Best Management Practices for Raptors and Their

Associated Habitats On BLM

. Introduction:

Raptors, or Birds of Prey, are found on public lands throughout the western states
the BLM administers the vast majority of the public lands. Approximately 47 speCi
raptors utilize public lands for at least a portion of their life cycle. These inc 7
diurnal raptors, including the eagles, hawks, falcons, osprey, turkey vulture@)

California condor; and 20 mostly nocturnal ow! species. Q}

Twelve of these raptors are considered to be Special Status Species:by t LM, and
currently receive enhanced protection, in addition to the regula thority provided by
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), which covers all r cies. The northern
alpomado falcon, the northern spotted owl and Mexican spotted. owl are listed as
Federally threatened species and are afforded the proterﬁzs well as the Section 7
consultation requirements, of the Endangered Speci Q A). The bald eagle has
recently been delisted by the Fish and Wildlife % oth the bald eagle and golden
I

eagle are protected by the provisions of the e Protection Act. The BLM’s 6840

S

Policy states that “BLM shall...ensure thatQ authorized, funded, or carried out...do

not contribute to the need for the specieé! ecome listed””.

ill be guided by the use of these Best
re BLM-specific recommendations for
ildlife Service “Guidelines for Raptor Protection
From Human and Land Use Disturbances in the Western United States™ (“Guidelines™).
The FWS ““Guidelines™ % originally developed by the Fish and Wildlife Service
in 1999 for Utah, an .%- Updated during 2002 to reflect changes brought about by
court and policy decisions and to incorporate Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of
Federal Agenci

to apply to e
other |

mar@7 onsistency, while ensuring project compatibility with the biological

Future raptor management on BL
Management Practices (BMPs),
implementation of the U.S. Fi

tates in March 2008. The *““Guidelines™ were provided to BLM,

req ts of raptors, and encouraging an ecosystem approach to habitat
ent.

otect Migratory Birds. Then the FWS guidelines were expanded

ing agencies, and now the general public in an attempt to provide raptor

Migratory Bird Treaty Act — Interim Management Guidance. This is guidance to address

Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds
until an MOU with the USFWS addressing migratory bird conservation is completed and
signed.

é se BMPs are intended to be consistent with Instruction Memorandum No. 2008-050:

These Best Management Practices, or specific elements of the BMP’s which pertain to a
proposal, should be attached as stipulations to leases or as Conditions of Approval to all



other BLM use authorizations authorized actions which have the potential to adversely
affect nesting raptors, or would cause occupied nest sites to become unsuitable for

nesting in subsequent years. Q
AS)

Raptor management is a dynamic and evolving science, and consequently, as the science \
evolves, these BMP’s will undergo subsequent revision. As more information become \;
available through implementation of these raptor BMP’s, and as our knowledge of

life cycle requirements increases, findings will be incorporated into future revisior
the BMP document. Future study results and scientific findings will help revis
BMPs as appropriate. The BMPs will be examined for revision at least eve ive years.

To adequately manage raptors and their habitats, and to reduce the li X a raptor
species being listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), BL ized or
proposed management activities and/or land disturbing actions w&be subject to the
criteria and processes specified within these BMPs. The i @ on of raptor spatial
and seasonal buffers under the BMPs would be consistent ab es B2 and B3 of the
“Guidelines”, included here also as Tables B2 and B3. ec ied in the “Guidelines”,
modifications of spatial and seasonal buffers for I\/m-I ized actions would be
permitted, so long as protection of nesting rapt red. State and/or Federally-
listed, proposed, and candidate raptor species, as BLM state-sensitive raptor
species, should be afforded the highest level &ré)te tion through this BMP process;
however, all raptor species would continu Ive protection under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. Modification of the buﬁer% eatened or endangered species would be
considered pending results of Secﬂ& ultation with USFWS.
As stated in the “Guidelines™ s@ nd seasonal buffers should be considered as the
best available recommendations for protecting nesting raptors under a wide range of
activities state-wide. er;'they are not necessarily site-specific to proposed projects.
Land managers »GQ uate the type and duration of the proposed activity, the
position of topographiciand vegetative features, the sensitivity of the affected species, the
habituation of breeding pairs to existing activities in the proposed project area, and the
local raptor nﬁw sity, when determining site-specific buffers. The BLM will
informall inate with state agencies and USFWS anytime a site-specific analysis
shows %ﬁ tion may have an adverse impact on nesting raptors. The coordination

0 ermine if the impact could be avoided or must be mitigated, and if so, to

e appropriate and effective mitigation strategies.

ential modifications of the spatial and seasonal buffers identified in the “Guidelines™
may provide a viable management option. Modifications would ensure that nest
protection would occur, while allowing various management options which may deviate
from the suggested buffers within the “Guidelines™, which, if adequately monitored,
could provide valuable information for incorporation into future management actions.

Seasonal raptor buffers from Table B2 should be reviewed by local raptor nesting
authorities who are knowledgeable of raptor nesting chronologies within their local area.
For those nesting raptors for which local nesting chronologies remain uncertain, the



seasonal buffers provided in Table B2 should serve as the default. However, for those

raptor species whose known nesting chronologies differ from the seasonal buffers

provided in Table B2, the local seasonal buffers may be utilized as a modification of the Q
“Guidelines”. ® 0

Criteria that would need to be met, prior to implementing modifications to the spatial an \\;

seasonal buffers in the “Guidelines™, would include the following: 'Q
1. Completion of a site-specific assessment by a wildlife biologist or:oth
qualified individual. See example (Attachment A) .

2. Written documentation by the BLM Field Office Wildlif %5;

identifying the proposed modification and affirming that imple ation of the
proposed modification(s) would not affect nest success or%uitability of the site
for future nesting. Modification of the “Guidelines’ t be recommended
if it is determined that adverse impacts to nesting ra&n uld occur or that the

suitability of the site for future nesting would be%)ro ised.

3. Development of a monitoring and miti ategy by a BLM biologist, or
other raptor biologist. Impacts of authorized activities would be documented to
determine if the modifications were implemented as described in the
environmental documentation or Canditions of Approval, and were adequate to
protect the nest site. Should adv pacts be identified during monitoring of an
activity, BLM would follow priate course of action, which may include
cessation or modification ties that would avoid, minimize or mitigate the
impact, or, with the ap f the appropriate state wildlife agency and F&WS,
BLM could allow the act to continue while requiring monitoring to determine
ity on the affected raptor nest. A monitoring report

the full impact of
would be co d forwarded to the appropriate state agency for
incorporation | he Natural Heritage Program (NHP) raptor database.

In a further e‘@ vide additional support and expertise to local BLM Field

biologists, ork of biologists from various agencies with specific expertise in raptor
mana s been identified and included as Attachment C. The personnel identified

av nsive backgrounds in raptor management issues and are available, upon request,
t LM Field biologists on a case by case basis. Field biologists are encouraged to

Is network, via informal conference, with one or more of the individuals identified.
is coordination should be clearly distinguished from the consultation process required
& under Section 7 of the ESA. Individuals on the expert panel should not be expected to
Q provide formal advise, but should serve as a sounding board for discussing potential
affects of a proposal, as well as potential mitigation measures on specific projects which

® may be useful to BLM biologists.

I1. Habitat Enhancement:




As recommended in the “Guidelines”, raptor habitat management and enhancement, both
within and outside of buffers, would be an integral part of these BMPs, with the
understanding that in order for raptors to maintain high densities and maximum diversity,

it is necessary that the habitat upon which they and their prey species depend be managed =
to promote healthy and productive ecosystems. Habitat loss or fragmentation would be
minimized and/or mitigated to the extent practical and may include such measures as; \¢
drilling multiple wellheads per pad, limiting access roads and avoiding loop roads \b
pads, effective rehabilitation or restoration of plugged and abandoned well locatio
access roads that are no longer required, rehabilitation or restoration of wildl ire
prevent domination by non-native invasive annual species, vegetation treat

riparian restoration projects to achieve Rangeland Health Standards, etc.‘\

In some cases, artificial nesting structures, located in areas where pref nesting
substrates are limited, but where prey base populations are adequate and human
disturbances are limited, may enhance some raptor populations Qa ay Serve as
mitigation for impacts occurring in other areas.

I11. Protection of Nest Sites and Buffer Zones: \'

As stated in the “Guidelines”, protection of both oecupied and unoccupied nests is
important since not all raptor pairs breed every.year, nor do they always utilize the same
nest within a nesting territory. Individual % sts left unused for a number of years
are frequently reoccupied, if all the nes ibutes which originally attracted a nesting
pair to a location are still present. are selected by breeding pairs for the
preferred habitat attributes provid that location.

Raptor nest buffer zones are established for planning purposes because the nest serves as
the focal point for a nesti of raptors. The buffer should serve as a threshold of
potential adverse a est initiation and productivity. Actions proposed within these
buffer zones are consi potentially impacting and, therefore, trigger the need for

consideration of specific recommendations.

I ( &g al) buffer zones are conservation measures intended to schedule
impacting activities to periods outside of the nesting season for a particular

s. These seasonal limitations are particularly applicable to actions proposed

e spatial buffer zone of a nest for short duration activities such as, pipeline or

rline construction, seismic exploration activity, vegetative treatments, fence or
ervoir construction, permitted recreational events, etc., where subsequent human

activity would not be expected to occur.

Spatial buffer zones are those physical areas around raptor nest sites where seasonal
conservation measures, or surface occupancy restrictions may be applied, depending on
the type and duration of activity, distance and visibility of the activity from the nest site,
adaptability of the raptor species to disturbance, etc. Surface occupancy restrictions
should be utilized for actions which would involve human activities within the buffer

*



zone for a long duration (more than one nesting season) and which would cause an
occupied nest site to become unsuitable for nesting in subsequent years.

Unoccupied nests: ®

All Activities, including All Mineral Leases: Surface-disturbing activities,
occurring outside of the breeding season (seasonal buffer), but within the i
buffer, would be allowed during a minimum three-year nest monitoring p’ i
long as the activity would not cause the nest site to become unsuitabl m
nesting, as determined by a wildlife biologist. Facilities and other p e

structures would be allowed, if they meet the above criteria. ’\

Some examples of typical surface disturbing actions, occurring ide of the
seasonal buffer, which may not be expected to affect nest production or future

nesting suitability, would include; pipelines, powerl& ismographic

exploration, communication sites, an oil or gas well wi -site facilities which
does not require routine visitation, recreation evmn e Or reservoir
construction, vegetative treatments, and ot r@ ith discreet starting and
ending times, and for which subsequent vity or heavy equipment
operation within the spatial buffer would n xpected to occur, or could be
scheduled outside of the seasonal bufmn'su sequent years.

Surface disturbing activities tha e expected to potentially affect nest
production or nest site suitabi lude; oil and gas facilities requiring regular
maintenance, sand and gr ations, road systems, wind energy projects,
mining operations, an % tions requiring continual, random human activity
(such as survey crews, cultaral surveys, or recreational events), or heavy
equipment operati g subsequent nesting seasons.

A nest site which.does not exhibit evidence of use, such as; greenery in the nest,
fresh whi sh, obvious nest maintenance or the observed presence of adults or
t, for a period of three consecutive years, (verified through

g), would be deemed abandoned and all seasonal and spatial restrictions
ease to apply to that nest. All subsequent authorizations for permanent
ties within the spatial buffer of the nest could be permitted. If the nest
ecomes reoccupied after authorized activities are completed, conservation
measures would be considered to reduce potential adverse affects and to comply
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Eagle Protection Act.

The three-year non-use standard varies from the “Guidelines” suggested seven-
year non-use standard before declaring nest abandonment. This variation is based
upon a similar standard which has been applied for over 20 years in two
administrative areas within Utah. Empirical evidence would suggest the three-
year non-use standard has been effective in conserving raptor species. The three-
year standard has been applied without legal challenge or violation of “Take”
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the Eagle Protection Act.



&
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Because prey base populations are known to be cyclic, and because raptor nest
initiation or nesting success can be affected by drought and other random natural

events, care should be taken when applying the 3-year non-activity standard. The «
3-year nest occupancy monitoring requirement should be viewed as a minimum \'

time period during those years of optimal raptor nesting conditions. During sub-

optimal raptor nesting years, when nesting habitat may be affected by dro

low prey base populations, fire, or other events, the monitoring standard %
octi

increased to allow raptors the opportunity to reoccupy nesting sites WK

conditions become more favorable. . :

Occupied Nests:

All Activities: Land use activities which would have an a%se Impact on an
occupied raptor nest, would not be allowed within t)@ r seasonal buffer.

IV. Consideration of Alternatives and Mitigation M%Q:es.

Alternatives, including denial of the proposal, s entified, considered and
analyzed in a NEPA document anytime an action is,proposed within the spatial buffer
zone of a raptor nest. Selection of a viable alternative that avoids an impact to nesting
raptors should be selected over attempting% ate those impacts. If unavoidable
impacts are identified, mitigation meas uld be applied as necessary to mitigate
adverse impacts of resource uses a pment on nesting raptors. Monitoring of the
effectiveness of the mitigation u hould be mandatory and should be included as
a Condition of Approval. %

V. Specific Strategies t lemented Regarding Other Resource Uses:

The following are ma ent strategies designed to reduce or eliminate potential
conflicts betwee%f)rs and other resource uses. This is a list of examples and is not

intended to be a inclusive list. In all cases, when an activity on BLM lands is
proposed, PA document developed, the site-specific analysis process identified
in Att may be implemented to identify and either avoid or mitigate impacts to

rapt the proposal. These strategies apply to both BLM and applicant-generated
;@s. The strategies are as follows:

A. Cultural Resources

Excavation and studies of cultural resources in caves and around cliff
areas should be delayed until a qualified biologist surveys the area to be
disturbed or impacted by the activity for the presence of raptors or nest
sites. If nesting raptors are present, the project should be rescheduled to
occur outside of the seasonal buffer recommended by the “Guidelines™.

B. Forestry and Harvest of Woodland Products

>



C. Haz

Timber harvest would be subject to NEPA analysis and would be
conducted in a manner that would avoid impacts to raptor nests. This

could also apply to areas identified for wood gathering and firewood sales. ©

ardous Fuel Reduction/Habitat Restoration Projects 0\\;

Hazardous fuels reduction projects and shrubsteppe restoration prB@
should be reviewed for possible impacts to nesting raptors. R a

trees containing either stick nests or nesting cavities, throug
fire, or mechanical or manual treatments, should be avoiq’a\

types, and that consideration must be made on a site-specific basis when
vegetation manipulation projects are propos mine which raptor
species may benefit and which may be negati ected by the
vegetation composition post-treatment. \'

It is important to note that certain raptor species ar{ pecific habitat

D. Livestock Grazing %0

Manage rangelands and ripari&g&aas in a manner that promotes healthy,
productive rangelands and al riparian systems. Rangeland Health
Assessments should be ed on each grazing allotment, and
rangeland guidelines shouldbe implemented where Rangeland Health

i et, to promote healthy rangelands.

amps and other temporary intrusions would be located
raptor nest sites during the nesting season. Placement

n of use, kind of livestock, and target utilization levels of key species

S
. % getative community attributes (percent cover, composition, etc.)
d

S
A\

influence small mammal and avian species diversity and density.
hile not all raptor species would be affected in the same way, livestock
management practices which maintain or enhance vegetative attributes,
will preserve prey species density and diversity which will benefit the
raptor resource.

E. OHV Use

Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAS) that are developed for
OHV use would not be located in areas that have important nesting,
roosting, or foraging habitat for raptors.



Off highway vehicle use would be limited to designated roads, trails and
managed open areas. Lands categorized as “Open” for OHV use should

not be in areas important to raptors for nesting, roosting, and foraging Q

®
When proposals for OHV events are received, the area to be impacted,

would be surveyed by a qualified wildlife biologist to determine if the are \;
is utilized by raptors. Potential conflicts would be identified and ei%

L]

e
F. Oil and Gas Development

L
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 43 CFR 310%}%&% for
tr
tates

avoided or mitigated prior to the issuance of any permit.

well site location and timing to be modified from th ted by the
lessee to mitigate conflicts at the proposed site, an hat the location
can be moved up to 200 meters and the timi tual drilling can be
delayed for up to 60 days to mitigate enviror& concerns. The
regulation also allows BLM to move a location more than 200 meters, or
delay operations more than 60 days.to ensitive resources, with
supporting rationale and where | tions are ineffective. A NEPA
analysis is required for applying a than 200 meter move or longer
than 60 delay. The Site Spec%na ysis (Attachment A) would
provide the supporting rati ovisions are also present within
Sections 3 and 6 of the Lease Form which require compliance
with existing laws a allow the BLM to impose additional
restrictions at the itting phase, if the restrictions will prevent violation

of law, policy orregulation, or avoid undue and unnecessary degradation
of lands or resour

G. Realty QQ

L roposed for disposal which includes raptor nesting, roosting, or
o t foraging areas would be analyzed and evaluated for the relative
ignificance of these resources before a decision is made for disposal or
& etention.

listed or state sensitive raptor species, on state and private lands should be

: EQ A priority list of important raptor habitat areas, especially for Federally

developed and utilized as lands to be acquired by BLM when
opportunities arise to exchange or otherwise acquire lands. Nationwide,
the present BLM list of Key Raptor Ares may be found in the publication:
Raptor Habitat Management Under the US Bureau of Land
Management Multiple Use Mandate (ISBN 0-935868-43-7).

Lands and realty authorizations would include appropriate conservation
measures to avoid and/or mitigate impacts to raptors. Examples include
ROWs for wind energy development, power transmission lines, solar



energy development, energy corridors, and applications for recreation

management for public purpose (RMPPs) A resource useful in identifying

raptor concentration areas or areas key to raptors of local or national Q
concern is: Raptor Habitat Management Under the US Bureau of 0\0

Land Management Multiple Use Mandate (ISBN 0-935868-43-7). \'

H. Recreation ‘4@
Development of biking trails near raptor nesting areas woy@ed.

Rock climbing activities would be authorized only in e there are
no conflicts with cliff nesting raptors.

In high recreation use areas where raptor ne i% been made
unsuitable by existing disturbance or habitats& n, mitigation should
be considered to replace nest sites with artificial nest structures in nearby
suitable habitat, if it exists, and consid al protection of nest sites
through fencing or other restricti&%

Dispersed recreation would be ‘monitored to identify where this use may

be impacting nesting succ tors.

I. Wild Horse Program

In areas where wild*horse numbers are determined to be in excess of the

carrying c of the range, removal of horses, as described in the
vari anagement area plans, would continue, to prevent further
damage to-rangelands.

} Field Office should cooperatively manage a raptor database, with their

spective state wildlife agency and USFWS, as part of the BLM Corporate

atabase. Raptor data should be collected and compiled utilizing state specific
Raptor Data Collection Standards, so that personnel from other agencies can
access the data. Appropriate protocols for survey and monitoring should be
followed, when available. This database should be updated as new inventory and
monitoring data becomes available. The data should also be forwarded to the
state wildlife agency and the Natural Heritage Program, which has been identified
as the central repository for raptor data storage for the State.

B. Use of Seasonal Employees and volunteers, as well as “Challenge Cost Share”
projects, should be utilized to augment the inventory and monitoring of raptor
nests within a planning area, with the data entered into the above-mentioned



databases at the close of each nesting season. Project proponents, such as energy

development interests, would be encouraged to participate and help support an

annual raptor nest monitoring effort within their areas of interest. Q
®

C. Active nest sites should be monitored during all authorized activities that may \0

have an impact on the behavior or survival of the raptors at the nest site. A \¢

qualified biologist would conduct the monitoring and document the impac

activity on the species. A final report of the impacts of the project shouldh&

placed in the EA file, with a copy submitted to the NHP. The report %‘
r
S

made available for review and should identify what activities may aE or-

nesting success, and should be used to recommend appropriate b for

various raptor species. Qu‘\

D. As data are gathered, and impact analyses are more accurately documented,
“adaptive management” principles should be imple thorization of
future activities should take new information into a;g% ;' better protecting
raptors, while potentially allowing more development and fewer restrictions, if
data indicates that current restrictions are e necessary to protect
nesting raptors, or conversely indicates t guidance is inadequate for

protection of nesting raptors. \'
»

Table A.le. ,(\

Raptor Species Listed under(@dangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973°

,\C\\" State
_ Faleco i?c:rmes
Northern aplomado fa}g@,\ | Falco femoralis NM, TX
N :\-\'\'Sfrigiformes
Northern spow‘ | Strix occidentalis caurina CA, OR, WA
Mexiqa&@wl Strix occidentalis lucida AZ,CO,NM, TX, UT

4b.The facgrs for listing a species as threatened or endangered are: the present or threatened
’de uction, modification, or curtailment of the species' habitat or range; overutilization for
commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; disease or predation; the inadequacy of

@}xisting regulatory mechanisms; other natural or manamade factors affecting the species' survival.

*Northern Alpomado Falcon birds in New Mexico are part of an Experimental Non-essential Population
reintroduced to south central New Mexico under Section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act.






ATTACHMENT A

Site Specific Analysis Data Sheet \\'

Observer(s) °

Date \\
® C}?

1. Conduct a site visit to the area of the proposed action and complete t)@&' est site

data sheet according to BLM data standards.

2. Area of Interest Documentation (Bold items require completion@brmaﬂon is

optional)
State Office Mana en@dit
Project ID# é .

Location (Description)

Legal T , R , Sec. : 1/4I \Q@ 1/4, or UTM Coordinates
Longitude

Latitude

Photos Taken Y( ) N( ) 0

Description of photos:
L]

Distance From Proposed Disturbance to: Nest
Perch
Roost

. %&por Species Confirmed Unconfirmed



Line of Site Evaluation From: Nest

Perch Q
Roost ® 0

Distance from Nest/Roost Acreage

Extent of Disturbance: Permanent Temporary '@

Length of Time Timing Variations Disturbance . c\'

Frequency \
Other Disturbance Factors: Yes (If yes, explain what and ir@jnces from nest to

disturbances) No

Approximate Age of Nest: New d '\\g—(istorical: (Number of Years)

Evidence of Use (Describe):

Habitat Valuesh@%

@por on of Habitat Impacted (Relate in terms of habitat available):

<
=

Estimated Noise Levels of Project (db):




Available Alternative(s) (e.g., location, season, technology):




Associated Activities:

Cumulative Effects of Proposal and Other Actions in Habitat Not Associated Withm
Proposal:

Potential for site Rehabilitation:  High Low @K

Notes/Comments:

&

Possible modifications to the spatial an sonal buffers within the FWS ““Guidelines™
include the following:

Summary of Proposed Modifications:

S

é\mary of Proposed Mitigation Measures:

%»* Possible mitigation measures related to the proposal include the following:




ationale:




Summary of Alternatives Considered:

Possible alternatives to the proposal include the following: Q
AN

S
>

Rationale:

o

Recommendation to FO Manager Based on Above Findings: D

Field Office Wildlife Biologist ® Date

<

&
&
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Table B.1. Nestina periods for raptors breedinag in the Western U.S.
Brooding, # | Fledging, # Post-fledge
Species Days Post- Days Post Dependency to
Hatch Hatch Nest, # Days®
Falconiformes
Osprey Pandion haliaetus 30-35 48-59 45-50
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus
Mississippi kite Ictinia mississippiensis
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 21-28 70-80 14-20
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 21-28 42 7
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus 15 24-27 12-16 @
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii 14 27-34 10 \
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis 20-22 34-41 20-
Common black-hawk Buteogallus anthracinus
Harris's hawk Parabuteo unicinctus
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus
Broad-winged hawk Buteo platypterus
Gray hawk Buteo nitidus
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni 20 -4 14
White-tailed hawk Buteo albicaudatus
Zone-tailed hawk Buteo albonatus
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 35 45-46 14-18
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 21 38-48 7-10
Rough-legged hawk Buteo lagopus
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos 3 66-75 14-20
Crested Caracara Caracara cheriway
American kestrel Falco sparverius 8-10 27-30 12
Merlin Falco columbarius 30-35 7-19
Northern aplomado falcon Falco femoralis
Gyrfalcon Falco rusticolus \¥]
Peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus 14-21 35-49 21
Prairie falcon Falco mexicanuss, 28 35-42 7-14
Strigiformes

Common barn owl Tyto alba 20-22 56-62 7-14
Flammulated owl a 12 22-25 7-14
Western screech owl Megascops kennicottii 10-14 30-32 7-14
Eastern screech owl 6-13 26-28 7-14
Whiskered screech-owl Megascops trichopsis
Great horned owl 0 virginianus 21-28 40-50 7-14
Snowy owl © o scandiacus
Northern hawk.owl Surnia ulula
Northern pyg Glaucidium gnoma 10-14 28-30 7-14
Ferrugino | Glaucidium brasilianum

Micrathene whitneyi

Athene cunicularia 20-22 40-45 21-28

Strix occidentalis
Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis caurina
Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida 14-21 34-36 10-12

rred owl Strix varia

Great gray owl Strix nebulosa 14-21 21-28 7-14
Long-eared owl Asio otus 20-26 30-40 7-14
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus 12-18 24-27 7-14
Boreal owl Aegolius funereus 20-24 28-36 12-14
Northern saw-whet owl Aegolius acadicus 20-22 27-34 7-14

a Length of post-fledge dependency period to parents is longer than reported in this table. Reported dependency periods
reflect the amount of time the young are still dependent on the nest site; i.e. they return to the nest for feeding.
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Table B. 2. Recommended seasonal buffers for breeding raptors

Initial Four Ecological Services State Offices in Region 6 Adopting Guidelines

Seasonal Buffer (Breeding)

Species Colorado | Montana | Wyoming Utah
Falconiformes
Osprey Pandion haliaetus 4/1-8/31 4/1-8/31 4/1-8/31
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus
Mississippi kite Ictinia mississippiensis
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 1/1-8/31 1/1-8/
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 4/1-8/15 4/1
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus 3/15-8/31 3/15-
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii 3/15-8/31 1
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis 3/1-7/31 3/1-8/15 /1-8/15
Common black-hawk Buteogallus anthracinus
Harris's hawk Parabuteo unicinctus
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus
Broad-winged hawk Buteo platypterus
Gray hawk Buteo nitidus
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni 4/1-7/15 3/1-8/31
White-tailed hawk Buteo albicaudatus
Zone-tailed hawk Buteo albonatus
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 2/15-7/1 3/15-8/15
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 2/347/15 3/1-8/1
Rough-legged hawk Buteo lagopus
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos Q‘&Sl 1/1-8/31 1/1-8/31
Crested Caracara Caracara cheriway
American kestrel Falco sparverius 4/1-8/15 4/1-8/15
Merlin Falco columbariu 4/1-8/31 4/1-8/31
Northern aplomado falcon Falco femoralis
Gyrfalcon C
Peregrine falcon 2/1-8/31 2/1-8/31
Prairie falcon year round 4/1-8/31 4/1-8/31
Strigifo
Common barn owl 2/1-9/15 2/1-9/15
Flammulated owl Otus flammeolus 5/1-9/30 4/1-9/30
Western screech owl ascops kennicottii 3/1-8/15 3/1-8/15
Eastern screech owl gascops asio 3/1-8/15 3/1-8/15
Megascops trichopsis
Bubo virginianus 12/1-9/31 12/1-9/31
Bubo scandiacus
Surnia ulula
Glaucidium gnoma 4/1-8/1 4/1-8/1
Glaucidium brasilianum
Micrathene whitneyi
Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia 3/1-7/31 4/1-8/31 3/1-8/31
otted owl Strix occidentalis
Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis caurina
Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida 3/1-8/31 3/1-8/31
Barred owl Strix varia
Great gray owl Strix nebulosa 3/1-8/31 3/1-8/31
Long-eared owl Asio otus 2/1-8/15 2/1-8/15
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus 3/15-8/1 3/1-8/1
Boreal owl Aegolius funereus 2/1-7/31 2/1-7/31
Northern saw-whet owl Aegolius acadicus 3/1-8/31 3/1-8/31




Spatial Buffer in Non-urban

White-tailed hawk

Buteo albicaudatus

Zone-tailed hawk

Buteo albonatus

Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 0.125

Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 1

Rough-legged hawk Buteo lagopus

Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos 0.5 800

Crested Caracara

Caracara cheriway

American kestrel Falco sparverius 200
Merlin Falco columbarius 400
Northern aplomado falcon |Falco femoralis
Gyrfalcon Falco rusticolus

Peregrine falcon

Falco peregrinus

Prairie falcon

Falco mexicanus

1
0.5 800

1600

Strigiformes

Common barn owl Tyto alba 0.125 200
Flammulated owl Otus flam 0.25 400
Western screech owl icottii 0.125 200
Eastern screech owl Me 0.125 200
Whiskered screech-owl chopsis
Great horned owl nianus 0.125 200
Snowy owl scandiacus
Northern hawk ow a ulula 0.125 200
Northern pygmy owl Glaucidium gnoma 0.25 400
Glaucidium brasilianum
Micrathene whitneyi
Athene cunicularia 0.25 400
Strix occidentalis
Strix occidentalis caurina
Strix occidentalis lucida 0.5 800
Strix varia
ee Strix nebulosa 0.25 400
ong-eared owl Asio otus 0.125 200
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus 0.25 400
Boreal owl Aegolius funereus 0.125 200
Northern saw-whet owl Aegolius acadicus 0.125 200

Table B. 3. Recommended spatial buffers® for nests of breeding raptors (to be used in conjunction with a site-
specific analysis; see Appendix H)

Species Areas
(miles) I (meters)
Falconiformes
Osprey Pandion haliaetus 0.25 400
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus
Mississippi kite Ictinia mississippiensis
Bald eagle® Haliaeetus leucocephalus upto 0.5-1.0 800-1600
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus 0.25 400
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus 0.25 400 -
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii 0.25 400 .
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis 0.5 800 \
Common black-hawk Buteogallus anthracinus
Harris's hawk Parabuteo unicinctus &
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus @ %
Broad-winged hawk Buteo platypterus \
Gray hawk Buteo nitidus
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni 0.25 400

a Buffers sizes are based in part on: whether the species is a Raptor Species of Concern; knowledge of a species' tolerance of disturbance
(see Table A.3. and Table E.1.); and whether it nests predominanatly in open versus forested habitat.

b The National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (NBEMG)(p. 9), make specific note that in open areas where there are little or no
forested or topographical buffers, such as in many western states, the distance alone must serve as the buffer, and that buffer distances
may need to be larger than those in the NBEMG. The greater recommended buffer for those conditions is based in part on: the generally
greater line-of-sight conditions; predominant use of cottonwoods as nest and roost trees; and the decline of cottonwoods in the arid West
(Miller etal. 1995, Rood and Mahoney 1995, Birken and Cooper 2006). For large industrial developments introduced into previously
undeveloped areas, use the following: 1) A year-round avoidance of 1/2-mile if topographic and/or vegetative buffers exist to 1 mile if
nest is in line-of-sight (LOS) of activity is recommended for all known bald eagle nests, and 2) A year-round avoidance of 1/4-mile if
topographic and/or vegetation buffers exist to 1-mile if roost in LOS of activity is recommended for all known bald eagle winter roost
sites. Any modification of recommendations should made be in coordination with the USFWS.



Table B.4. Recommended proportion of the species-specific spatial buffers to be applied for temporary, unavoidable
incursions during raptor nesting.

NESTING PHENOLOGY (Risk Level)

Magnitude of Incursion

Courtship and

Incubation, and

Post-Brooding Nestling

®
Post Fledging Dep &W

hunting, biological surveys.

Out-of-Vehicle, Recreational® Activity: including, but not limited to hiking, dispersed campi

Nesting (High) Brooding (High) Period (Moderate) (Moderate
@

In-Vehicle, Occasional Activity: Any all-terrain vehicle driving off-road, or on dirt roads, and not part of a routinely x ortation
corridor. {
Single incursion, < 1 hr.? NONE NONE NONE @ NONE
Multiple incursions, each HALF HALF NONE NONE
<1lhrf
>1hr. FULL FULL HALF HALF

rock climbing, birdwatching, fishing,

Single incursion, < 1 hr.? HALF HALF NONE
Multiple incursions, each FULL FULL HALF HALF
<1lhrf

>1hr. FULL FULL FULL FULL

Developed Recreation: incl
group tour operations.

uding, but not limited to ski resorts;:sno

ile and off-road vehicle courses,

developed campground sites, and

FULL

RO

FULL

FULL

Industrial, Municipal, and
logging; power line construc

tion; road constr

Transportation Di @e: including, but not limited to urbanization; mining; oil and gas development;
%' intenance; use of explosives; agricultural operations; fixed wing and helicopter

overflights.

Single incursion, < 1 hr.” . F FULL HALF HALF
Multiple incursions, each &Q FULL FULL HALF
<1lhrf

>1hr. FULL FULL FULL FULL

Recreational activities are defined as those providing outdoor recreation, entertainment, or adventure.
® No more than 1 repetition in a 24 hour period for a duration of less than 1 hour.

“More than one repetition per 24 hours, spaced no less than 2 hours apart, occurs during daylight hours. Full
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SELECTED SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENT & MANAGEMENT
RESOURCES

Conservation Strategy and Agreement for the Management of Northern Goshawk Habitat in Utah = 4

A4
Conservation agreement signed by the National Forests, Bureau of Land Management, Utah division of Wildlife ° 0

Resources, and the USFWS, intended to sustain a viable population of goshawks. 0\\'

http://www.fs.fed.us/r4/goshawk/strateqy-wo-Ip-as.pdf

State Wildlife Action Plans 0@

State wildlife action plans outline the steps that are needed to conserve wildlife and habitat before they-become more
rare and more costly to protect. Taken as a whole, they present a national action agenda for prevgnt' i
becoming endangered. They also provide conservation goals for habitats and priority species \e>

Species Assessments Compiled by: Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, Laramie, W%, for the
Wyoming Bureau of Land Management

Species assessments for state sensitive species (therefore BLM sensitive species)@xald eagle, ferruginous

hawk, northern goshawk, and burrowing owl.

http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Wi IdIife/species-assessments,htn'o\'

Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Species, ume IV: Birds

The volume includes species accounts with information on e
its inclusion on the Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) List. T
species are discussed, and management recommendatio
best available science. Each species document inclu
each has a key points section that summarizes the
species. Raptor species include: bald eagle, bu
northern goshawk, peregrine falcon, and prairi
http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phs/vol4/birdrecs.htm

ird's geographic distribution and the rationale for
itat requirements and limiting factors for each
sing the issues in these sections are based on the
graphy of the literature used for its development, and
quirements and management recommendations for the
wl, ferruginous hawk, flammulated owl, golden eagle,

http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phs/vol4/phs .pdf

Effects of Management Practice rassland Birds

This source provides links syntheses of information on grassland birds, the effects of management practices
upon them, and recommendati improved management. Includes accounts for: northern harrier, Swainson’s

hawk, ferruginous.ha en eagle, prairie falcon, merlin, short-eared owl, and burrowing owl.

nce D. Igl, and Jill A. Dechant Shaffer (Series Coordinators). 2004. Effects of
management practice grassland birds. Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center, Jamestown, ND. Jamestown,
irie Wildlife Research Center Online.

sgs.gov/resource/literatr/grasbird/index.htm (Version 12AUG2004).

%‘ t Management Practices for Raptor Conservation during Urban and Rural Land Development in British
olumbia.

is document was developed to provide additional background information in support of Develop with Care. It is
also the companion document to the Best Management Practices for Amphibians and Reptiles in Urban and Rural
Land Development in British Columbia. The document provides general material on raptors, including life history
and habitat requirements, for 25 species whose ranges overlap with urban and rural development, and provides best
management practices guidelines for activities undertaken in those ranges.


http://www.fs.fed.us/r4/goshawk/strategy-wo-lp-as.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Wildlife/species-assessments.html
http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phs/vol4/birdrecs.htm

ATTACHMENT C.

RAPTOR MANAGEMENT EXPERTS FROM VARIOUS AGENCIES N

resources with competing land uses. The list is provided to inform BLM field biologi q
managers of this network of specialized expertise that may be able to assist, as time permits; wi
specific raptor management issues. Individuals in this Utah Raptor Network, alﬁwe well
established contacts with an informal extended network of highly qualified “r logists
outside the state (i.e. USGS, State Wildlife Agencies, and Universities etc. i d provide
an additional regional perspective. )%

of communication but rather supplement these lines of communication.

Utah BLM David Mills david mill%‘mv 435-896-1571
Utah BLM Steve Madsen steve c dsen@blm.gov 801-539-4058

_
801-538-4788

field@utah.gov ~ 435-790-5355

It should be pointed out that this list is not intended to replace or i‘t{ ith established lines

Utah DWR Dr. Jim Parrish
Utah DWR (NERO) Brian Maxfield

USFWS Laura Romin

USFWS Diana WhittinEts@

USFS cm%Q ccolt@fs.fed.us 801-896-1062
mit

HawkWatch Intl J%
. Q

ra romin@usfws.gov 801-975-3330
iana whittington@usfws.qgov 801-975-3330

jsmith@hawkwatch.org 801-484-6808


mailto:david_mills@blm.gov
mailto:steve_c_madsen@blm.gov
mailto:jimparrish@utah.gov
mailto:brianmaxfield@utah.gov
mailto:laura_romin@usfws.gov
mailto:diana_whittington@usfws.gov
mailto:ccolt@fs.fed.us
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