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Greater Sage-Grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus)

The sustsinsbility of the grester sage-grouse
{Centrocercus urophasionus) is entirely dependent on
intact expanses of sagebrush. The sage-grouse is one
of ower 350 plant and animal species that are
sagebrush obligates; @ high proportion of these are
endemic, threstened, o endangered, becauss The
sagebrush community is one of the most-altersd
wvegetation classes in the western states (Connelly et
al. 2004). Over the last century, the sage-grouse has
been reduced to S6% of its former range westwide.
The US. Fish and Wildiife Service (USFWS) recently
concluded thet the greater sage-grouse be given
candidate status rather than being listed as threatened
or endangered—stating that it warrants protection,
but that other species, facing greater and more
immediate threats, take precedence (USFIWS 2010). A
court ruling in 2011 followed 2 number of law suits
filed against the USFWS for delaying full Endangered
Species Act protection for the grouse; if

USFWS until 2015 to decide the bird’s status. In the
interim, the BLM will review Resource Management
Pians throughout the range of the greater sage-grouse
and revise them if necessary to incorparate sage-
grouse comsenvation measures, and in so doing,
possibly avoid a potential listing (BLM 2011a)

Eiguza, Map shows historic (light blue) and current (dark

Phoss: US. Fish and Wikibfe Service

Across the spacies’ range, trend results from
research and monitoring of sage-grouse
populations indicate general declines, but
results vary depending on the region and the
scale of the investigation. Breeging Bird
Survey trend estimate data for the Southem
Rockies-Colorado Plateay scorsgion showed a
7.1% per year dedline for the period 1966~
2009 and a 5.2% per year dedine for the
period 1396-2000 (Saver et al 201}
However, these trend resuits carry 8 cavest,
since they reflect detection difficulties on
existing Breeding Bird Survey routes and a
small sample size (<14). Local trends differ
when examined at a regional level. Utah and
northwestern  Colorado  represent  the
southeastern-most extent of the species’
current distribution, which has contracted to
he north (Figure 1), based on evidence of
historic distributions. Greater sage-grouse
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Tamarisk (Tamarix spp.)

The history of the expansion of tamarisk
throughouwt the riparian areas of the
US. paraliels the
ang allocation of water resources in arid and
semi-arid ecosystems in the 20 and 217
centuries, Tamarisk (or saltcedar) is an invasive
shrub that has been designated as a change
agent in the Colorado Plateau REA because it
negatively affects aquatic resources, native
riparian ecosystems, and aquatic sites of
conservation concern. The name romarisk
refers to 3 number of related species in the
gerus  Tomorx (eg. 7. ramgsissimd, T
chingngis, and T. gpayiig) that are similar in
appearence and that hybridize freely (Gaskin  pp

and Shafroth 2005). Introduced into North

America at the time of early Spanish settlers, the species did not become widely distributed until the 1800s. It
is presently found throughout nearly all western and southwestern states {Lovich 2000). In  survey of 475
gaging stations across the westem US., Friedman et al. (2005) found tamarisk to be the third most
frequently-occurring riparian woody plant in the region (Figure 1).

Figure, 3, Current distribution of tamarisk (in blug] near Fort Duchesne, Uinta Basin as mapped for
the REA See Appendix XK for modeling 2pprasch and reglon-wide results

Change Agent

Biological Crust ?



Conceptual
Models

Appendices

Management Questions

Methods & Results

|

Conservation Elements
Summary & Results

|

Process

| Models

Attributes and Indicators Table




Management Questions

COLORADO PLATEAU

A, SOLILS, BIOLOGICAL CRUSTS, AND FORAGE MANACGEMENT

M3 A,
M3 Az
M3 A3
M Ad
M3 A5
M3 A

‘Where are soilz susceptable to wind and w ater erasion’?
. where are sensitive zails (including saline, sodic, gupsiferous, shallow, low water holding capacitu]?
. which HMAz and allotments may experience sigrificant effects from change agents including climate change?
. where are zoils that have patential to have cryptagamic soil crusts?
. wkhathe here iz the potential For future change tathe croptogamic crusts?

. where are hotzpots praducing fugitive dust that may contribute ta accelerated snow meltinthe Colorado Plateau?

B. SURFACE AND GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS

MO B Where are latic and lentic surface w aterbodies and livestock and wildlife w atering tanks and artificial w ater bodies?
MO B2, Where are perennial streams and stream reaches?

MA B3, What are seasonal discharge masima and minima far the Calorada River and maijor tributaries at gaging stations"
MA Ed. ‘where are the alluvial aguifers and their recharge areas [(if known] ¥

MABS. ‘what is the condition of these various aquatic sustems defined by PFCY

M BE. ‘where are the agquatic systems listed on 303(d] with degraded w ater quality or low macroinwertebrate diversity¥?

MAET. ‘What iz the location!distribution of theze agquatic biodiverszity sites¥
C. ECOLOGICAL SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT QUESTIONS
MAC1. Ywhere are existing vegetative communities? - Colorado Plateau Pinvon-Juniper ‘Woodland [Pinvon Pine]
MO CZ. ‘Where are vegetative communities vulnerable to change agents in the future? - Calarada Plateau Pinvan-Juniper ' oodland [Finuon Pine)

M3C3.
MO C35.

‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities? - Colorada Plate au Pinvon-Juniper Woodland [Pinyon Pine] - Historic Change

‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities? - Colorada Plateau Pinvon-Juniper Woodland [Pinyan Pine] - Becent Disturbances

MECA.

MQCZ.
MO E3.
MEC3.

Where are existing vegetative communities ? - Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland '='woming Big Sagebrush]

‘wWhere are vegetative communities wulnerable to change agents in the future ? - Inter-Mountain Baszins Big Sagebrush Shrubland [Wyvoming Big Sagebrush)

‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities - Imter-Maountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland [Wyoming Big Sagebrush)] - Historic Change
‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities" - Inter-Mauntain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland [Wyoming Big Sagebrush) - Becent Disturbances

M3 C.

MO Cz.
MOC3.
MEC3.

‘wWhere are existing vegetative communities? - Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebush Steppe [Mountain Sagebrush]

‘where are vegetative communities wulnerable to change agents in the future? - Inter-Maountain Basins Montane Sagebuzh Steppe [Mountain Sagebrush)

‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities" - Inter-Maountain Bazins Montane Sagebush Steppe [Mountain Sagebrush] - Histaric Change
‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities" - Inter-Maountain Bazins Montane Sagebush Steppe [Mountain Sagebrush] - Becent Disturbances

M3IC.

MO Cz.

MO C3.
MO C3.

‘Where are existing vegetative communities - Calorada Plateau Mised Bedrock Canvon and Tableland [Littleleaf Mountain Makhogenu)

‘Where are vegetative communities wulnerable to change agentsin the future? - Colorada Plateau Mised Bedrock Canven and Tableland [Littdelzaf Mountain Mahogerny)
‘wWhat change agents have affected existing vegetation communitizsY - Calarada Plateau Mived Bedrock Carnvon and Tableland [Littlele af Mountain Makogenu)

‘what change agents have affected existing vegetation communities? - Colorada Plateau Mised Bedrock Canyon and Tableland [Littlele af Mountain Mahogeny)



Management Questions

Soils, biological crust, and forage management questions

MQA1. Where are soils susceptible to wind and water erosion?

Methods 0 Process Model 0 Conceptual Model 0 Results

MQAZ2. Where are sensitive soils (including saline, sodic, gypsiferous, shallow, low water holding
capacity?
Methods 0 Process Model 0 Conceptual Model 0 Results

MQA3. Which HMAs and allotments may experience significant effects from change agents
including climate change?

Methods 0 Process Model 0 Conceptual Model 0 Results

MQA4. Where are soils that have potential to have cryptogamic crust?

Methods 0 Process Model 0 Conceptual Model 0 Results




Management Questions

Species management questions

MQD1. What is the most current distribution and status of available occupied habitat?
MQD7. What sites and movement corridors are vulnerable to change in the near term (2015)
and long-term (2060) horizon?

MQJ3. Where are areas of species conservation elements potential distribution change from
climate change by 20607

Mountain Lion Greater Sage Grouse Razorback Sucker
Pronghorn Antelope Gunnison Sage Grouse Flannelmouth Sucker
Mule Deer Golden Eagle CO Cutthroat Trout
Desert Bighorn Sheep Mexican Spotted Owl
Gunnison’s Prairie Dog Ferruginous Hawk
Black-footed Ferret Burrowing Owl
White-tailed Prairie Dog Peregrine Falcon

Yellow-breasted Chat



Conservation Element

. 5 . 5 . - Current Status . . . . 4 . . H . : :
N Mountain Lion : . B . + ey . + - . " - . N H N N .
A Puma cancolor . . . - el st ModelZ: With Road Density Threshold . Mountain Lion Botential Enerzy Development .
. Concept : . . . . . .
; = e L : : : i o T ot o Develpment : :
© ¢ Mountain® lrons ‘are habitat ‘generalists® and* have ‘adapted® to ‘a ‘wide range® v e E - . .. e e Rt R L
« of conditions (Weaver et al: 1996). The three main components of high quality mountain i ? 5 3 4 :
* lion habitat is abundance of prey spedies {e.g., mule deer, elk, and bighorn sheep), steep, . * B . B
« rugged terrain, and enough vegetative tover to allow for successfu stalking of prey . . . . "
- (Hornecker 1970, Korhler and Hernocker 1991). Mountain lions can inhabit all elevations . N o N
* * but prefer operr mixed hardwood-ard coniferous forest vegetation zones below timbelire. © + o 2, & .. - R e e . v e e e
+ Terrain ruggedness is a better predictor than vegetation type in somedandscapes such as - . . . . ] . +
* the Colorado Plateau, and the species is fairly widespread throughout the ecoregion. ssp  Current Terrestrial intactness . . . . .
+ Above all other habitat facters, availability of a healthy prey base (especially in winter) is _sof =] . » . 3 . . . i . . .
* the most important one in*mail g a:strong lion I A mountain lion’s home %n‘ . B 0 B . B . * Potential Climate Change * B .
* + range Is highly variable usually-12'to-22'square miles (31 o 57 k), although itmay travel 75+ - TR B B o IR IR -+ B L T T T T S S S
* to 100 muiesfizom 161 kn) from its p\a:eo{hmh * 5;5. . . " . . . H . . B
" N N N N $af d b . N g 39/LngTerm Potential For Climate Changle s &
+ Because of its high ecological plasticity,imountain lions can tolerate significant human it | 3 A . o 0 = %
+ disturbance {Weaver et al. 1996); however, they do avoid developed and semi-developed % [ |- I B . . gn{ .
- —grews-untessdispersing o new teritories; whicheise normally-conducted- at right-{Beier— | . gl ',7 ‘,- _-,n e o e g e e o et g bt gm PO——
+ 1995). The most \mpﬂﬂant thmat to mbuntain lions in the ecoregion is overall habitat * . 2 . [ .
- degradation due to resi recreational p and road building. - Nesr-temn Sthus . 2 . %m . .
+ Van Dyke et l. (1986) reported road densities > 0.6 k'mls»q km results in poor lion habitat . . . B B . -
* due tadnrecl'marlaht\(and svoidance, . Terrestrial Intactness . . . . k| . .
. Current Distribution . . . . . . : | : : :
v 39,756,295 acres . . . . . | . . .
89% of the ecoregion . . . . ' ' . .




Conceptual

Model

Climate Change

| |
______________ I |
1 || [ Invasive Plants [« :
|
|
Development & | : v 4 :
Disturbance : »| | Altered Fire Regime  [€— Grazing |!
| S — I_ : Direct Take
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| |
| . ..
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Energy & Mining | Hunting
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Process Model

COP — Mountain Lion Process Model

MQ D1: Mountain Lion Current Distribution and Status

All files clipped with boundary file called Outline of 5th-level HUC (10-digit) watersheds, Colorado Plateau ecoregion

Southwest reGAP modeled
distribution of the mountain
lion in the Colorado Plateau
ecoregion, USA
(SW ReGAP)

Distribution

Extract
Em—

Value = 29

Mountain Lion
Puma cancolor

B ae Concefit '
. Model Proéess
o a7 2 Mogels
- S E S P

Results: Mountain Lion
Distribution in the Colorado
Plateau Ecoregion, USA

4km Results: Current Terrestrial
Landscape Intactness

Status

Intersect
_—

Current Mountain
Lion Status



Attributes and Indicators — Mountain Lion

Element Attribute

Mountain Lion Prey

Habitat
degradation

Habitat

Habitat
degradation

Indicator

Ungulate
density

Road density

Cover & terrain

Human
development

Mountain Lion
Puma cancolor

Poor

Low

0.6 km/sq km

Very dense or
open cover

High

Fair

Medium

0.4

Moderate

Good
High

0.2

Low

V. Good
Very high

0.0

Rugged terrain
with mixed
cover

No

Citation

Julander and
Jeffrey (1964)

Van Dyke et al.
(1986)

Riley (1998)

Van Dyke et al.
(1986)
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Conceptual Models

Climate Change

Crust

I Fire Regime |
| |
| |
> I Fire Frequency 4—— - Fire Suppression
Mechanical Development > : & Severity ¢ :
Removal & | |
Burning I T I
|
. : Wood
! I » | Invasive Plants «— | Grazing | v
o | Encroachment
—— (6060 0 2 0 AT AT A A A
Precipitation A
25-90 cm per year
Soil Characteristics Temperature
Meoderately Deep
— Topography e Depth Inslects&
Disease
Prefers fine soils
) Subsurface
1,525-2,750m Moisture | Soil Moisture |+
Preferred
Animal
South & west facing slopes at Herbivory
higher elevations
v L
____o| ¥ __________________________________________V¥ |
] P
;: Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush |
> | ¢—————
i Steppe |
L o |
I L » | MountainSagebrush | T
[ 1 (Ar‘temisia tridentata ssp. I <
I i Biological ! vaseyana) | <
| I |
|

D Conservation Element



Process Models

STATSGO Soils for the
Colorado Plateau ecoregion,

USA Combine
(NRCS) Extract
Dissolve

SSURGO Soils for the
Colorado Plateau ecoregion,
USA
(MRCE)

D Input Layers

Intermediate Layers
Final Results

GIS Operation Commands

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils: Wind
Erodibility Group for the Colorado

Plateau Ecoregion, USA
(HNRCE)

SSURGQO/STATSGO Soils:
Available Water Capacity forthe

Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA
(NRCS)

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils: Hydric
Rating for the Colorado Plateau
Ecoregion, USA [NRCS)

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils: Calcium
Carbonate forthe Colorado Plateau

Ecoregion, USA
(HRCE)

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils: Sodium
Absorption Ratio for the Colorado
Plateau Ecoregion, USA [NRGCS)

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils: Gypsum
for the Colorado Plateau Ecoregion,
USA [NRCS)

SSURGO/STATSGO Soils:
Minimum Bedrock Depth for the

Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA
(NRGS)

SSURGQ/STATSGO Soils: Soil pH
for the Colorado Plateau Ecoregion,
USA (NRCS)

Reselect

Reselect

Results: High Risk of Wind
Erodibility in the Colorado Plateau
ecoregion, USA
Wind Erodibility Groups 1&2

(MRCS) S

Results: Droughty Soils of the
Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA

(MRCS)

Results: Hydric Soils ofthe
Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA
Soils classified as h

(MRCS)

Results: High Salinity Soils ofthe
Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA

[l;l%C.SJ

Results: Salty Soils of the Colorado
Plateau Ecoregion, USA
Sodium Absorption Ratio is =13

(NRCS)

Results: Gypsiferous Soils of the
Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA

SypsuUm =

(MRCS)

Results: Shallow Soils of the
Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, USA

(MRCS)

Results: Acid Soils of the Colorado
Plateau Ecoregion, USA
pH<5.5
(NRCS)

Union
—_——

Highly sensitive soils in
the Colorado Plateau
ecoregion, USA



Logic Models

Terrestrial

Intactness Landscape
Results Intactness

. Average
Intermediate | L Key (Fuzzy Union)
Results
75 25
Raw . Low
High Veg & Low .
Natural Habitat
Source Inputs Development Fragmentation
Min (Fuzzy OR neg) Min (Fuzzy OR neg)
v Hltgrl Low High Core
CSElliol Development Integrity
Intactness
Average
. Average
(Fuzzy Union) Min (Fuzzy OR neg) TRy Uil
20 80 | | | |
Fire
Regime Low Low Permanent o PLOW ; Low Number High Percent Low
Intactness Invasives Development eDml- lermanen of Natural Mean Nearest
evelopment Patches Core Area Neighbor

|| || Min (Fuzzy OR "eg)‘ From FRAGSTATS
|

Low Energy &

. Mining
Min (Fuzzy OR neg) Low Agriculture
Development
& UTEET ‘ Development P

Development ﬁ

Sum Low Urban Sum

| | Development | |
Ground Utility Line Pipeline Mining Geothermal Oil & Gas
Transportation Density Density Count Count Count

=5 O O 3 OO O3



Fuzzy Logic

-1
Truth
continuum
based on
known
ecological
0 thresholds
Truth
continuum
based on
full range of
values
+1
0 24.5

Road Density



Thresholds for Terrestrial

Landscape Intactness

Item Data Type Data Range  True Threshold False
Threshold
Fire Regime Percent Area 0-100 13 98
Invasive Grasses & Tamarisk Percent Area 0-88 0 33
Linear Development Density 0-18 0 2.5
Urban Percent Percent Area 0-99 0 15
Agriculture Percent Percent Area 0-90 0 20
Energy & Mining Development Number 0-37 0 1.25
Number of Patches Number 1-1,455 1 700
Mean Nearest Neighbor Distance 60-272 59 180
Percent Natural Core Area Percent Area .56-95 100 20




Terrestrial Landscape
Intactness Value Ranges

Intactness Value Legend
-1.000 to -0.750 Very Low
-0.750 to -0.500 Low
-0.500 to 0.000 Moderately Low
0.000 to 0.500 Moderately High
0.500 to 0.750 High

0.750 to 1.000 Very High




Habitat Fragmentation - FRAGSTATS

4km and HUC

[ natural Vegetation
I Invasive Vegetation
[ Other (Developed /! Agriculture / Water)

T




25 |

Low
Natural Habitat
Fragmentation

Min (Fuzzy OR M]L

High Core
Integrity

Average
(Fuzzy Union)

Low Number High Percent Low
of Natural Mean Nearest
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Connectivity Modeling

— Corridor Stick

[ Matural Blocks

—| = Road Stick




Fire Modeling

Fire Occurrences (1980-2010)

Cause
not recorded
* Human
Matural

o i

i - iC b lorad o’ ¥

New Nekico
e g

5
Mies




Climate Change Modeling

RegCM3 -15km

Downscale &
Reproject

Variable examined

* Annual average temperature RegCM3 -4km

* Average annual total precipitation

* Seasonal average temperature and
precipitation totals (winter, spring,
summer, fall)

@ Create PRISM historic baseline

PRISM | ——— RegCM3

Calculate anomalies (differences) between
historic and future time periods for ECHAMS

for each variable

- Results

Boundary conditions

Model time periods

NCEP - Records Historic (1968-1999) Only
National Weather Service . .
Historic (1968-1999)
ECHAMS-GCM | | 20152030
1 2045-2060
— Hamburg, Germany
Historic (1968-1999)
GFDL - G6ctm 2045-2060
Princeton, USA
Historic (1968-1999)
GENMOM - Gcm 2015-2030
- 2045-2060

Oregon State, USA

Compare historic results to PRISM

GCM-driven results showed historic
conditions to be much wetter than PRISM

Difference RegCM3 — ECHAMS

@ Add or multiply differences to PRISM historic baseline

Climate Projections RegCM3 — ECHAMS

Feed future climate projections into
MAPSS

MAPSS — Mapped Atmosphere-Plant-Soil System

Generate results for historic and predicted future condition
@ for Leaf Area Index (LAl), Potential Evapotranspiration (PET),

Potential Natural Vegetation, and Runoff

Assemble results in climate change
logic model



Climate Change Modeling

Final
Results Potential for

Climate Change

Intermediate

Potential for

Potential for

Summer Temp Winter Temp
Change Change
Normalized Normalized
Summer Winter
Temperature Temperature
Change Change

Precipitation
Relative
Change

Precipitation
Change Ratio

Results .
L Key Maximum OR
Source Fuzzy
Inputs Potential for Temp Potential for
& Hydro Vegetation
Source Change Change
Inputs
P P Average
(Fuzzy Union) -
Vegetation
Change from
MAPSS
Potential for Potential for Potential
Temperature Runoff Precipitation
Change Change Change
Maximum OR
Runoff Absolute
Change from Precipitation
MAPSS Relative
Change



Potential
Vegetation 4.
Change

Potential

Runoff
Change

Potential Potential
Summer. Winter
Temp Temp

Change



Species Distribution and Status

Utah

Colorado

Arizona
B tewMexico

Cdloradg

New Mexico
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Arizona
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Distribution and Status

Species CEs

Total Distribution Area

Percent of Ecoregion

Black-footed Ferret (Mustela nigripes)
Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)

Desert Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelson)
Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis)

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)

Greater Sage Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)

Gunnison Sage Grouse (Centrocercus minimus)

Gunnison’s Prairie Dog (Cynomys gunnisoni)
Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida)

Mountain Lion (Puma concolor)
Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus)
Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrines)

Pronghorn Antelope (Antilocapra americana)

White-tailed Prairie Dog (Cynomys leucurus)
Yellow-breasted Chat (/cteria virens)

99,544
18,733,244

4,718,573
13,746,361
41,189,881

1,998,437

442,835
218,896
571,778
39,756,295

32,127,448
15,221,173

6,181,939

652,570
1,856,951

0.22
41.81

10.53
30.68

91.93

4.46

0.99

0.49

1.28
88.73

71.71
33.97

13.80

1.46
4.14

Species CEs

Total Distribution Length (miles)

Colorado Cutthroat Trout (Oncorhynchus clarki leuriticus)
Flannelmouth Sucker (Catostomus latipinnis)
Razorback Sucker (Xyrauchen texanus)

21,047
56,809

2,866
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Golden Eagle
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Distribution and Status
Vegetation Communities

:l Colorado Plateau Blackbrush-Mormon-tea Shrubland
[ Colorade Plateau Mixed Bedrock Canyon and Tableland
|:]Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland

B Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

[ Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland

|:| Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub

[ Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe

- Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed Montane Shrubland



NatureServe LANDFIRE Percent
Vegetation Community Only Only Both Overlap
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland 2,594,714 3,664,596 6,078,616 49.27
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland 2,694,089 Included in PJ 0 0.00

woodlands

Colorado Plateau Blackbrush-Mormon-tea Shrubland 1,293,367 2,568,289 1,459,961 27.43
Inter-Mountains Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 1,542,766 3,970,331 2,370,353 30.07
Inter-Mountains Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub 1,645,308 1,964,350 680,837 15.87
Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed Montane Shrubland 1,423,998 633,644 659,513 24.27
Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe 1,550,837 61,215 115,313 6.68
Colorado Plateau Mixed Bedrock Canyon and Tablelands 4,598,445 Not mapped 0 0.00




Status of Vegetation Communities

[ Historic Conversion

J Recent Disturbance

O Current Setting




Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrublands

[ |Current Distribution (EVT)
I Historic Distribution (BpS)
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Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrublands

[ Historic Distributon (BpS)
Change Agents
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Historic Disturbance

Total Urban & Unchar Total

Vegetation Community BpS Area Roads Agriculture Invasives Native Veg Changed Percent
Colorado Plateau Blackbrush-Mormon-tea 3,123,911 132,459 3,624 176,205 6,511 318,799 10.21%
Shrubland
Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 8,228,472 565,083 494,772 845,638 571,744 2,477,236 30.11%
Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed Montane 2,038,543 130,616 89,257 29,209 335,467 584,548 28.67%
Shrubland
Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush 1,029,623 77,252 17,870 26,342 38,314 159,778 15.52%
Steppe
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland 94,447 5,076 2,269 21,091 9,736 38,173 40.42%
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland 7,515,040 229,091 45,740 273,361 634,736 1,182,928 15.74%
Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub 3,155,282 178,112 109,125 402,992 117,076 807,305 25.59%
Totals

25,185,317 1,317,689 762,657 1,774,839 1,713,585 5,568,768 22.11%




Recent Disturbance

Total BpS Total

Vegetation Community Area Fire Mechanical Other Disturbed Percent

Colorado Plateau Blackbrush-Mormon-tea Shrubland 3,123,911 9,396 1,716 0 11,112 0.36%
Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland 8,228,472 138,909 231,435 128 370,472 4.50%
Rocky Mountain Gambel Oak-Mixed Montane Shrubland 2,038,543 75,484 31,272 1,233 107,990 5.30%
Inter-Mountain Basins Montane Sagebrush Steppe 1,029,623 28,507 13,877 235 42,619 4.14%
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland 94,447 819 834 0 1,653 1.75%
Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Woodland 7,515,040 194,113 71,692 763 266,568 3.55%
Inter-Mountain Basins Mixed Salt Desert Scrub 3,155,282 5,694 15,176 9 20,878 0.66%
Totals 25,185,317 452,922 366,002 2,368 821,291 3.26%




Current Setting

LANDFIRE EVT v 1.1
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I Current Distribution (NatureServe)

Iparian Vegetation
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Biological Crust
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Designated Lands

Designation Category Very High High Moderately Moderately Low Very Low Total Area
High Low (acres)

Wilderness Area 166,815 397,096 281,737 57,647 22,660 16,263 942,218
Wilderness Study Area 252,109 1,295,208 1,069,138 183,397 58,932 11,715 2,870,499
National Park 55,484 301,228 336,370 140,281 42,264 19,098 894,725
National Monument 102,725 411,858 756,824 251,791 57,138 11,352 1,591,688
National Conservation Area 0 85 33,178 16,893 5,069 50,476 105,700
National Recreation Area 8,047 674,598 503,243 55,260 13,219 2,328 1,256,694
National Wildlife Refuge 0 73 9,066 3,267 5,590 2,442 20,438
é\;iacgfncritica' Conservation 24,725 168,082 361,023 262,583 157,620 53,572 24,725
Special Management Area 0 3,574 20,721 15,478 6,005 1,497 47,276
State Park 0 5,121 10,192 11,150 20,782 6,137 53,382
Ztraetae Wildlife Management 6,401 24,360 81,381 60,455 76,944 35,038 284,579
Roadless Area 68,389 352,970 790,145 327,332 153,319 9,262 1,701,418
Other Protected Lands 78,816 206,391 561,836 340,002 363,483 106,937 1,657,464
Total 763,509 3,840,644 4,814,852 1,725,536 983,025 326,119 12,453,685
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Change Agent - Current Invasives
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Change Agent — Fire
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Change Agent — Fire
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Change Agent — Current Development




Change Agent — Current Development
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