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None of the plants currently listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act inhabit BLM lands in the Dillon
Field Office. However, Ute ladies’ tresses, which is listed as threatened in Montana, is known to occur on private and state lands in
Beaverhead, Madison, Gallatin, and Jefferson counties. Fifty-four sensitive plant species inhabit BLM-administered lands within the
Dillon Field Office. Four of those species are known to occur within the Cumulative Impact Area of the Southwest Highlands
Watershed (SWHW) Environmental Assessment. The potential effects that the various alternatives may have on these species are
summarized in the following table. A detailed discussion of predicted effects and potential impacts to special status plant species and
their habitat is provided in the attached “Supplemental Information on Special Status Plants on BLM Lands in the Southwest
Highlands Watershed.”

Definitions of Abbreviations used in the Table.
NI - No Impact
Bl - Beneficial impact to populations or habitat

MIIH - May impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of
viability to the population or species.

* WIFV - Will impact individuals or habitat with a consequence that the action may contribute to a trend toward federal listing
or cause a loss of viability to the population or species.

* Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be initiated if an alternative is selected that may contribute to a loss of
viability to a population of species reviewed in this evaluation.
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During the summer of 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced a 90-day finding on a petition to list whitebark pine (Pinus
albicaulis) as endangered or threatened and to designate critical habitat. In July of 2011, the finding was released; whitebark was
given a warranted but precluded listing with a priority of 2 and is currently on the candidate species list. The IDT did not find
whitebark pine on BLM-administered land within the SWHW. Whitebark pine is known to occur outside the SWHW at higher
elevations in the adjacent Highland Mountains.

Cumulative Considerations:

High probability habitats will be surveyed for sensitive plants prior to any ground disturbing activities on federal land but botanical
surveys aren’t required on private and state lands even on cooperative projects (e.g. a pipeline that crosses multiple ownerships). It’s
possible that sensitive plant species could be accidentally or inadvertently impacted by construction or placement of range
improvement projects on non-federal lands.

The invasion of introduced species and noxious weeds near and into special plant species habitat across all ownerships poses a direct
threat to these plants through competition, habitat degradation and the potential impact of herbicides. The use of insecticides on
private lands within the SWHW to control grasshoppers or other insects may affect pollinators that visit sensitive plant species on
BLM lands.

\s\ Kelly Savage 6/11/14
Signature Date

Printed Name and Title:  Kelly Savage , Rangeland Management Specialist/ TES Plants
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Step 6. Are there any specific recommendations to avoid significant effects (if any)? These are mitigation measures needed to avoid
determinations of: LAA, LJ, WIFV. If so, the narrative describing these recommendations would be discussed in the NEPA

document.

Step 7. Documentation: This short form is intended to follow a seven-step process to provide basic biological evaluations. Judgments
must not be arbitrary but should be reasoned. This form provides a “road map” of that reasoning and assumes the judgments are
drawn from numerous sources. Any species-specific impacts should be discussed in the NEPA document or below under the
Narrative of Potential Impacts.

The signature below certifies that:

1.

The wildlife and fisheries biologists have reviewed the proposed action and its alternatives, but may or may not have
provided input to alternative design, depending on the issues.

The wildlife and fisheries biologists have an understanding of the specific conditions found in the affected area. Column
1a lists all possible Special Status Species in the Dillon Field Office. Column 1b identifies the species’ current
management status. Column 1c indicates whether there are no records (N/A), or whether the species is considered a
Transient (T) or Resident (R) {for our purposes, resident includes migratory species that fulfill a portion of their life history
here}. Step 2 is satisfied by field visits or knowledge of local conditions from previous visits resulting in enough
information to determine if the area is potential habitat for species listed in Step 1. Extensive surveys are not necessary if
the conservative approach is taken that “suitable habitat” means the potential for occupancy.

The wildlife and fisheries biologists have an understanding of the species habitat needs and other attributes important to the
determination. This can be a combination of literature review, professional experience, and consultation with others.

The wildlife and fisheries biologist have assimilated the above information in making the “determinations” (i.e. final
judgments about the scientific significance of the effects).

Signed:  \s\ Kelly Bockting Date: 6-4-14 Signed: \s\ Paul Hutchinson Date: 6-4-14

Printed Name and Title:  Kelly Bockting, Wildlife Biologist Paul Hutchinson, Fisheries Biologist
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Definitions of Abbreviations for the Short Form

N/A — “Not Applicable.” Indicates this species does not occur in the project area or that the project would have no bearing on its
potential habitat. These species were removed from detailed analysis after field review of existing and potential habitats and
consideration of distribution records.

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

NE - No Effect

*LAA - May Effect - Likely to Adversely Affect (formal consultation required)

NLAA - May Effect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (informal consultation - concurrence with determination - required)
BE - Beneficial Effect (informal consultation - concurrence with determination - required)

SPECIES PROPOSED FOR LISTING

NE - No Effect

NLJ - Not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed
critical habitat

*LJ - Likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed
critical habitat

SENSITIVE SPECIES

NI - No Impact

MIIH - May Impact Individuals or Habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability
to the population or species.

*WIFV - Will Impact Individuals or habitat with a consequence that the action may contribute to the need for federal listing or cause
a loss of viability to the population or species.

Bl - Beneficial Impact

* triggers formal consultation process
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NARRATIVE of POTENTIAL IMPACTS

LISTED and PROPOSED SPECIES:

Canada Lynx and Grizzly Bear: These two species are not known to occur in the SWHW and the adjacent mountain ranges are
outside the recovery area. Therefore the proposed action will not have any effect on either species.

North American Wolverine: The distinct population segment (DPS) of wolverines in the contiguous United States was proposed for
listing as Threatened in the Federal register on February 4, 2013. Male and female wolverine home ranges can be over 300 and 125
sq. miles respectively, including a wide variety of alpine, boreal, and arctic habitats. Although wolverine habitat surrounds the
SWHW, they have not been documented on BLM lands within the SWHW, but due to the large home range, transients are possible as
the SWHW could be used as a dispersal corridor between the Pioneer and Tobacco Root Mountains. “The conservation status of
wolverines in the contiguous United States is less secure than wolverines in adjacent Canada due to fragmented habitat, small
population size, reduced genetic diversity, and their vulnerability to threats analyzed in this finding.” (Fed. Reg. 2013.) The primary
listing factor was “Reduction in Habitat Due to Climate change.” Due to the large home range, small scale treatments that may
fragment habitat do not have a significant effect on wolverine. Activities identified in Alternatives B and C of the UHPW E.A. fall
into the category outlined in the Federal Register on page 26 as follows: “Land management activities (principally timber harvest,
wildland firefighting, prescribed fire, and silviculture) can modify wolverine habitat, but this generalist species appears to be little
affected by changes to the vegetative characteristics of its habitat. In addition, most wolverine habitat occurs at high elevations in
rugged terrain that is not conducive to intensive forms of silviculture and timber harvest. Therefore, we anticipate that habitat
modifications resulting from these types of land management activities would not significantly affect the conservation of the DPS, as
we described above." Therefore activities proposed under the action alternatives would not have an effect on habitat conditions for
wolverines.

No impacts are anticipated to any listed or proposed Threatened or Endangered species associated with implementation of this
decision under any alternative.

CANDIDATE SPECIES:

Greater Sage Grouse: Alternative A the “no action” would maintain the current conditions. No core sage grouse habitat is identified in
the SWHW. Allotments not meeting habitat requirements for nesting and brood rearing would not see any improvements.
Alternatives B, C and D were developed to improve nesting and brood rearing habitat. Changes in grazing management would lead
to an increase in residual herbaceous cover resulting in higher nest success and greater chick survival due to reduced predation.
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Fences constructed to improve livestock management would impact sage grouse by creating collision hazards as well as raptor perches
that can lead to increased predation by avian predators. All new fences located near known high concentrations of sage grouse would
be marked to mitigate collision hazards. Location of fences would be chosen after determining which high risk areas should be
avoided for fence building. Using BLM fence construction standards for wildlife would also help to mitigate collision hazards. This
is discussed in further detail under the perspective allotment and alternative in the SWHW EA.

The general sage grouse habitat map was mapped at the regional scale using satellite imagery and it is known to contain habitat that is
unsuitable or does not have the potential to meet sage grouse habitat requirements but may be important linkage habitat. Many of
these areas do not have the site potential, due to the soil type or precipitation zone, to meet sagebrush canopy or herbaceous stubble
requirements for nesting or winter habitat. Sage grouse are known to use seasonal habitats therefore these areas may provide foraging
opportunities. Much of the SWHW is general habitat but may not have the site potential to provide for nesting or winter habitat needs.

Non-commercial mechanical/prescribed fire treatments would restore/maintain sagebrush communities in the long-term for sagebrush
obligate species including sage grouse. Sage grouse are known to forage in the burn units post burn due to increased forbs and ease of
finding insects. Cover for sagebrush obligate species would be reduced in the short-term, but is expected to return to pre-burn levels in
20-25 years. All fuels treatments are in summer habitat over four miles from any known active lek. There is a historic lek with in 2
mile of the Old Glory Rx but there are no historic records on lek counts and no lekking activity has been documented over the past 20
years. The late seral sagebrush habitat currently does not have any openings that would allow for lekking. Ifit is determined that sage
grouse are nesting in the area, no known nesting habitat would be burned. Within the Rx, areas with a low density of conifers and a
high canopy cover of sagebrush, only mechanical removal of conifers would be allowed and the remainder of the unit would be
burned. As sagebrush re-populates the burned areas, the potential for conifers to expand into the burned area is reduced and therefore
habitat for sagebrush dependent species would be restored in the long-term. The treatments are designed to create more edge and a
mosaic burn pattern, ensuring residual sagebrush canopy cover would remain within the burn units. No alternatives proposed would
impact sage grouse to the extent that would lead to federally listing of the greater sage grouse.

BLM SENSITIVE SPECIES:

Great Basin Pocket Mouse: These species are scattered throughout the watershed although some allotments have higher
concentrations than others where friable soils are present for burrowing. Under alternative A, increased predation is expected as
compared to alternatives B, C and D due to the reduced herbaceous cover. However, alternative A would not likely lead to a decline
in the overall species population. These species would benefit under alternatives B, C and D because of the increase in herbaceous
understory in sagebrush steppe habitats. Providing increased hiding cover would reduce the potential for predation. None of the
alternatives are expected to lead to listing of this species.
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Brewers Sparrow, Loggerhead Shrike and Sage Thrasher: These three species are considered sagebrush obligate species and require
similar habitat. The Brewers sparrow is known to nest in sagebrush and forage primarily on insects in shrubs or low vegetation.
Loggerhead shrikes prefer early seral sagebrush and short grass and are negatively influenced by increased tree canopy cover. The
sage thrasher is a ground forager; therefore, increased herbaceous cover would lead to better concealment and reduce predation.
Fragmentation or loss of habitat is the largest threat to these species. The big sagebrush habitat in the SWHW has remained relatively
unchanged for the last 25 years. Under alternative A, increased predation is expected as compared to alternatives B, C and D due to
the reduced herbaceous cover. However, alternative A would not likely lead to a decline in the overall species population. Improving
habitat conditions under the action alternatives is expected to improve habitat for these species. The prescribed fire treatments under
alternatives B, C and D would create more grassland in the short term within the SWHW and would increase early seral sagebrush and
grassland habitat for the Loggerhead Shrike. Burning in late seral sagebrush to remove colonizing Douglas-fir will create a mosaic in
the sagebrush and an increase the edge and patchiness would improve foraging habitat. None of the alternatives are expected to lead to
listing of these species.

McCown'’s Longspur: This species prefers habitat with sparse vegetation or bare ground, contrary to the three species discussed above.
They are ground nesters and do not require shrubs for nesting. McCown’s longspur also prefers dry, arid climates and has been
known to abandon an area during wet periods. It is typically known as a Great Plains species found in short-grass prairies and
agricultural areas. Although it has been documented in the SWHW, it is on the edge of its range and habitat is limited. Alternative A
may be the preferred alternative for this species as it would remove more vegetation and leave more bare ground than the other action
alternatives. Range wide this species is doing well and none of the alternatives for the SWHW are expected to impact this species that
would lead to it being federally listed.
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