Wyoming where private
landowners worked with the State of VWyoming to establish management objectives and approaches.

The remainder of this section includes the alternatives related to the applicable management actions
associated with SHMA. Because these areas are only being considered under Alternative 5 and 6, there is

no corresponding actions under Alternatives |-4. ‘:.Qb ;
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-40. Wyoming State-Specific Circumstances — Additional Habitat Management Area)

Table 2-40. Wyoming State-Specific Circumstances — Additional Habitat Management Area

Alternative | | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 |

Alternative 4 | Alternatives 5 and 6

Habitat Management Area Alignments

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Stewardship Habitat Management Areas (SHMAs) as defined for Wyoming are
GRSG habitats that ar'e generally characterized by large percentages of private
land, existing disturbance and priorand existing rights, and fragmented
landscapes but'that continue teysupport substantial populations of GRSG,
provide important €dnnections*between*populations, and are important for
maintaining GRSG: populations. Management in SHMA is consistent with GHMA
restrictions.

Major Land Use Allodations &% 4 W' s\8& &

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Allocations in(SHMA same'as GHMA restrictions as proposed for Alternatives
5 and 6 in the“crossicutting topics above.

Fluid Mineral kéasin lopment W <4 °-

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Fluid, mineral Jeasing/development in SHMA same as proposed for Alternatives
5vand 6.ih the croess-cutting'topics above.

Waivers, Exceptions,-and Madificatipns (WEMs) . \'%

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

WEMs insSHMA same as those proposed for active leks in GHMA for
Alternatives 5 and-6 in the cross-cutting topics above.

Pl

A Mitigadon (" (O

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Mitigationiin SHMA same as proposed for Alternatives 5 and 6 in the cross-
cutting'topics above.

W AN

£ Windfsplar @@Tijo @Ns

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Wind/Solar and Major ROWs in SHMA same as proposed for GHMA in
Alternatives 5 and 6 in the cross-cutting topics above.

T
s i

O

&t O &p‘tiLeWnagement

Not applicable

| Notiapplicable

|Adaptive management in SHMA same as proposed for GHMA.

| Not applicable

I Noet-applicable
k]

¥
2 OF 4

N o

Applicatidn of Habitat Objectives

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Notapplicable

Application of Habitat objectives in SHMA same as proposed for Alternatives 5
and 6 in the cross-cutting topics above.

o2 2 W o7

Disturbance Caps

Not applicable

| Not applicable

| Not applicable (disturbance caps in SHMA same as current GHMA)

[ Not applicable
e J . Y

I Not.applicable
\ 0

Threats from Predation

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not-applicable

Not applicable

Threats from predation in SHMA same as proposed for PHMA for Alternatives
5 and 6 in the cross-cutting topics above.

Livestock Grazing

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Livestock grazing in SHMA same as proposed for PHMA for Alternatives 5 and
6 in the cross-cutting topics above.

Wild Horse and Burro Management

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Wild horse and burro management in SHMA same as proposed for PHMA for
Alternatives 5 and 6 in the cross-cutting topics above.
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2. Alternatives (Table 2-40. Wyoming State-Specific Circumstances — Additional Habitat Management Area)

Alternative | | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 |

Alternative 4

| Alternatives 5 and 6

Additional Management Considerations

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

In partnership with appropriate Federal and State Agencies and landowners and
their representatives, encourage the development and implementation of
landowner-led conservation benefit agreements in SHMA that focus on
ensuring the long-term, viability of GRSG populations in the area, and at a
minimum identify key habitats andlinkages, potential threats to GRSG and its
habitat, approphiate conservationymeasukes, and an avoid/minimize/compensate
strategy that.identifies mitigation oppontunities within the boundaries of SHMA.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Because, the functional movement-(i:e., movements that result in genetic
connectivity)'of GRSG likely occtrs amehg'leks, encourage the establishment of
conservation benefit agreements that include management measures specific to
maintaining actiye leks, in SHMAs!

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Support resedrch, that'identifies-habitat conditions that promote or limit the
movemtent of GRSG through'a landscape to better inform management of
SHMAs! Research supported by, BLM and partners should be actionable.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Encourage'the development.and implementation of invasive vegetation —
including encroaching native species — management strategies in SHMA.
Strategiesishould be inclusive of all private and public land managers and
include;-but not ‘be’limited to: engagement of all pertinent stakeholders,
invéntory andimonitoring requirements, prioritization approaches, treatment
and removal options, restoration (to include site-specific management of
livestoek), responses to wildfire, and an adaptive management framework.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Woerk with the appropriate State and Federal agencies to establish wildfire
response in SHMA at the same priority as protection of property.

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

To minimize impact of predators to GRSG, encourage the development of a
predator management plan in SHMA. Plans should include, but not be limited
to: coordination requirements with appropriate State and Federal agencies if
implementation of the plan becomes necessary, assessments of habitat
conditions and relationships with predator populations and impacts to GRSG,
anthropogenic structure design details to reduce opportunities for corvid and
raptor perching and nesting, disposal options for anthropogenic food subsidies,
approaches for addressing predation from domestic pets, descriptions of
concurrent management actions required to address GRSG survival concerns
long-term (for example, habitat enhancement), and monitoring requirements.
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2. Alternatives (Plan Evaluation and Monitoring)

2.7  PLAN EVALUATION AND MONITORING
The BLM planning regulations (including 43 CFR Part 1610.4-9) require land use plans establish intervals and
standards for monitoring and evaluation, based on the sensitivity of the resource decisions involved.

2.7.1 Evaluation

Evaluation is the process of reviewing the RMP and determining whether the decisions and NEPA analysis
are still valid and whether the RMP is being adequately implemented. The BLM Land Use-Planning Handbook
(H-1601-1; BLM 2005a) directs that RMPs should be evaluated at a minimum @ﬁof every 5 years
Specifically, RMPs are evaluated to determine if: l,':;:" &

ﬂ’:’i‘" o

e Decisions remain relevant to current issues; {\ 'l:} é‘\
e Decisions are effective in achieving (or making progress tov@d?chlzx(@deswgputcon@ K
e Any decisions should be revised; E} D q;\ ‘0 (o)

e Any decisions should be dropped from further co?{ atlonegrﬁ'
(O R ¥ &

VAN O @
Data collected during RMP implementation help for the MP@aﬂo -

2.7.2 Monitoring ‘ID {(\E' \\3’ G{v

Land use plan monitoring is the p s of 1"!‘:.klmpl \?;mo o and plan decisions
(implementation monitoring) and ctm n neﬁ;@u ate \Ffectiveness of land
use plan decisions (effectl mon '{Ph etln e purpose an of the plan or plan
amendment. Monltorlng ta ulatlo s must b E aboratlve as habitat occurs
across jUI"ISdICtIOI’lal % & the % GR enqunt effort, the BLM developed a
Monitoring Fra en ch 1!9 on ﬁannlng actions across the range. In
2021 the BLI"&IS e Gre a& é&mem‘ﬁl Rangewide Monitoring Report for 2015-
2020 Wi resH?t im tmg orin ework. As part of this amendment process,

the revis the e's\I ngf work, updating it based on lessons learned over
é 1'bast ei ars. F@ted itoring: f ework is in Appendix 7. The BLM’s monitoring
ship e@ﬁ

e Any areas require new decisions.

nd State fish and wildlife agencies. The BLM and other

'{"\ orts con ed
'ﬂ é W|.II %ﬂlng |nkeﬁ tlo'n({@.ude implementation of conservation activities.

d t H{}w con?&ns on whether management actions are being implemented, and if

%pg to objectives. Conclusions are then used to recommend whether to

\Eantlnue agem t to identify what changes may need to be made to meet objectives. The

'&,Jand u an evaluations to determine if the decisions in the RMPA, supported by the

pan in EPA ana ys s, are still valid in light of new information and monitoring data. Its evaluations

%ou w the protocols established by the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) or other
appropriate guidance in effect at the time the evaluation is initiated.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The summary of environmental consequences table is included in Appendix 10.
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