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Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Conservation

The Importance of Sage-Grouse

The greater sage-grouse is an icon of western sagebrush ecosystems, It is a large,
rounded-winged, spike-tailed, ground-dwelling bird, about two feet tall and
wejghing from two ta seven pounds. Females are 8 mottled brown, black and
white, Males are larger and have a large white ruff around their neck and bright
yellow air sacks on their chest, which they inflate during thelr elaborate mating
displays carried out In breeding areas known as leks. The birds are found at

‘elevations ranging to 9,000 feet and are highly dependent on sagebrush for cover

and feed.

Greater sage-grouse conservation is urgent. Once seen In great numbers across

‘sagebrush landscapes of the West, sage-grouse have declined In number over the

past one hundred years because of the loss, degradation, and fragmentation of
sagebrush habitats essential for their survival. Greater sage-grouse now occupy
only about 56% of the habitat that was available to them before the arrival of
settlers of Eurcpean descent.

Sagebrush ecosystems are home to a surprisingly abundant number of wildlife
species that depend on this complex and often fraglle ecosystem type. If sage
grouse populations are in trouble, it means other sagebrush-dependent specles
are, too. We consider our work critical to help all species that depend on
sagebrush habitat.

Governmental Roles

States manage all resident wildlife, including sage-grouse, through their
respective wildlife management divisions or departments. Federal agencies such
as the BLM and the U.S. Farest Service are responsible far managing habitat on
the lands under their respective jurisdictions, The USDA Natural Resources
Canservation Service started o speclal Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) in 2010 to
Implement conservatlon practices on private lands achleving sage grouse
conservation through sustalnable agriculture. Local governments, Tribal
governments and private landowners ar administrators also play an important role
managing wildlife and habitat,

Sage-grouse benefit from and make use of suitable habitat regardless of its
ownership and management responsibility, so it is important that all stakeholders
be engaged in any conservation effort.

The BLM's Rale

As the steward of more than half of all remaining sagebrush habitat in the United
States, ranging up to 47 million acres of land if you Include buffered |ek lecations,
the BLM is playing a leading role in developing and implementing land
management actions to conserve the sage-grouse.

Malntaining and restoring sagebrush landscapes on public lands is the BLM's
primary means of conserving sage-grouse populations and one of its most
impertant current programs, The BLM (s woarking in partnership with ts sister
agencies and the Western states to develop new or revised approaches to
sage-grouse conservation through land-use plans. Working with our partners, we
will use these land use plans to Implement actions range-wide so we can conserve
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and restore the greater sage-grouse and its habitat on BLM lands over the short
term and the long term.

Greater Sage-Grouse and Wildland Fire

Wildfires are a leading cause of sagebrush habitat loss, and the BLM Is addressing
the effects of wildland fire on sage-grouse habitat by taking appropriate action
before and during wildfires. The BLM's aim is to limit the damage from unwanted
wildfires in sagebrush habitat by thorough planning before a fire, prompt action
during the fire, and effective rehabilitation of a burned area after the fire. To
learn more about what the BLM is doing to address wildfire in greater sage-grouse
habitat, click here. For more details on BLM's wildland firefighting policy in greater
sage-grouse habitat, read our Instructional Memarandum,

Cummaﬁam[ Feedback
General questions about the planning strategy should be directed to
SageQuery@blm,gov. You can also visit our Frequently Asked Questions page.
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Rocky Mountain Region — National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning
Strategy

The Rocky Mountain Regilon inclisdes Colorado, Montana, Nosth Dakola, South Dakotd,
northeastern Utah, and Wyoeming.

Background

In March 2010, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) published its listing
decision for the greater sage-grouse as “Warranted but Precluded.” Inadequacy of
regulatory mechanisms was Identified as a major threat to the species in the USFWS
finding on the petition to list the greater sage-grouse, The USFWS has identified the
principal regulatory mechanism for the BLM as conservation measures in Resource
Management Plans (RMPs),

Based on the identified threats to the greater sage-grouse and the USFWS timeline for
making a listing decision on this species, the BLM needs to incorporate explicit
objectives and adequate conservation measures Into RMPs within the next 3 years In
order to conserve greater sage-grouse and avold a potential listing under the
Endangered Species Act. The planning strategy will evaluate the adequacy of BLM RMPs
and address, as necessary, revisions and amendments throughout the range of the
greater sage-grouse (with the exception of the bi-state population in California and
Nevada and the Washington state population segment, which will be addressed through
other planning efforts).

The BLM has determined that the proposed strategy |s @ major federal action which
requires the preparation of Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) In accordance with
the Natlonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), The BLM will seek public and agency Input
to identify Issues to address in the EISs and coordinate with other federal, state, and
local government agencies In preparing the E15s, The BLM will conduct detailed
environmental studies on the proposed and alternative policies, and analyze how
Implementation of the policies may affect the quality of the environment.

Overview of the National Planning Strategy

The BLM is developing a national strategy to preserve, conserve, and restore sagebrush
habitat, the ecological hame of the greater sage-grouse. The BLM will issue national
palicy and directipn, based on local needs and information, to guide the agency’s actions
and raise the importance of sagebrush conservation in BLM planning efforts. At the local
level, the BLM will Initiate or continue to work on formal plan “amendments” for BLM
RMPs to reflect new conservallion measures, Greater sage-grouse habitat is addressed in
as many as 98 current BLM RMPs or Management Framework Plans (the name given to
an earlier generation of RMPs),

For the purposes of this planning effort, the BLM has divided the greater sage-grouse's
range jnto an Rocky Mountaln and Great Basin Region, This division allows for closer
cooperation and partnerships on region-specific conservation and habitat restoration
measures. Sage-grouse face distingt challenges in different parts of the country. For
example, wildfire is a large challenge in the Great Basin Reglon, whereas energy
development is fraogmenting habitat in the Rocky Mountain Region. Dividing the greater
sage-grouse’s range into two reglons makes It easier to tailor conservation actions to
the specific conditions of an area,

A flow chart shows how this strategy Is structured.
Rocky Mountain Region Planning Strategy

Reglonal aﬂnns wiil alsu allow the BLM to focus on the differing threats and conservation
oppor ) the two regions. The Rocky Mountain Region (Colorado,
most of Montana, Nnrth Dakota, South Dakota, northern and northeastern Utah and
Wyoming) will focus on addressing the continued loss, fragmentation and degradation of
greater sage-grouse habitat as a result of energy deveiopment and the accompanying
infrastructure, The Great Basin Region will also address other threats identified through
the planning process.

The BLM Is developing interlm management measures with the help of our state and
federal partners to help ensure that sagebrush habitat is conserved in the short term
until we can address conservation measures through resource management plan RMP
amendments or revisions as necessary. RMPs are the BLM's baslc land-use plans and
provide the platform for lang-term decislons effecting public land management over the
next 15-25 years.

We'll start the process to amend or revise RMPs to reflect new conservation measures,
starting in fall 2011,

The EIS process s gulded by NEPA. As with all EISs, the NEPA process is kicked off with
the publication of a Notice af Intent (NOI) (n the Federal Register. You can view the NOI
under this site’s Documents and Resources page.
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Next Steps

We'll need the help of the public as we move forward. In early 2012, well begin the
"public scoping” process where we ask interested pecple, organtzations and other
agencies for their thoughts and opinlons. Where the public scoplng process Is not
appropriate or avallable, the BLM will hold additional public workshops to engage the
public while we address the needs of the greater sage-grouse on BLM lands. All public
Involvement will culminate with publication of several Final EISs in 2014.

Keep Informed
To keep informed, visit the the Rocky Mountain Reglion Contacts page.

Disciaimer | About BLM | Notices | Get Adobo Reader®

USAGOV | No Fear Act | DOI |
| Kids Policy | Contact Us | Accessibity | Ste Map | Homa

Privacy Polcy | FOLA
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Notice

Notice of Intent To Prepare Environmental Impact
Statements and Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statements To Incorporate Greater Sage-Grouse
Conservation Measures Into Land Use Plans and
Land Management Plans

A Notice by the Land Management Burcau on 12/09/2011

Summary

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, as amended (FLPMA), and the Resources Planning Act
of 1974, as amended by the National Forest Management Act 1976 (NFMA), the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) and the Forest Service (FS) intend to prepare Environmental Impact Statements
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(EIS) and Supplemental EISs, and by this notice are announcing the beginning of the scoping
process to solicit public comments and identify issues. The BLM is the lead agency on these EISs
and Supplemental EISs and the FS is participating as a cooperating agency.

These EISs/Supplemental EISs will be coordinated under two regions: An Eastern Region and a
Western Region. The Eastern Region includes BLM land use plans in the States of Colorado,
Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota, and portions of Utah and Montana. The Western Region
includes BLM land use plans in California, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, and portions of Utah and
Montana. For each of these regions, the FS will include those areas that were identified by the FWS
as high priority areas for greater sage-grouse within the NFS units listed below.

Table of Contents

¢ DATES:
e ADDRESSES:

¢ FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
o SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
¢ Authority:

DATES:

This notice initiates the public scoping process for the EISs/Supplemental EISs. Comments on
issues may be submitted in writing until February 7, 2012. The date(s) and location(s) of all scoping
meetings will be announced at least 15 days in advance through local media, newspapers and the

BLM Web site for the Eastern Region at http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse
/eastern.html, and for the Western Region at http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog
/more/sagegrouse/western.html. In order to be included in the Draft EISs/. Supplemental EISs,
all scoping comments must be received prior to the close of the scoping period or 15 days after the
last public meeting, whichever is later. Comments that are specific to a particular area or land use
plan should be identified as such. We will provide additional opportunities for public participation
upon publication of the Draft EISs/Supplemental EISs.

ADDRESSES:

You may submit comments related to the greater sage-grouse planning effort by any of the following
methods:

e Eastern Region

oWeb site: http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/eastern.html

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2011/12/09/2011-31652/noti...

)
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OEmail: sageeast@blm.gov

oFax: (307) 775-6042

OMail: Eastern Region Project Manager, BLM Wyoming State Office, 5353 Yellowstone, Cheyenne,
Wyoming 82009

¢ Western Region
oWeb site: http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/western.html

oEmail: sagewest@blm.gov

oFax: (775) 861-6747

OMail: Western Region Project Manager, BLM Nevada State Office, 1340 Financial Blvd., Reno,
Nevada 89502

Documents pertinent to the Eastern Region will be coordinated through the BLM Wyoming State
Office. Documents pertinent to the Western Region will be coordinated through the BLM Nevada
State Office.

Though BLM and NFS lands in Utah are distributed between the Western and Eastern Regions, all
such lands will be addressed in one EIS, or through ongoing plan revision processes. All comments
applicable to the Utah EIS should be sent to the Western Region.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

For further information and/or to have your name added to our mailing list, contact Chuck Otto,
Eastern Region Project Manager, telephone (307) 775-6062; address 5353 Yellowstone Road,
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82009; email cotto@blm.gov, or: Brian Amme, Western Region Project
Manager, telephone (775) 861-6645; address 1340 Financial Boulevard, Reno, Nevada 89520; email
bamme@blm,gov. Persons who use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD) may call the
Federal Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-(800) 877-8339 to contact the above individual during
normal business hours. The FIRS is available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to leave a message or
question with the above individual. You will receive a reply during normal business hours.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

In April 2010, the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published its listing decision for the greater
sage-grouse indicating that listing was “Warranted but Precluded” due to higher listing priorities
under the Endangered Species Act. The inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms to conserve the greater
sage-grouse and its habitat was identified as a significant threat in the FWS finding on the petition

5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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to list the greater sage-grouse as a threatened or endangered species. The FWS has identified
conservation measures to be included in the respective agencies' land use plans as the principal
regulatory mechanisms to assure adequate conservation of the greater sage-grouse and its habitat on /ﬁ
public lands. For the BLM, these land use plans are Resource Management Plans (RMP). For the FS,
these are Land and Resource Management Plans (LMP). In view of the identified threats to the
greater sage-grouse, and the FWS timeline for making a listing decision on this species, the BLM and
FS propose to incorporate consistent objectives and conservation measures for the protection of
greater sage-grouse and its habitat into relevant RMPs and LMPs by September 2014 in order to
avoid a potential listing under the Endangered Species Act. These conservation measures would be
incorporated into RMPs and LMPs through the plan amendment and revision processes of the
respective agencies. The BLM and FS expect to prepare EISs to analyze proposed amendments to
some land use plans that are not currently undergoing amendment or revision. For plans already
undergoing amendment or revision, the BLM and FS will consider incorporating conservation
measures either through the ongoing amendment or revision proéesses, or through supplemental
environmental analyses as appropriate.

The BLM and FS intend to evaluate the adequacy of sage-grouse conservation measures in RMPs

and selected LMPs, and consider conservation measures, as appropriate, in proposed RMP and

selected LMP amendments and/or revisions throughout the range of the greater sage-grouse (with

the exception of the bi-state population in California and Nevada and the Washington State distinct
population segment, which will be addressed through other planning efforts). f’hz)

The BLM currently expects to evaluate sage-grouse conservation measures in 68 planning areas, and
the FS expects to evaluate sage-grouse conservation measures in 9 LMPs. The plans applicable to
these planning areas are listed below.

BLM Wyoming has already begun undertaking a programmatic EIS specific to the greater
sage-grouse. This programmatic EIS will analyze amendments to all of the State's RMPs not
currently being amended or revised to address needed changes to the management and conservation
of greater sage-grouse habitats. The ongoing RMP revisions in Wyoming will evaluate conservation
measures through existing planning processes.

Below is a list of RMPs and LMPs that the BLM and FS intend to evaluate. Some RMPs/LMPs are
already undergoing either revision or amendment. In cases in which an ongoing plan revision or
amendment may not be completed by September 2014, the underlying completed RMP is also listed,
as it may be amended. FS LMPs are denoted below in parentheses.

Within the Eastern Region, the potentially affected BLM RMPs and FS LMPs include:
e Colorado

0 Colorado River Valley RMP revision

4of 11 5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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© Grand Junction RMP revision (and existing 1987 Grand Junction RMP)
r 0 Kremmling RMP revision
© Little Snake RMP (2011)
© White River RMP Oil and Gas amendment
¢ Montana/Dakotas
o Billings RMP revision (and existing 1984 Billings RMP)
0 Headwaters RMP (1984)
o HiLine RMP revision (and existing 1988 West HiLine RMP)
o Judith, Valley, and Phillips RMP (1992)
0 Miles City RMP revision (and cxisﬁng 1985 Powder River and 1995 Big Dry RMPs)
o North Dakota RMP (1988)
0 South Dakota RMP revision (and existing 1986 South Dakota RMP)
o Upper Missouri River Breaks NM RMP (2008)
e Utah
o Park City Management Framework Plan (MFP) (1975)
0 Price RMP (2008)
© Randolph MFP (1980)
o Salt Lake District Isolated Tracts Planning Analysis (1985)
o Vernal RMP (2008)
o Uinta National Forest Revised Forest Plan (2003)‘ (FS)

¢ Wyoming (please note that BLM Wyoming has already issued a Notice of Intent to begin an
EIS that will amend all completed plans to address needed changes in the management and

conservation of greater sage-grouse habitat)
F © Bighorn Basin RMP revision

o Buffalo RMP revision (and existing 1985 Buffalo RMP)

5of 11 5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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o Casper RMP (2007)

0 Kemmerer RMP (2010) A%J
o Lander RMP revision

o Newcastle RMP (2000)

© Pinedale RMP (2008)

© Rawlins RMP (2008)

© Rock Springs RMP revision (and existing 1997 Green River RMP)

o Thunder Basin National Grassland LMP (not included in BLM Wyoming Notice of Intent above)
(FS)

Within the Western Region, the potentially affected RMPs and LMPs include:
e California
0 Alturas RMP (2008)
© Eagle Lake RMP (2008) ”"!)
O Surprise RMP (2008)
¢ Idaho
© Birds of Prey NCA RMP (2008)
O Bruneau RMP revision (and existing 1983 Bruneau RMP) |
© Challis RMP (1999)
O Craters of the Moon NM RMP (2006)
‘O Four Rivers RMP revision (and existing 1988 Cascade and 1983 Kuna RMPs)
O Jarbidge RMP revision
© Lemhi RMP (1987)
0 Owyhee RMP (1999)
© Pocatello RMP revision ™

© Shoshone-Burley RMP revision (and existing 1980 Bennett Hills/Timmerman Hills, 1985 Cassia,

6of 11 5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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1975 Magic, 1985 Monument, 1981 Sun Valley, and 1982 Twin Falls MFPs/RMPs)

0 Upper Snake RMP revision (and existing 1983 Big Lost, 1985 Medicine Lodge, 1981 Big Desert,
and 1981 Litte Lost-Birch Creek MFPs/RMPs)

O Curlew National Grassland Management Plan (2002) (FS)
© Caribou National Forest Revised Forest Plan (2003) (FS)
© Sawtooth National Forest Revised Forest Plan (2003) (FS)
* Montana
o Butte RMP (2009)
© Dillon RMP (2006)
¢ Nevada
© Battle Mountain RMP revision (and existing 1997 Tonopah and 1986 Shoshone-Eureka RMPs)
© Black Rock Desert NCA RMP (2004)
o Carson City RMP revision (and existing 2001 Carson City RMP)
o Elko RMP (1987)
o Ely RMP (2008)
o Wells RMP (1985)
o Winnemucca RMP revision
o0 Humboldt National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1986) (FS)
o Toiyabe National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1986) (FS)
¢ Oregon
o Andrews RMP (2005)
0 Baker RMP revision (and existing 1989 Baker RMP)
© Brothers-Lapine RMP (1989)
0 John Day RMP revision

© Lakeview RMP amendment (and existing 2003 Lakeview RMP)

5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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o Southeastern Oregon RMP amendment (and existing 2003 Southeastern Oregon RMP)
o Steens RMP (2005) - -
o Three Rivers RMP (1992)
o Two Rivers RMP (1989)
o Upper Deschutes RMP (2005)
e Utah
© Box Elder RMP (1986)

0 Cedar City RMP revision (and existing 1983 Pinyon and 1986 Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony
RMPs)

0 Grand Staircase-Escalante NM RMP (1999)

© House Range RMP (1987)

o Kanab RMP (2008)

© Pony Express RMP (1990) ™
o Richfield RMP (2008)

o Warm Springs RMP (1986)

© Dixie National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1986) (FS)

© Fishlake National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1986) (FS)

The purpose of the public scoping process is to determine relevant issues relating to the
conservation of the greater sage-grouse and its habitat that will influence the scope of the
environmental analysis, including alternatives, and guide the process for developing the
EISs/Supplemental EISs.

At present, the BLM has identified the following preliminary issues:

¢ Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Management
¢ Fluid Minerals

e Coal Mining

Hard Rock Mining ,-,,,1
Mineral Materials
Rights-of-Way (including transmission)
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Renewable Energy Development
e Fire

Invasive Species

Grazing

Off Highway Vehicle Management and Recreation

Preliminary planning criteria include:

e The BLM and FS will utilize the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA)
Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly, et al.
.2004), and any other appropriate resources, to identify greater sage-grouse habitat requirements
and best management practices.

® The approved RMP amendments/revisions will be consistent with the BLM's National
Sage-grouse Conservation Strategy.

e The approved RMP amendments/revisions will comply with FLPMA, NEPA, and Council on
Environmental Quality regulations at 40 CFR parts 1500-1508 and Department of the Interior
regulations at 43 CFR part 46 and 43 CER part 1600; the BLM H-1601-1 Land Use Planning
Handbook,“Appendix C: Program-Specific and Resource-Specific Decision Guidance
Requirements” for affected resource programs; the 2008 BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1),
and all other applicable BLM policies and guidance.

e The approved LMP amendments/revisions will comply with NFMA, NEPA, Council on
Environmental Quality regulations at 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, Regulations of the Secretary of
Agriculture at 36 CFR part 219 and FSM 1920 and FSH 1909.12.

e The RMP and LMP amendments/revisions will be limited to making land use planning
decisions specific to the consetvation of greater sage-grouse habitats.

e The BLM and FS will consider allocative and/or prescriptive standards to conserve greater
sage-grouse habitat, as well as objectives and management actions to restore, enhance, and
improve greater sage-grouse habitat.

e The RMP and LMP amendments/revisions will recognize valid existing rights.

e Lands addressed in the RMP and LMP amendments/revisions will be public lands (including
surface-estate split estate lands) managed by the BLM, and National Forest System lands,
respectively, in greater sage-grouse habitats. Any decisions in the RMP and LMP

amendments/revisions will apply only to Federal lands administered by either the BLM or the

FS. '

e The BLM and FS will use a collaborative and multi-jurisdictional approach, where appropriate,
to determinethe desired future condition of public lands and National Forest System lands for
the conservation of greater sage-grouse and their habitats.

e As described by law and policy, the BLM and FS will strive to ensure that conservation
measures are as consistent as possible with other planning jurisdictions within the planning
area boundaries.

e The BLM and FS will consider a range of reasonable alternatives, including appropriate

management prescriptions that focus on the relative values of resources while contributing to

5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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the conservation of the greater sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat.

e The BLM and FS will address socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives. Socio-economic .
analysils will use an accepted input-output quantitative model such as IMPLAN or RIMSII, M
and/or JEDI for renewable energy analysis.

e The BLM and FS will endeavor to use current scientific information, research, technologies,
and results of inventory, monitoring, and coordination to determine appropriate local and
regional management strategies that will enhance or restore greater sage-grouse habitats.

e Management of greater sage-grouse habitat that intersects with Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)
on Public lands administered by the BLM will be guided by the Interim Management Policy for
Lands Under Wilderness Review (IMP). Land use allocations made for WSAs must be
consistent with the IMP and with other laws, regulations, and policies related to WSA
management. |

e For BLM-administered lands, all activities and uses within greater sage-grouse habitats will
follow existing land health standards. Standards and guidelines (S&G) for livestock grazing and
other programs that have developed S&Gs will be applicable to all alternatives for BLM lands.

e The BLM and FS will consult with Indian tribes to identify sites, areas, and objects important
to their cultural and religious heritage within greater sage-grouse habitats.

¢ The BLM and FS will coordinate and communicate with State, local, and tribal governments to
ensure that the BLM and FS consider provisions of pertinent plans, seek to resolve
inconsistencies between State, local, and tribal plans, and provide ample opportunities for state,
local, and tribal governments to comment on the development of amendments or revisions. f%i

® The BLM and FS will develop vegetation management objectives, including objectives for
managing noxious weeds and invasive species (including identification of desired future
condition for specific areas), within greater sage-grouse habitat.

¢ The RMP and LMP amendments/revisions will be based on the principles of Adaptive
Management.

¢ Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenatios and planning for Fluid Minerals will follow the
BLM Handbook H-1624-1 and current fluid minerals manual guidance for fluid mineral (oil
and gas, coal-bed methane, oil shale) and geothermal resources. For NFS lands, the FS will use
applicable and relevant policy and procedures.

® The RMP and LMP amendments/revisions will be developed using an interdisciplinary
approach to prepare reasonable foreseeable development scenarios, identify alternatives, and
analyze resource impacts, including cumulative impacts to natural and cultural resources and
the social and economic environment.

¢ The most current approved BLM and FS corporate spatial data will be supported by current
metadata and will be used to ascertain greater sage-grouse habitat extent and quality. Data will
be consistent with the principles of the Information Quality Act of 2000.

e State Game and Fish agencies' greater sage-grouse data and expertise will be utilized to the
fullest extent practicable in making management determinations on Federal lands. ,W’

The BLM and FS will utilize and coordinate the NEPA commenting process to help fulfill the public

10of 11 5/29/2012 12:31 PM
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involvement process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), if
applicable, as provided for in 36 CER _800.2(d)(3). Native American tribal consultations will be
conducted in accordance with policy, and tribal concerns will be given due consideration, including
impacts on Indian trust assets. Federal, State, and local agencies, along with other stakeholders that
may be interested or affected by the BLM's or FS's decision on this proposal are invited to
participate in the scoping process and, if eligible, may request or be requested by the BLM to
participate as a cooperating agency. The public is also invited to nominate or recommend areas on
public lands for greater sage-grouse and their habitat to be considered as Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern as a part of this planning process (BLM Manual 1613.3.31).Parties interested
in leasing and development of Federal coal in the planning area should provide coal resource data
for their area(s) of interest. Specifically, information is requested on the location, quality, and quantity
of Federal coal with development potential, and on sutface resource values related to the 20 coal
unsuitability criteria described in 43 CFR part 3461. This information will be used for any necessary
updating of coal screening determinations (43 CFR 3420.1-4) in the Decision Area and in the

environmental analysis.

Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment—including your
personal identifying information—may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us
in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot
guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Authority:

40 CFR 1501.7, 43 CER 1610.2.

Edwin Roberson,

Assistant Dircctor,chewable Resources and Planning.
[FR Doc. 2011-31652 Filed 12-8-11; 8:45 am]
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Introduction
National Technical Team

Introduction

Sagébrush landscapes have changed dramatically over the last two centuries. The vast expanses of-
sagebrush crossed by early European settlers and used by sage-grouse have been lost, fragmented, or
altered due to invasive plants, changes in fire regimes, and impact of land uses (Knick et al. 2003, Knick and
Connelly 2011a). As a consequence, sage-grouse and many other wildlife species that depend on sagebrush
have undergone long-term range-wide population declines. Sage grouse populations now occupy
approximately one-half of their pre-European settlement distribution (Schroeder et al. 2004).
Anthropogenic habitat impacts and lack of regulatory mechanisms to protect against further losses
provided the basis for warranting listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 2010 (75 FR 13910).
The need to address higher priority species and limited funding precluded immediate listing action.
However, a litigation settlement requires that a listing decision be made by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) by September, 2015. :

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages approximately 50% of the sagebrush habitats used by
sage-grouse (Knick 2011). Therefore, management actions by BLM in concert with other state and federal
agencies, and private land owners play a critical role in the future trends of sage-grouse populations. To
ensure BLM management actions are effective and based on the best available science, the National Policy
Team created a National Technical Team (NTT) in August of 2011. The BLM'’s objective for chartering this
planning strategy effort was to develop new or revised regulatory mechanisms, through Resource
Management Plans (RMPs), to conserve and restore the greater sage-grouse and its habitat on BLM-
administered lands on a range-wide' basis over the long term. The National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning
Strategy Charter charged the NTT to serve as a scientific and technical forum to:

° Undgrstand current scientific knowledge related to the greater sage-grouse.
» Provide specialized sources of expertise not otherwise available.

* Provide innovative scientific perspectives concerning management approaches for the greater
sage-grouse.

¢ Provide assurance that relevant science is considered, reas;unahly interpreted, and accurately
presented; and that uncertainties and risks are acknowledged and documented.

» Provide science and technical assistance to the Regional Management Team (RMT) and Regional
Interdisciplinary Team (RIDT), on request.

* Articulate conservation objectives for the greater sage-grouse in measurable terms to guide overall
planning.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy Page 4 of 74
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» Identify science-based management considerations for the greater sage-grouse (e.g., conservation
measures) that are necessary to promote sustainable sage-grouse populations, and which focus on
the threats (75 FR 13910) in each of the management zones.'

The National Technical Team (NTT) met from August 28 through September 2, 2011, in Denver, Colorado,
and a subset of the team met December 5-8 in Phoenix, Arizona, to further articulate the scientific basis for
the conservation measures. Members of the team included resource spec!al‘ists and scientists from the
BLM, State Fish and Wildlife Agencies, USFWS, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS).

This document provides the latest science and best biological judgment to assist in making management
decisions. Fortunately, recent emphasis on sage-grouse conservation has resulted in a substantial number
of publications dealing with a variety of aspects of sage-grouse ecology and management, summarized in
the 2010 listing petition (75 FR 13910), as well as Knick and Connelly (2011b). Habitat requirements and
other life history aspects of sage-grouse, excerpted from the USFWS listing decision (75 FR 13910), are
summarized in Appendix A to provide context for the proposed conservation measures. We have
attempted to describe the scientific basis for the conservation measures proposed within each program
area. Perspectives on the nature and interpretation of the available science are in Appendix B.

The conservation measures described in this report are not an end point but, rather, a starting point to be
used in the BLM’s planning processes. Due to time constraints, they are focused primarily on priority sage-
grouse habitat areas. General habitat conservation areas were not thoroughly discussed or vetted through
the NTT, and the concept of connectivity between priority sage-grouse habitat areas will need more
development through the BLM planning process.

' |dentified in the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al.
2006).

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy 50f 74
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Goals and Objectives

The BLM, along with a host of other state and federal agencies who participated in development of the
Greater Sage-grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al. 2006), endorsed the goal of that
document which was “to maintain and enhance populations and distribution of sage-grouse by protecting
and improving sagebrush habitats and ecosystems that sustain these populations”. Although it was
understood that at least in the short term this goal of maintaining sage-érouse population size and
distribution as based on trends from 1965 - 2003, or enhancing above these levels was aspirational, the NTT
supports it as a guiding philosophy against which management actions and policies of BLM should be
weighed. Therefore, the conservation measures and strategies that follow assume the goal and objectives
below.

Goal

Maintain and/or increase sage-grouse abundance a_nd distribution by conserving, enhancing or restoring
the sagebrush ecosystem upon which populations depend in cooperation with other conservation
partners, . , e . _ . .

Until such time as more specific conservation objectives relative to sage-grouse distribution or abundance
by sage-grouse management zone, state, or population are developed, BLM will strive to maintain or - - %
increase current distribution and abundance of sage-grouse on BLM administered lands in support of the

range-wide goals.- BLM will specifically address threats identified by the Fish and Wildlife Service in their - - -

2010 listing decision (75 FR 13910).

Sage-grouse populations have the greatest chance of persisting when landscapes are dominated by
sagebrush and natural or human disturbances are minimal (Aldridge et al. 2008, Knick and Hanser 2011,
Wisdom et al. 2011). Within priority habitat, a minimum range of 50-70% of the acreage in sagebrush cover
is required for long-term sage-grouse persistence (Aldridge et al. 2008, Doherty et al. 2010, Wisdom et al.
2011). Fire and invasion by exotic grasses are widespread causes for habitat loss, particularly in the

western part of the sage-grouse range (Miller et al. 2011). Human land use, including tillage agriculture,
historic grazing management, energy development, roads and power line infrastructure, and even
recreation have contributed both individually and cumulatively to lower numbers of sage-grouse across the
range (75 FR 13910, Knick et al. 2011).

New Paradigm

Through the establishment of the National Sage-grouse Planning Strategy, the Bureau of Land Management

has committed to a new paradigm in managing the sagebrush landscape. That new paradigm will require

collaborative conservation efforts among private, state, tribal, and other federal partners to conserve sage-

grouse. Land uses, habitat treatments, and anthropogenic disturbances will need to be managed below

thresholds necessary to conserve not only local sage-grouse populations, but sagebrush comm_unitieS and

landscapes as well. Management priorities will need to be shifted and balanced to maximize benefits to ' %

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy _ : Page 6 of 74
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sage-grouse habitats and populations in priority habitats. Adequacy of management adjustments will be
measured by science-based effectiveness monitoring of the biological response of sagebrush landscapes
and sage-grouse populations. Ultimately, success will be measured by the maintenance and enhancement
of sage-grouse populations well into the future.

Objectives

The overall objective is to protect priority sage-grouse habitats from anthropogenic disturbances that will
reduce distribution or abundance of sage-grouse. Priority sage-grouse habitats are_areas that have the
highest conservation value to maintaining or increasing sage-grouse populations. These areas would
include breeding, late brood-rearing, winter concentration areas, and where known, migration or
connectivity corridors. These areas have been, or will be identified by state fish and wildlife agencies in
coordination with respective BLM offices. Priority habitat designations must reflect the vision, goals and
objectives of this overall plan if the conservation measures are to be effective. Additionally, there is an
opportunity for synergy and collaboration with WAFWA in order to identify a consistent way to designate
priority sage-grouse habitat areas and develop a range-wide priority habitat area map. This collaborative
and overarching approach could help ensure activities immediately outside the priority areas do not impact
priority habitat,

To reach this objective, it will be necessary to achieve the following sub-objectives for priority habitat:

» Designate priority sage-grouse habitats for each WAFWA management zone (Stiver et al. 2006}
across the current geographic range of sage-grouse that are large enough to stabilize populations in
the short term and enhance populations over the long term.

« To maintain or increase current populations, manage or restore priority areas so that at least 70%
of the land cover provides adequate sagebrush habitat to meet sage-grouse needs.

« Develop quantifiable habitat and population objectives with WAFWA and other conservation
partners at the management zone and/or other appropriate scales. Develop a monitoring and
adaptive management strategy to track whether these objectives are being met, and allow for
revisions to management approaches if they are not."

« Manage priority sage-grouse habitats so that discrete anthropogenic disturbances cover less than
3% of the total sage-grouse habitat regardless of ownership. Anthropogenic features include but
are not limited to paved highways, graded gravel roads, transmission lines, substations, wind

* As population trends within each Management Zone respond, long-term success can be judged based on comparisons with data from the 1965-
2003 period for that specific Management Zone (Stiver et al., 2006).

Professional judgment as derived from Holloran 2005, Walker et al, 2007, Doherty et al. 2008, Doherty et al. 2011, Naugle et al. 2011a,b.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy 7of74
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turbines, oil and gas wells, geothermal wells and associated facilities, pipelines, landfills, homes,
and mines. "

o In priority habitats where the 3% disturbance threshold is already exceeded from any
source, no further anthropogenic disturbances will be permitted by BLM until enough
habitat has been restored to maintain the area under this threshold (subject to valid
existing rights).

o Inthis instance, an additional objective will be designated for the priority area to prioritize
and reclaim/restore anthropogenic disturbances so that 3% or less of the total priority
habitat area is disturbed within 10 years.’

Note to add context to above objective: Disturbance can be described within categories as
discrete (having a distinct measureable impact in space and time) or diffuse (pressure is exerted
over broad spatial or temporal scales) (Turner and Gardner 1991). Most anthropogenic
disturbance (roads, power lines, oil/gas wells, tall structures) are discrete disturbances.
Livestock grazing is a diffuse disturbance. Fire can be either discrete or diffuse depending on its
characteristics and the scales at which it is measured. Sage-grouse are extremely sensitive to
discrete disturbance (Johnson et al. 2011, Naugle et al. 20113a,b) although diffuse_distyrbance
over broad spatial and temporal scales can have similar, but less visible effects.

Spatial and temporal scales are important components in measuring and interpreting the £ b
effects of disturbance (Johnson and St-Laurent 2011). A discrete event might be significant to Q
individuals or local communities but have little effect on the larger population or region (See

_ngure 2 in Appendix B). Therefore, defining the spatial extent (the region boundmg the '
analysis), spatial and temporal scale (the dimension of the event) and the resolution (the
precision of the measu rement) are fundamental inputs into anv assessment of disturbance
(Wheatley and Johnson 2009).

Two spatial extents for measuring anthropogenic disturbance will be used: 1) the area
contained within individual priority areas and 2) each one-mile section within the priority érea.
This hierarchical arrangement allows concentrated anthropogenic disturbance to exceed
recommended thresholds within a smaller area, yet still maintain an overall level at the scale to
which sage-grouse respond within priority areas.

(1) Large-scale disturbances that impact sage grouse distribution and abundance at any
level will not be permitted within priority areas (subject to valid existing rights). Other,
smaller scale proposed anthropogenic disturbances will not disturb more than a total
of 3% of the acreage within each priority area.

“professional judgment as derived from Holloran 2005, Walker et al, 2007, Doherty et al. 2008, Doherty et al. 2011, Naugle et al. 2011a,b.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy _ 8of74
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(2) Proposed anthropogenic surface disturbances within an individual priority area will be
encouraged to occur in areas of existing development, or areas of non-suitable
habitats. Suitable buffers, depending on the occurrence of adjacent seasonal habitats
and local information (e.g. migratory vs. non-migratory populations; [Connelly et al.
2000]) may be applied in siting a proposed anthropogenic surface disturbance to
protect surrounding suitable, undisturbed habitats.

(3) Concentratiné or clustering disturbances locally while m'aintaining total disturbance
below 3% at the priority habitat scale may cause some one-mile? analysis sections to
exceed the 3% anthropogenic disturbance goal. For example, a sand and gravel mine
can result in intensive development of 40 acres, effectively rendering that area
unsuitable for sage-grouse. The actual 40-acre disturbance may not push total
anthropogenic disturbance to more than 3% for the entire priority area, but obviously
has a significant local impact. In these situations, 40 acres of off-site mitigation will be
necessary to offset this loss of habitat. The priority is to implement off-site mitigation
within the priority sage-grouse habitat, followed by general sage-grouse habitat.

if a project proponent agrees to site proposed anthropogenic surface disturbance
within areas of existing development or areas of non-suitable habitat in a priority area,
and the resulting localized total surface disturbance exceeds 3% (but the anthropogenic
surface disturbance of the entire priority area does not exceed 3%), the need for off-
site mitigation should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. '

Additionally, there are sub-objectives that must be met in general sage-grouse habitat. General sage-
grouse habitat is occupied {seasonal or year-round) habitat outside of priority habitat. These areas have
been, or will be identified by state fish and wildlife agencies in coordination with respective BLM offices.

It will be necessary to achie_\fre the following sub-objectives for general habitat:

» Quantify and delineate general habitat for capability to provide connectivity among priority areas
(Knick and Hanser 2011).

o Conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat and connectivity (Knick and Hanser 2011) to
promote movement and genetic diversity, with emphasis on those habitats occupied by sage-
grouse.

o Assess general sage-grouse habitats to determine potential to replace lost priority habitat caused
by perturbations and/or disturbances and provide connectivity (Knick and Hanser 2011) between
priority areas.

o These habitats should be given some priority over other general sage-grouse habitats that
provide marginal or substandard sage-grouse habitat.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy 90of74
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o Restore historical habitat functionality to support sage-grouse populations guided by
objectives to maintain or enhance connectivity. Total area and locations will be
determined at the Land Use Plan level.

o Enhance general sage-grouse habitat such that population declines in one area are replaced
elsewhere within the habitat.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy - : 100f 74
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Conservation Measures

The following conservation measures are designed to achieve population and habitat objectives stated in
this report. They are organized by resource programs.

Travel and Transportation

The Travel and Transportation program is principally focused on road networks within the sage-grouse
range. Roads can range from state or interstate highways to gravel and two-track roads. Within the sage-
grouse range, 95% of the mapped sagebrush habitats are within 2.5 km (1.55 miles) of a mapped road;
density of secondary roads exceeds 5 km/km? (3.1 miles/247 acres) in some regions (Knick et al. 2011).

Roads have multiple impacts on wildlife in terrestrial ecosystems, including:
1) Increased mortality from collision with vehicles;
2) Changes in behavior;
3) Loss, fragmentation, and alteration of habitat;
4) Spread of exotic species; and

5) Increased human access, resulting in facilitation of additional alteration and use of habitats by
humans (Formann and Alexander 1998, Jackson 2000, Trombulak and Frissel 2000).

The effect of roads can be expressed directly through changes in habitat and sage-grouse populations and
indirectly through avoidance behavior because of noise created by vehicle traffic (Lyon and Anderson 2003,
75 FR 13910).

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

¢ Limit motorized travel to designated roads, primitive roads, and trails at a minimum.
« Travel management should evaluate the need for permanent or seasonal road or area closures.

« Complete activity level plans within five years of the record of decision. During activity level
planning, where appropriate, designate routes with current administrative/agency purpose or need
to administrative access only.

« Limit route construction to realignments of existing designated routes if that realignment has a
minimal impact on sage-grouse habitat, eliminates the need to construct a new road, or is
necessary for motorist safety

e Use existing roads, or realignments as described above to access valid existing rights that are not
yet developed. If valid existing rights cannot be accessed via existing roads, then build any new road
constructed to the absolute minimum standard necessary, and add the surface disturbance to the
total disturbance in the priority area. If that disturbance exceeds 3 % for that area, then make
additional, effective mitigation necessary to offset the resuiting loss of sage-grouse habitat (see
Objectives).

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy Page 110f 74
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+ Allow no upgrading of existing routes that would change route category (road, primitive road, or
trail) or capacity unless the upgrading would have minimal impact on sage-grouse habitat, is
necessary for motorist safety, or eliminates the need to construct a new road.

¢ Conduct restoration of roads, primitive roads and trails not designated in travel management plans.
This also includes primitive route/roads that were not designated in Wilderness Study Areas and
within lands with wilderness characteristics that have been selected for protection.

¢ When reseeding roads, primitive roads and trails, use appropriate seed mixes and consider the use
of transp!anted sagebrush. -

Recreation

Recreational activities in sagebrush habitats range from hiking, camping and hunting to lek viewing, and off-
highway vehicle (OHV) use. Many of these activities are benign uses in sagebrush habitats. However,
excessive use, such as repeated disturbance to leks for viewing that disrupts sage-grouse breeding
activities, can have negative effects (75 FR 13910). Off-trail recreation by OHV users can fragment habitat
and create corridors for spread of exotic plant species (Knick et al. 2011).

Special Recreation Permits (SRP) . o o T i
¢+ Only allow SRPs that have neutral or beneficial affects to priority habitat areas.

. A

e

I.ands/ Realtv

The Lands and Rea!ty program prlmarrlyr mﬂuences nghts-of-way (ROWs), Iand tenure ad Justrnents and

proposed land withdrawals. Existing and proposed developments for ROWs (such as powerlines, pipelines,  ~
and renewable energy projects) and access to various mineral claims or energy development locations have-

the potential to cause habitat loss and fragmentation that decreases habitat and population connectivity.
Roads also create corridors that facilitate spread of exotic plant species (Gelbard and Belnap 2003). In
addition, roads and infrastructure networks can increase sage-grduse mortality from increased predation
and collisions with vehicles. Sage-grouse may avoid areas because of noise from vehicle traffic (Lyon and
Anderson 2003). Adjustments for land tenure and strategically-located land withdrawals can be used to
increase connectivity within sage-grouse populations and sagebrush habitats (Knick and Hanser 2011). In
addition, land acquisitions and withdrawals may be important conservation strategies because increased
development on private lands, which is not subject to mitigation, will focus greater needs for conservation
of sage-grouse and sagebrush on public lands (Knick et al. 2011).

Rights of Way

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

¢ Make priority sage-grouse habltat areas exclusion areas for new ROWs permits Conslder the
following exceptions:

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy . ‘12 0of 74
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o Within designated ROW corridors encumbered by existing ROW authorizations: new ROWs

may be co-located only if the entire footprint of the proposed project (including

construction and staging), can be completed within the existing disturbance associated

with the authorized ROWs.

o Subject to valid, existing rights: where new ROWSs associated with valid existing rights are
required, co-locate new ROWs within existing ROWSs or where it best minimizes sage-
grouse impacts. Use existing roads, or realignments as described above, to access valid
existing rights that are not yet developed. If valid existing rights cannot be accessed via
existing roads, then build any new road constructed to the absolute minimum standard
necessary, and add the surface disturbance to the total disturbance in the priority area. If

that disturbance exceeds 3% for that area, then make additional effective mitigation
necessary to offset the resulting loss of sage-grouse.

Evaluate and take advantage of opportunities to remove, bury, or modify existing power lines
within priority sage-grouse habitat areas. Sage-grouse may avoid powerlines because of increased
predation risk (Steenhof et al. 1993, Lammers and Collopy 2007). Powerlines effectively influence
(direct physical area plus estimated area of effect due to predator movements) at least 39% of the
sage-grouse range (Knick et al. 2011). Deaths resulting from collisions with powerlines were an
important source of mortality for sage-grouse in southeastern Idaho (Beck et al. 2006, 75 FR 13910)

Where existing leases or ROWs have had some level of development (road, fence, well, etc.) and

are no longer in use, reclaim the site by removing these features and restoring the habitat.

Planning Direction Note: While engaged in this sage-grouse EIS planning process, relocate

existing designated ROW corridors crossing priority sage-grouse habitat void of any
authorized ROWs, outside of the priority habitat area. If relocation is not possible,
undesignate that entire corridor during the planning process.

General sage-grouse habitat areas

e Where ne\;v ROWSs are necessary, co-locate new ROWSs within existing ROWs where possible.

Make general sage-grouse habitat areas “avoidance areas” for new ROWs.

Land Tenure Adjustment

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

Retain public ownership of priority sage-grouse habitat. Consider exceptions where:

o There is mixed ownership, and land exchanges would allow for additional or more
contiguous federal ownership patterns within the priority sage-grouse habitat area.

o Under priority sage-grouse habitat areas with minority federal ownership, include an

additional, effective mitigation agreement for any disposal of federal land. As a final

preservation measure consideration should be given to pursuing a permanent conservation

easement.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy
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¢ Where suitable conservation actions cannot be achieved, seek to acquire state and private lands
with intact subsurface mineral estate by donation, purchase or exchange in order to best conserve,

enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat.

Proposed Land Withdrawals
Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

¢ Propose lands within priority sage-grouse habitat areas for mineral withdrawal.

e Do not approve withdrawal proposals not assoclated with mineral activity unless the land
management is consistent with sage-grouse conservation measures. (For example; in a proposed
withdrawal for a military training range buf_f_er area, manage the buffer area with sage-grouse
conservation measures.)

Range Management

Potential impacts of herblvory on sage-grouse and_thel ha i al _clyd_e;_ )

1) Long-term effects of historic overgrazmg on sagebrush habitat;

2) Sage-grouse habltat changes due to herbivorv, “, ' _ {;g
3) Direct effects of herblvores on sage-grouse, such as trampllng of nests and eggs,

4) Altered sage-grouse behavior due to presence of herbivores, and ' |

5) Im pacts to sage-grouse and sage-grouse behavior frorn structures assodated wrth grazmg
management (Beck and Mitchell 2000).. =

Managing livestock grazing to maintain residual cover of herbaceous vegetation so as to reduce predation
during nesting may be the most beneficial for sage-grouse populations (Beck and Mitchell 2000, Aldridge
and Brigham 2003). Other management objectives that control livestock movements and grazing
intensities can be achieved breadly through rotational grazing patterns or locally through water and salt
placements (Beck and Mitchell 2000). Treatments used to manipulate vegetation ultimately may have far
greater effect on sage-grouse through long-term habitat changes rather than direct impacts of grazing itself
(Freilich et al. 2003, Knick et al. 2011). An important objective in managing livestock grazing isto maintain
residual cover of herbaceous vegetation to reduce predation during nesting (Beck and Mitchell 2000) and
to maintain the integrity of riparian vegetation and other wetlands (Crawford et al. 2004). Proper livestock
management (tlmlng, Iocation, and intensity) can assist in meetlng sage-grouse habitat objectives and
reduce fuels (Briske et al. 2011)

- Within prioritv sage-grouse habitat, incorporate sage-grouse habitat objecti\res and management
considerations into all BLM grazlng allotments through AMPs or permit renewals.
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Work cooperatively on integrated ranch planning within sage-grouse habitat so operations with
deeded/BLM allotments can be planned as single units.

Prioritize completion of land health assessments and processing grazing permits within priority
sage-grouse habitat areas. Focus this process on allotments that have the best opportunities for
conserving, enhancing or réstoring habitat for sage-grouse. Utilize Ecological Site Descriptions
(ESDs) to conduct land health assessments to determine if standards of range-land health are being
met. '

Conduct land health assessments that include (at a minimum) indicators and measurements of
structure/condition/composition of vegetation specific to achieving sage-grouse habitat objectives
(Doherty et al. 2011). If local/state seasonal habitat objectives are not available, use sage-grouse
habitat recommendations from Connelly et al. 2000b and Hagen et al. 2007.

Implementing Management Actions after Land Heaith and Habitat Evaluations

Develop specific objectives to conserve, enhance or restore priority sage-grouse habitat based on
ESDs and assessments (including within wetlands and riparian areas). If an effective grazing system

. that meets sage-grouse habitat requirements is not already in place, analyze at least one

alternative that conserves, restores or enhances sage-grouse habitat in the NEPA document
prepared for the permit renewal (Doherty et al. 2011b, Williams et al. 2011).

Manage for vegetation composition and structure consistent with ecological site potential and
within the reference state to achieve sage-grouse seasonal habitat objectives.

Implement management actions {grazing decisions, AMP/Conservation Plan development, or other
agreements) to modify grazing management to meet seasonal sage-grouse habitat requirements
(Connelly et al. 2011c). Consider singly, or in combination, changes in:

1) Season or timing of use;

2) Numbers of Iivesfock (includes temporary non-use or livestock removal);

3) Distribution of livestock use;

4) Intensity of use; and

5) Type of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, llamas, alpacas and goats) (Briske et al. 2011).

During drought periods, prioritize evaluating effects of the drought in priority sage-grouse habitat
areas relative to their needs for food and cover. Since there is a lag in vegetation recovery
following drought (Thurow and Taylor 1999, Cagney et al. 2010), ensure that post-drought
management allows for vegetation recovery that meets sage-grouse needs in priority sage-grouse
habitat areas.
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Riparian Areas and Wet Meadows.

e Manage riparian areas and wet meadows for proper functioning condition within priority sage-
grouse habitats.

o Within priority and general sage-grouse habitats, manage wet meadows to maintain a
component of perennial forbs with diverse species richness relative to site potential (e.g.,
reference state) to facilitate brood rearing. Also conserve or enhance these wet meadow
complexes to maintain or increase amount of edge and cover within that edge to minimize
elevated mortality during the late brood rearing period (Hagen et al. 2007, Kolada et al.
2009, Atamian et al, 2010). ’

o  Where riparian areas and wet mgai;iows meet proper functioning condition, strive to attain _
reference state vegetation relative to the ecological site description.

o Forexample: Within priority sage-grouse habitat, reduce hot season grazing' on riparian
and meadow complexes to promote recovery or maintenance of appropriate vegetation
and water quality. Utilize fencing/herding techniques or seasonal use or livestock
distribution changes to reduce pressure on riparian or wet meadow vegetation used by
sage-grouse in the hot season (summer) (Aldridge and Brigham 2002, Crawford et al. 2004,

B e s e
¢ Authorize new water development for diversion from spring or seep source only when priority
sage-grouse habitat would benefit from the development. This includes developing new water Qj
sources for livestock as part of an AMP/conservation plan to improve sage-grouse habitat. '

* Analyze springs, seeps and assoclated pipelines to determine if modifications are necessary to -
maintain the continuity of the predevelopment i'lparian area within priority sage-grouse habitats.
Make modifications where necessary, considering impacts to other watei-_ uses when such
considerations are neutral or beneficial to sage-grouse.

Treatments to Increase Fofage for Livestock/Wild Ungulates
Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

¢ Only allow treatments that conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat (this includes
treatments that benefit livestock as part of an AMP/Conservation Plan to improve sage-grouse
habitat." :

e Evaluate the role of existing seedings that are_currentlv composed of primarily introduced 'perennlal
grasses in and adjacent to priority sage-grouse habitats to determine if they should be restored to
sagebrush or habitat of higher quality for sage-grouse. If these seedings are part of an AMP/

¥ conserve or enhance means to allow no degradation and can mean that the improvement or livestock supplement is part of a
grazing/AMP/Conservation Plan that facilitates meeting sage-grouse habitat objectives within a pasture or allotment.

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy . . _ , ) 16 of 74
December 21, 2011



Conservation Measures/Proposed Planning Decisions
National Technical Team

Conservation Plan or if they provide value in conserving or enhancing the rest of the priority
habitats, then no restoration would be necessary. Assess the compatibility of these seedings for

sage-grouse habitat or as a component of a grazing system during the land health assessments
(Davies et al. 2011).

o For example: Some introduced grass seedings are an integral part of a livestock

management plan and reduce grazing pressure in important sagebrush habitats or serve as
a strategic fuels management area.

Structural Range improvements and Livestock Management Tools
Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

e Design any new structural range improvements and location of supplements (salt or protein blocks)
to conserve, enhance, or restore sage-grouse habitat through an improved grazing management
system relative to sage-grouse objectives. Structural range improvements, in this context, include
but are not Iirnitec_i to: cattleguards, fences, exclosures, corrals or other livestock handling
structures; pipelines, troughs, storage tanks (including moveable tanks used in livestock water
hauling), windmills, ponds/reservoirs, solar panels and spring developments. Potential for invasive
species establishment or increase following construction must be considered in the project
planning process and monitored and treated post-construction.

¢ When developing or modifying water developments, use best management practices (BMPs, see
Appendix C) to mitigate potential impacts from West Nile virus (Clark et al. 2006, Doherty 2007,
Walker et al. 2007b, Walker and Naugle 2011).

e Evaluate existing structural range improvements and location of supplements (salt or protein
blocks) to make sure they conserve, enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat.

o Toreduce outright sage-grouse strikes and mortality, remove, modify or mark fences in
high risk areas within priority sage-grouse habitat based on proximity to lek, lek size, and
topography (Christiansen 2009, Stevens 2011).

o Monitor for, and treat invasive species associated with existing range improvements
(Gelbard and Belnap 2003 and Bergquist et al. 2007).

Retirement of Grazing Privileges

« Maintain retirement of grazing privileges as an option in priority sage-grouse areas when base
property is transferred or the current permittee is willing to retire grazing on all or part of an

allotment. Analyze the adverse impacts of no livestock use on wildfire and invasive species threats
(Crawford et al. 2004) in evaluating retirement proposals.

Planning direction Note: Each planning effort will identify the specific allotment(s) where
permanent retirement of grazing privileges is potentially beneficial.
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Wild Horse and Burro Management

Wild horses and burros have the potential to lrnpact habltats used by sage-grouse by reducing grass, shrub,
and forb cover and increasing unpalatable forbs and exotic plants including cheatgrass (Beever and Aldridge
2011). Effects of wild equids on habitats may be especially pronounced during periods of drought or
vegetation stress. Wild equios have different grazing patterns than domestic livestock, thus increasing the
magnitude of grazing across the entire landscape (Beever and Aldridge 2011).

Ongoing Authorizations/Activities

¢ Manage wild horse and burro population levels within established Appropriate Management Levels
(AML).

- o Prioritize gathers in priority sage-grouSe habitat, unless removals are necessary in other areas to
prevent catastrophic environmental issues, including herd health impacts.

Proposed Auth orization/Acﬁvmes

«  Within priority sage-grouse habitat, develop or amend hert management area plans (HMAPs) to
incorporate sage-grouse habjtat objectives and management considerations for all BLM herd
management areas-(HMAs)*—'———~—~—--—--———--- T

o For all HMAs within priority sage- grouse habitat, prioritize the evaluation of all AMLs based
on indicators that address structure/condstion/composltnon of vegetation and
measurements specific to achieving sage-grouse habitat objectives.

. Coordmate with other resotirces (Range Wildlife, and Rnparian) to conduct land health assessments
to determine exlsting structure]condition/ composltlon of vegetataon withln all BLM HMAs

‘s When conducting NEPA analysis for mld horse and burro management activities, water
developments or other ra ngeland improvem ents for wild horses in priority sage-grouse habitat,
address the direct and indirect effects to sage-grouse populatlons and habitat. Implement any
water developments or rangeland improvements using the criteria identified for domestic livestock
identified above in priority habitats. '

Minerals

The primary potential risks to sage-grouse from energy and mineral development are:

1) Direct disturbance, dlsplacement or mortality of grouse;

2) Direct loss of habitat, or loss of effective habitat through fragmentation and reduced habitat patch
size and quality; and

3) Cumulative landscape-level impacts (Bergquist et al. 2007, Walston et al. 2009, Naugle et al. 2011).
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There is strong evidence from the literature to support that surface-disturbing energy or mineral
development within priority sage-grouse habitats is not consistent with a goal to maintain or increase
populations or distribution. None of the published science reports a positive influence of development on
sage-grouse populations or habitats. Breeding populations are severely reduced at well pad densities
commonly permitted (Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007a). Magnitude of losses varies from one field to
another, but findings suggest that impacts are universally negative and typically severe.

Mechanisms that lead to avoidance and decreased fitness have not been empirically tested but rather
suggested from multiple correlative and observational studies. For example, abandonment may increase if
leks are repeatedly disturbed by raptors perching on power lines near leks (Ellis 1984), by vehicle traffic on
nearby roads (Lyon and Anderson 2003), or by noise and human activity associated with energy
development during the breeding season {Remington and Braun 1991, Holloran 2005, Kaiser 2006, Blickley
and Patricelli In review). One recently completed research study in Wyoming (Blickley et al. In press),
experimentally validates noise from natural gas drilling and roads resulted in a decline of 29% and 73%
respectively in male peak attendance at leks relative to paired controls; declines were immediate and
sustained throughout the experiment with low statistical support for a cumulative effect of noise over time.
Collisions with nearby power lines and vehicles and increased predation by raptors may also increase
mortality of birds at leks (Connelly et al. 2000). Alternatively, roads and power lines may indirectly affect
lek persistence by altering productivity of local populations or survival at other times of the year. For
example, sage-grouse mortality associated with power lines and roads occurs year-round (Beck et al. 2006,
Aldridge and Boyce 2007), and ponds created by coal bed natural gas development may increase the risk of
West Nile virus mortality in late summer (Walker et al. 2004, Zou et al. 2006, Walker et al. 2007b). Loss and
degradation of sagebrush habitat can also reduce carrying capacity of local breeding populations (Swenson
et al. 1987, Braun 1998, Connelly et al. 2000, 2000b, Crawford et al. 2004). Birds may avoid otherwise
suitable habitat as the density of roads, power lines, or energy development increases (Lyon and Anderson
2003, Holloran 2005, Kaiser 2006, Doherty et al. 2008, Carpenter et al. 2010).

Negative responses of sage-grouse to energy development were consistent among studies regardless of
whether they examined lek dynamics or demographic rates of specific cohorts within populations. Sage-
grouse populations decline when birds avoid infrastructure in one or more seasons (Doherty et al. 2008,
Carpenter et al. 2010) and when cumulative impacts of development negatively affect reproduction or
survival (Aldridge and Boyce 2007), or both demographic rates (Lyon and Anderson 2003, Holloran 2005,
Holloran et al. 2010). Avoidance of energy development at the scale of entire oil and gas fields should not
be considered a simple shift in habitat use but rather a reduction in the distribution of sage-grouse (Walker
et al. 2007). Avoidance is likely to result in true population declines if density dependence, competition, or
disptacement of birds into poorer-quality adjacent habitats lowers survival or reproduction (Holloran and .
Anderson 2005, Aldridge and Boyce 2007, Holloran et al. 2010). High site fidelity in sage-grouse also
suggests that unfamiliarity with new habitats may also reduce survival, as in other grouse species (Yoder et
al. 2004). Sage-grouse in the Powder River Basin were 1.3 times more likely to occupy winter habitats that
had not been developed for energy (12 wells per 4 square kilometers or 12 wells per 1.5 square miles), and
avoidance of developed areas was most pronounced when it occurred in high-quality winter habitat with
abundant sagebrush (Doherty et al. 2008). In a similar study in Alberta, avoidance of otherwise suitable

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy ' 19 of 74
December 21, 2011



Conservation Measures/Proposed Planning Decisions
National Technical Team

wintering habitats within a 1.9-kilometer (1.2 mile) radius of energy development resulted in substantial
loss of functional habitat surrounding wells (Carpenter et al. 2010).

Long-teﬁn studies in the Pinedale Anticline Project Area in southwest Wyoming present the most complete
picture of cumulative impacts and provide a mechanistic explanation for declines in populations. Early in
development,' nest sites were farther from disturbed than undisturbed leks, the rate of nest initiation from
disturbed leks was 24 percent lower than for birds breeding on undisturbed leks, and 26 percent fewer
females from disturbed leks initiated nests in consecutive years (Lyon and Anderson 2003). As .
development progressed, adult females remained in traditional nesting areas regardless of increasing levels
of development, but yearlings that had not yet imprinted on habitats inside the gas field avoided
development by nesting farther from roads (Holloran 2005). The most recent study confirmed that yearling
females avoided infrastructure when selecting nest sites, and yearling males avoided leks inside of
development and were displaced to the periphery of the gas field (Holloran et al. 2010). Recruitment of _
males to leks also declined as distance within the external limit of development increased, indicating a high
likelihood of lek loss near the center of developed oil and gas fields (Kaiser 2006). The most important
finding from studies in Pinedale was that sage-grouse declines are explained in part by lower annual '
survival of female sage-grouse and that the impact on survival resulted in a populaiion level decline
(Holloran 2005). High site ﬂdelity but low survival of adult sage-grouse combined with lek avoidance by
younger birds (Hoﬂoran etal. 2010) resulted in a time lag of 3—4 years between the onset of development
activities and lek loss (Holloran 2005). The time lag observed by Holloran (2005) in the Anticline matched
that for leks that became inactive 3-4 years after natural gas development in the Powder River Basin_
(Walker et al. 2007a). Analysis of seven oil and gas fields across Wyoming showed time lags of 2~10 years
between activities associated with energy developm ent and its measurable effects on sage-grouse :
populatlons (Harju etal. 2010)

Impacts as measured by the number_ of males attending leks are most severe near the iek, remain
discernible out to >4 miles (Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007, Tack 2009, Johnson et al. 2011), and often
result in lek extirpations (Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007). Negative effects of well surface occupancy
were apparent out to 3.1 miles, the largest radius investigated, in 2 of 7 study areas in Wyoming (Harju et
al. 2010). Curvilinear reletionships show that lek counts decreased with distance to the nearest active
drilling rig, producing well, or main haul road and that development within 3 to 4 miles of leks decrease
counts of displaying males (Holloran 2005). All well-supported models in Walker et al. (2007) indicate a
strong negative effect, estimated as proportion of development within either 0.5 miles or 2 miles, on lek
persistence. A model with development at 4 miles had less support, but the regression coefficient indicated

that negative impacts within 4 miles were still apparent. Two additional studies reported negative impacts .

apparent out to 8 miles on large lek occurrence (>25 males; Tack 2009) and out to 11.7 miles on lek trends
{Johnson et al. 2011}, the largest scales evaluated.

Past BLM conservation measures have focused on 0.25 mile No Surface Occupancy (NSO) buffers around
leks, and timing stipulations applied to 0.6 mile buffers around leks to protect both breeding and neeting
activities. Given impacts of large scale disturbances described above that occur across seasons and impact
all demographic rates, applying NSO or other buffers around leks at any distance is unlikely to be effective.
Even if this approach were to be continued, it should be noted that protecting evén 75 to >80% of nesting
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hens would require a 4-mile radius buffer (Table 1). Even a 4-mile NSO buffer would not be large enough to
offset all the impacts reviewed above. A 4-mile NSO likely would not be practical given most leases are not
large enough to accommodate a buffer of this size, and lek spacing within priority habitats is such that lek-
based buffers may overlap and preclude all development.

We do not include timing restrictions on construction and drilling during the breeding season because they
do not prevent impacts of infrastructure (e.g., avoidance, mortality) at other times of the year, during the
production phase, or in other seasonal habitats that are crucial for population persistence (e.g., winter;
Walker et al. 2007). Seasonal timing restrictions may be effective during the exploration phase. Instead,
we recommend excluding mineral development and other large scale disturbances from priority habitats
where possible, and where it is not limit disturbance as much as possible.

For these reasons, we believe the conservation strategy most likely to meet the objective of maintaining or
increasing sage-grouse distribution and abundance is to exclude energy development and other large scale
disturbances from priority habitats, and where valid existing rights exist, minimize those impacts by keeping
disturbances to 1 per section with direct surface disturbance impacts held to 3% of the area or less.

; Table 1. Dlstance Of Greater Sage—Grouse Nests From Lek Of Capture
% Nests wlthln Z-ml

radh.ls vt

% Nests Within 4-mi.

radius %

U [DEél:t_!_Dlri SR

Csugy

~ri = 13/28) |

857(n 24/28)

North Park, CO

Peterson (1980)

59.5 (n = 182/306)

85 (n = 260/306)

Idaho

Autenrieth (1981)

71.8 (n =51/71)

90.1 (n = 64/71)

North Park, CO

Giesen (1995)

49,5 (n=192/388)

77.1 (n=299/388)

Moffat County, CO

Thompson et al. 2005,
Thompson 2006

48.4 (n=15/31)

96.8 (n = 30/31)

Eagle and South Routt
Counties, CO

Graham and McConnell
2004, Graham and
Jones 2005

44,7 (n=152/340) 74.4 (n = 243/340) Wyoming Holloran and Anderson
(2005)
35.5 (n = 86/238) 61 (n=145/238) @ 3 Montana Moynahan and
miles (data unavailable Lindberg (20086)
at this time for 4 miles)
35.5(n=27/76) 76.3 (n =58/76) Montana Tack (2009)
50 (n = 495) >80 (n = 495) Oregon Hagen (2011)

'Data obtained from Colorado Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Plan and additional recent studies/plans.
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Fluid Minerals °

Unleased Federal Fluld Mineral Estate _

Alternative A

+ Close priority sage-grouse habitat areas to fluid mineral leasing. Upon expiration or.termination of
existing leases, do not accept nominatuons/expressions of interest for parcels within priority areas.

o Allow geophysical exploration within priority sage-grouse habitat areas to obtain exploratory
information for areas outside of and adjacent to priority sage-grouse habitat areas. Allow
geophysical operations only by helicopter-portable drilling metheds and in accordance with
seasonal timing restrictions and/or other. restrictions that may apply.

Aiternohve B

. Close priority sage-grouse habltat areas to fluid mineral Ieaslng Consider an exception

o When there is an opportunity for the BLM to influence conservation measures where
surface and/or mineral ownership is not entirely federally owned (i.e., checkerboard
ownership). In this case, a plan amendment may be developed that opens the priority area
for new leasing. The plan must demonstrate long-term population increases in the priority

" ‘area through mitigation (prior to issuing the lease) including lease stipulations, off-site
mitigation, etc., and avoid short- term losses that put the sage-grouse population at risk
.. from stochastlc events leading to extirpation. .. .. :

* Allow geophysical exploration within priority sage-grouse habitat areas to obtam exploratory o “ %
.. information for areas outside of and. ad]acent to priority sage-grouse habitat areas. Onlyallow = .
geophysmal operations by helicopter-portable drllling methods and in accordance with seasonal
timing restrlcttons and/or other restrictions that may apply

Leased Federal Fiuid Mineral Estate

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas (with varying levels of exploration & development)

Apply the following conservation measures through Resource Management Plap (RMP) imp!omentation
decisions (e.g., approval of an Application for Permit to Drill, Sundry Notice, etc.).and upon completion of
the environmental record of review (43 CFR 3162.5), including appropriate documentation of compliance
with NEPA. In this process evaluate, among other thlngs

1. Whether the conservation measure Is reasonable (43 CFR 3101. 1-2) with the valid existing rights
‘and ) ;

2. Whethei" the action is in conformance with the approved RMP."

¥ Plan :or‘{for_n;\ance means, “a resource management action shall be 5pe¢¥ﬂcaily provided for In the plan, or if not specifically mentioned, shall be
clearly consistent with the terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved plan or amendment.” 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b}.

D
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Provide the following conservation measures as terms and conditions of the approved RMP:

Do not allow new surface occupancy on federal leases within priority habitats, this includes winter
concentration areas (Doherty et al. 2008, Carpenter et al. 2010) during any time of the year.
Consider an exception:

o Ifthelease is entirely within priority habitats, apply a 4-mile NSO around the lek, and limit
permitted disturbances to 1 per section with no more than 3% surface disturbance in that
section.

o If the entire lease is within the 4-mile lek perimeter, limit permitted disturbances to 1 per
section with no more than 3% surface disturbance in that section. Require any
development to be placed at the most distal part of the lease from the lek, or, depending
on topography and other habitat aspects, in an area that is less demonstrably harmful to
sage-grouse.

Apply a seasonal restriction on exploratory drilling that prohibits surface-disturbing activities during
the nesting and early brood-rearing season in all priority sage-grouse habitat during this period.

Do not use Categorical Exclusions (CXs) including under the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Section 390
in priority sage-grouse habitats due to resource conflicts.

Complete Master Development Plans in lieu of Application for Permit to Drill (APD)-by-APD
processing for all but wildcat wells.

When permitting APDs on existing leases that are not yet developed, the proposed surface
disturbance cannot exceed 3% for that area. Consider an exception if:

o Additional, effective mitigation is demonstrated to offset the resulting loss of sage-grouse
(see Objectives).

= When necessary, conduct additional, effective mitigation in 1) priority sage-grouse
- habitat areas or — less preferably — 2) general sage-grouse habitat (dependent upon
the area-specific ability to increase sage-grouse populations).

= Conduct additional, effective mitigation first within the same population area
where the impact is realized, and if not possible then conduct mitigation within the
same Management Zone as the impact, per 2006 WAFWA Strategy - pg 2-17.

Require unitization when deemed necessary for proper development and operation of an area
(with strong oversight and monitoring) to minimize adverse impacts to sage-grouse according to
the Federal Lease Form, 3100-11, Sections 4 and 6.

Identify areas where acquisitions (including subsurface mineral rights) or conservation easements,
would benefit sage-grouse habitat.

Require a full reclamation bond specific to the site. Insure bonds are sufficient for costs relative to
reclamation (Connelly et al. 2000, Hagen et al. 2007) that would result in full restoration. Base the
reclamation costs on the assumption that contractors for the BLM will perform the work.
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o Make applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs, see Appendix D) mandatory as Conditions of
Approval within priority sage-grouse habitat.

Solid Minerals
Coal

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas
*  Surface mines: Find unsuitable all surface mining of coal under the criteria set forth in 43 CFR

3461.5.

o Sub-surface mines: Grant no new_mlning leases unless all surface disturbances (appurtenant
facilities) are placed outside of the priority sage-grouse habitat area.

¢ For coal mining operations on existing leases:

o Sub-surface mining: in pnority sage-grouse habitat areas, place any new appurtenant
facilities outside of priority areas. Where new appurtenant facilities associated with the
. EXlStll'lg lease cannot be Iocated outside the pnoritv sage-grouse habitat area, co-locate

. appurtenant facilities to the absolute mmimum standard necessary.

General sage-grouse habitat

* Apply minimization of surface-disturbing or disrupting activities (including operations and
maintenance) where needed to reduce the impacts of human activities on important seasonal sage-
srouse habitats. Apply these measures during activlty Ievel planning

o Use additional, effect!ve mitlgatlon to offset |mpacts as appropriate (determlned by local
options/needs).

Locatable Minerals

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas
e Propose withdrawal from mineral entry based on risk to the sage-grouse and its habitat from
conflicting locatable mineral potential and development.

o Make ahy existing claims within the withdrawal area subject to validity patent exams or buy
out. include claims that have been subsequently determined to be null and void in the
proposed withdrawal. 4 < &

o In plans of operations requlred prior to any proposed surface dlsturblng activities, include
the following: : :

= 'Additional, effective mitigation in perpetuity for conservation (In accordance with
existing policy, WO IM 2008-204). Example: purchase private land and mineral
" rights or severed subsurface mineral rights within the priority area and deed to US
* Government). : :
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=  Consider seasonal restrictions if deemed effective.

= Make applicable Best Management Practices (see Appendix E) mandatory as Conditions of
Approval within priority sage-grouse habitat,

Non-energy Leasable Minerals (i.e. sodium, potash)

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas
¢ Close priority habitat to non-energy leasable mineral leasing. This includes not permitting any new
leases to expand an existing mine.

* For existing non-energy leasable mineral leases, in addition to the solid minerals BMPs (Appendix

E), follow the same BMPs applied to Fluid Minerals (Appendix D), when wells are used for solution
mining.

Saleable Mineral Materials

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas
¢ Close priority habitat to mineral material sales.

e Restore saleable mineral pits no longer in use to meet sage-grouse habitat conservation objectives.

P Mineral Split Estate

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas
o Where the federal government owns the mineral estate, and the surface is in non-federal

ownership, apply the conservation measures applied on public lands.

e Where the federal government owns the surface, and the mineral estate is in non-federal
ownership, apply appropriate Fluid Mineral BMPs (see Appendix D) to surface development.

Wildfire Suppression, Fuels Management and Fire Rehabilitation

These programs address the threats resulting from wildfires and post-wildfire effects along with a program
(fuels management) designed to try to reduce these impacts. Together these programs provide a
significant opportunity to influence sagebrush habitats that benefit sage-grouse. Wildfire, particularly in
low elevation Wyoming big sagebrush systems, has resulted in significant habitat loss primarily because of
subsequent invasion by cheatgrass and other exotic plant species (Miller et al. 2011). The number of fires
and total acreage burned has increased throughout the sage-grouse range (Miller et al. 2011). Long-term
monitoring following prescribed fire is important because treatments may not increase either yield or
nutritional quality of forbs eaten by sage-grouse, and also may decrease abundance of insects that are
important for growth of sage-grouse chicks (Beck et al. 2009, Rhodes et al. 2010). Therefore, it Is critical
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not only to conduct management actions that reduce the long-term loss of sagebrush but also to restore
and recover burned areas to habitats that will be used by sage-grouse (Pyke 2011). Prescribed fire is a tool
that can assist in the recovery of sagebrush habitat in some vegetation types (Davies et al. 2011).

Fuels Management

Priority sage-grouse habitat areas

« Design and implement fuels treatments with an emphasis on protecting existing sagebrush
ecosystems.

o Do not reduce sagebrush canopy cover to less than 15% (Connelly et al. 2000, Hagen et al.
2007) unless a fuels management objective requires additional reduction in sagebrush
cover to meet strategic protection of priority sage-grouse habitat and conserve habitat
quality for the species. Closely evaluate the benefits of the fuel break against the
additional loss of sagebrush cover in the EA process.

o Apply appropriate seasonal restrictions for implementing fuels management treatments
according to the type of seasonal habitats’ present ina prloritv area. '

strategically reduce wildfire risk around or in the winter range and will maintain winter
range habltat quality.

o Do not use fire to treat sagebrush in less than 12-inch precipitation zones (e.g., Wyoming
big sagebrush or other xeric sagebrush species; Connelly et al. 2000, Hagen et al. 2007,
‘Beck et al. 2009). However, ifasa last resort and after all other treatment opportumties
have been explored and site specific varlables allow, the use of prescrlbed fire for fuel
breaks that would disrupt the fuel continuity across the landscape could be considered, in
stands where cheatgrass is a very minor component in the understory (Brown 1982).

o Monitor and control invasive vegetation post-treatment.

o Rest treated areas from grazing for two full growing seasons unless vegetation recovery
dictates otherwise (WGFD 2011).

o Require use of native seeds for fuels management treatment based on availability,
. adaptation (site potential), and probability of success (Richards et al. 1998). Where
probability of success or native seed availability is low, non-native seeds may be used as
- long as they meet sage-grouse habitat objectives (Pyke 2011).

o Design post fuels management projects to ensure long term persistence of seeded or pre-
treatment native plants. This may require temporary or long-term changes in livestock
" grazing management, wild horse and burro management, travel management, or other
activities to achieve and maintain the desired condition of the fuels ma nagement project
(Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2005) : :
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" e Design fuels management projects in priority sage-grouse habitat to strategically and effectively
reduce wildfire threats in the greatest area. This may require fuels treatments implemented in a
more linear versus block design (Launchbaugh et al. 2007).

During fuels management project design, consider the utility of using livestock to strategically reduce fine
fuels (Diamond et al. 2009), and implement grazing management that will accomplish this objective Davies

et al. 2011 and Launchbaugh et al. 2007). Consult with ecologists to minimize impacts to native perennial
grasses.

Fire operations

+ In priority sage-grouse habitat areas, prioritize suppression, immediately after life and property, to
conserve the habitat.

* In general sage-grouse habitat, prioritize suppression where wildfires threaten priority sage-grouse
habitat.

e Follow Best Management Practices (WO IM 2011-138, see ap pendix E.)

Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ES&R)

e Prioritize native seed allocation for use in sage-grouse habitat in years when preferred native seed
is in short supply. This may require reallocation of native seed from ES&R projects outside of
priority sage-grouse habitat to those inside it. Use of native plant seeds for ES&R seedings is
required based on availability, adaptation (site potential), and probability of success Richards et al.
1998). Where probability of success or native seed availability is low, non-native seeds may be
used as long as they meet sage-grouse habitat conservation objectives (Pyke 2011). Re-
establishment of appropriate sagebrush species/subspecies and important understory plants,
relative to site potential, shall be the highest priority for rehabilitation efforts.

o Design post ES&R management to ensure long term persistence of seeded or pre-burn native
plants. This may require temporary or long-term changes in livestock grazing, wild horse and burro,
and travel management, etc., to achieve and maintain the desired condition of ES&R projects to
benefit sage-grouse (Eiswerth and Shonkwiler 2006).

» Consider potential changes in climate (Miller at al. 2011) when proposing post-fire seedings using
native plants. Consider seed collections from the warmer component within a species’ current
range for selection of native seed. (Kramer and Havens 2009).

Habitat Restoration

Habitat restoration cross-cuts all programs. It is an important tool to create and/or maintain a landscape
that benefits sage-grouse.
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o Prioritize implementation of restoration projects based on environmental variables that improve
chances for project success in areas most likely to benefit sage-grouse (Meinke et al. 2009).

o Prioritize restoration in seasonal habitats that are thought to be limiting sage-grouse
distribution and/or abundance.

e Include sage-grouse habitat parameters as defined by Connelly et al. (2000), Hagen et al. (2007) or
if available, State Sage-Grouse Conservation plans and appropriate local information in habitat
restoration objectives. Make meeting these objectives within priority sage-grouse habitat areas
the highest restoration priority.

o Require use of native seeds for restoration based on availability, adaptation {ecological site -
" potential), and probability of success (Richards et al. 1998). Where probability of success or
adapted seed availability is low, non-native seeds may be used as long as they support sage-grouse
habitat objectives (Pyke 2011).

« Design post restoration management to ensure long term persistence. This could include changes
in livestock grazing' management, wild horse and burro management and travel management, etc.,
to achieve and maintain the desired condition of the restoration effort that benefits sage-grouse
tEnswerth and Shonkwiter 2006)

o Consider potential changes in climate (M:ller et al. 2011) when proposmg restoratlon seedmgs
when using native plants. Consider collection from the warmer component of the species current
range when selecting native species (Kramer and Havens 2009).

» Restore native (or desirable) plants and create landscape patterns which most benefit sage-grouse.

. Make re-estahlishment of sagebrush cover and desirable understory plants {relative to ecological
site potential) the highest priority for réstoration efforts ST e

* Infire prone areas where sagebrush seed is required for sage-grouse habitat restoration, consider
establishing seed harvest areas that are managed for seed production (Armstrong 2007) and are a
priority for protection from outside disturbances.

Monitoring of Sage-grouse an_d Sagebrush Habitats

Given the degree of uncertainty associated with managing natural resources, aﬂaptive management
approaches that include rigorous monitoring protocols to support them are essential if conservation goals
are to be realized (Walters 1986, Burgman et al. 2005, Stankey et al. 2005, Turner 2005, Lyons et al. 2008).
Recent efforts to develop range-wide policy and conservation measures for sage-grouse have emphasized
the importance of improving monitoring efforts on both sage-grouse distribution and population trends,
and the habitat they depend on (Wambolt et al. 2002, Stiver et al. 2006, Reese and Bnyer 2007, Connelly et
al, 2011al
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Monitoring is necessary to provide an objective appraisal of the effects of potentially positive conservation
actions, and to assess the relative negative effects of management actions to sage-grouse populations and
their habitats. Adaptive management planning also reveals substantial gaps in knowledge about key
processes and functional relationships (Waliters 1987), and therefore helps to identify and prioritize
research needs. ldeally, monitoring attributes of sage-grouse habitat and sage-grouse populations will
allow linking real or potential habitat changes from natural events and management actions to vital rates of
sage-grouse populations (Stiver et al. 2006, Naugle and Walker 2007). Population monitoring led by State
wildlife agencies and consistent long-term habitat monitoring among all jurisdictions will enable managers
to identify indicators associated with population change across large landscapes and to ameliorate negative
effects with appropriate conservation actions (Burgman et al. 2005, Turner 2005).

Sage-grouse select habitats at multiple scales across large landscapes (Connelly et al. 2003, Stiver et al.
2006), which monitoring strategies for sage-grouse habitats must reflect. At landscape levels (RMP level),
monitoring should track percent of sagebrush and cover and maturity of stands, preservation of key
seasonal habitat components, and the degree of connectivity among populations, seasonal habitats and
stands. At the project level, a truly effective monitoring strategy will include measures as to how plant
communities respond, how that relates to structural and other sage-grouse habitat requirements, and how
sage-grouse populations respond demographically. Quantitative data for habitat measurements should be
collected that are sensitive to the land use change being proposed (Stiver et al 2006). Monitoring must
occur over the proper time frames to evaluate temporal variation of important components of sage-grouse
habitats (Stiver et al. 2006).

Recognizing the importance of monitoring both sage-grouse habitat and populations, BLM in November
2004, completed the National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy (USDI BLM 2004) to address
conservation and management of sage-grouse. The overarching goal was to “provide a consistent and
scientifically based approach for collection and use of monitoring data for sagebrush habitats, sage-grouse
and other components of the sagebrush community.” Four action items were identified to accomplish this
goal: 1) Develop, cooperatively with our partners, appropriate monitoring strategies and protocols at the
appropriate scale for sage-grouse habitat in conjunction with the development of the range-wide
conservation action plan; 2) Develop, cooperatively with our partners, a sage-grouse habitat assessment
methodology in conjunction with development of the range-wide conservation action plan; 3) Incorporate
the sage-grouse habitat assessment framework into the land health assessment process for evaluating
indicators of healthy rangelands; and 4) In conjunction with the development of the range-wide
conservation action plan, issue guidance for collecting fine-scale monitoring and assessment information
and incorporating requirements into implementation projects and plans.

To date, BLM has completed portions of the above action items. In August 2010, the Sage-Grouse Habitat
Assessment Framework: Multi-scale Habitat Assessment Tool was completed (Stiver et al. 2010). The
assessment framework provides policy makers, resource managers, and natural resource specialists a
comprehensive framework for landscape conservation in sagebrush ecosystems with an emphasis on sage-
grouse. Implementation policy directing consistent use of the assessment still needs to be completed by
BLM in addition to other guidance identified in the strategy.
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BLM has recently completed the agency’s Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) Strategy (Toevs
2011). The AIM strategy identifies “core indicators” for reporting landscape level attributes. The AIM
strategy has resulted in BLM adopting the Natural Resource Conservation Service's National Resource
Inventory (NRI) methodology as part of BLM’s Landscape Monitoring Project. The NRI protocols provide
BLM a statistical framework for evaluating management actions, and programs and policies at a landscape
or regional level. Initial NRI data collection occurred on all lands managed by BLM during the summer of
2011. Durlng the summer of 2012 additional NRI monitoring sites are being incorporated to evaluate
sagebrush habitats that contain approximately two-thirds of the sage-grouse populations west wide. At
this time, the remaining sage-grouse populations have not been identified for long-term habitat momtorlng
due to funding short falls. In addition to prioritizing funding to fully achieve this objective, habitat
monitoring protocols at a fine scale to evaluate impacts at a project level remain to be developed.

Estimates of sage-grouse population size are not available for any population, rather trends in popolation
size are estimated througl'l a lek count index. Exact estimates of'sage grouse abu ndante, while desirable,
are probably less important than trends and particularly how sage grol_.nse respond to __‘management actions.
Counts of males attending leks in the spiin’g have been used by wildlife ageni':ies as the prinwery indek to
' -popula:tl.on‘ ‘trends since Patterson s suggested that this method might be useful in 1952 (Patterson 1 1952)
Use of convenience sampllng to monitor bird populations has been criticized (Ellmgson and Lukacs 2003),
and lek counts in particular have been challenged as inconsistently conducted, inherently blased and
without any known relationship to population size (Beck and Braun 1980, Walsh et al. 2004 Sedinger 2007)
Despite limitations of the method, lek counts remain the best available information on population trends
over time, and pragmatic strategies to improve population estimation remain elusive (Reese and Bowyer
2007). : :

Itis beyond the scope of this report to develop methodology to better estimate sage- gl'ouse distribution
and abundance, but rather to emphasize that WAFWA should convene a technical group for this purpose,
and that this group should consider ways to: :

1. Standardize, at least within management zones, lek count methodology.
Develop and implement methodology to estimate the number of leks in an unbiased manner
(Walsh et al. 2004, Sedinger 2007), and determine the location of new or previously unknown leks
(particularly irnportant since priority habitat designations are based in large part on locations of
leks). - .

3. Develop and implement methodology to estimate the proportion of males detected while
attending leks, and explore degree and nature of variability.

4. Develop and explore methodology to estlmate sex ratios within sage-grouse populatlons

5. Use Geographic Informatmn System (GIS) mapplng technology and analytical tools to track changes
in dlstnbution over time, connectivlty among populations and populatnon segments, and explore
spatially explicit models that link sage-grouse population performance with ecological indicators
(Naugle and Walker 2007). ‘ '
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The standardization of monitoring methods and implementation of a defensible monitoring approach is
vital if BLM and other conservation partners are to use the resulting information to guide implementation
of conservation activities (Naugle and Walker 2007). Monitoring strategies for sage-grouse habitat and
populations must be collaborative, as habitat occurs across varied land ownership (52% BLM, 8% USFS, 31%
private 5% state, 4% BIA and other Federal; 75 FR 13910}, and state fish and wildlife agencies have primary
responsibility for population level management of wildlife, including monitoring.
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AML Appropriate Management Level
AMP Allotment Management Plan
.APD Application of Permit to Drill
BLM Bureau of Land Management -
BMPs Best Management Practices
CX Categorical Exclusion
ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Areas
ESA Endangered Species Act
ESD Ecological Site Description
ES&R Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation
IM Instruction Memorandum
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NGO non-governmental organization i
NMAC National Multi-Agency Coordination Group
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service ' Q
NPT National Policy Team '
NTT - | National Technical Team

- RIDT Regional Interdisciplinary Team

RMP ‘ Resource Management Plan
RMT Regional Management Team
ROW Right-of-Way
SRMA Special Recreation Management Area
SRP Special Recreation Permit
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
WAFWA Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
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2008 WAFWA Sage-grouse MOU: A memorandum of understanding (MOU) among Western Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agencies, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Department of
the Interior, Geological Survey, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service,
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farm Service Agency. The purpose of the MOU is to provide for
cooperation among the participating state and federal land, wildlife management and science agencies in
the conservation and management of sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) sagebrush (Artemisia spp.)
habitats and other sagebrush-dependent wildlife throughout the western United States and Canada and a
commitment of all agencies to implement the 2006 WAFWA Conservation Strategy.

2011 Parfnershlp MOU: A partnership agreement among the United States Department of Agriculture
Natural Resource Conservation Service, Forest Service, United State Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Land Management, and Fish and Wildlife Service. 2011. This MOU is for range management —to implement
NRCS practices on adjacent federal properties. '

Administrative Access: A term used to describe access for resource management and administrative
purposes such as fire suppression, cadastral surveys, permit compliance, law enforcement and military in
the performance of their official duty, or other access needed to administer BLM-managed lands or uses.

Avoidance Areas: Areas to be avoided but that may be available for location of ROWs with special
stipulations. '

Best Management Practices (BMPs): A suite of techniques that guide or may be applied to management
actions to aide in achieving desired outcomes. BMPs are often developed in conjunction with land use
plans, but they are not considered a planning decision unless the plans specify that they are mandatory.

Casual Use: Casual use means activities ordinarily resulting in no or negligible disturbance of the public
lands, resources, or improvements. For examples for rights of ways see 43 CFR 2801.5. For examples for
locatable minerals see 43 CFR 3809.5.

Conservation Plan: The recorded decisions of a landowner or operator, cooperating with a conservation
district, on how the landowner or operator plans, within practical limits, to use his/her land according to its
capability and to treat it according to its needs for maintenance or improvement of the soil, water, animal,
plant, and air resources.

Conserve: To cause no degradation or loss of sage-grouse habitat. Conserve can also refer to maintaining
intact sagebrush steppe by fine tuning livestock use, watching for and treating new invasive species and
maintaining existing range improvements that benefit sage-grouse etc.

Ecological Site: A distinctive kind of land with specific physical characteristics that differs from other kinds
of land in its ability to produce a distinctive kind and amount of vegetation.
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Exploration: Active drilling and geophysical operations to:
a. Determine the presence of the mineral resource; or
b. Determine the extent of the reservoir. .

Development: Active drilling and production of wells i

Development Area: Areas primarily leased with active drilling and wells capable of production in payable
quantities. | ' :

Enhance: The improvement of habitat by increasing missing or modifying unsatisfactory components
and/or attributes of the plant community to meet sage-grouse objectives. Examples include modifying -
livestock grazing systems to improve the quantity and vigor of desirable forbs, improving water flow.in.
riparian areas by modifying existing spring developments to return more water to the riparian area below
the develeprnent or marking fences to minimize sage-grouse hits and mnrtalltv -

General Sage-grouse Habitat: Is occupied (seasonal or year-round) habitat outside of priority habitat.
These areas have been identified by state fish and wildlife agencies in coordination with respective BLM
offices.
Integrated Ranch Planning: A method for ranch planning that takes a holistic look at all elements of the. =~~~
ranching operations, including strategic and tactical planning, rather than approaching planning as several

. separate enterprises. - . - %

Large Scale Anthropogenic Disturbances: Features include but are not limited to paved highways, graded
gravel roads, transmission lines, substations, wind turbines, oil and gas wells, geothermal wells and -
associated facll[tles, plpelines, landfi [[s, agricultural conversion, homes, and mines

Late Brood Rearing Area. Habitat includes mesic sagebrush and mrxed shrub communities, wet meadows,
.and rlpanan habitats as well as some agriculturai la nds {e.g. alfalfa ﬂelds, etc)

Lek:" A traditional courtshlp display area attended by male sage-grouse in or adjacent to sagehrush
dominated habitat. A lek is designated based on observations of two or more male sage-grouse engaged in
courtship displays. Sub-dominant males may display on itinerant strutting areas during population peaks.
Such areas usually fail to become established leks. Therefore, a site where less than five males are - :
observed strutting should be confirmed active for two years before meetlng the definition of a lek (Connellv
et al 2000, Connelly et al. 2003, 2004).

Lek Complex: A lek or group of leks within 2.5 km (1.5 mi) of each other between which male sage-
grouse may interchange from one day to the next. Fidelity to leks has been well documented:

¥ £ach State may have a slightly different definition of lek, active lek, inactive lek, occupied, and unoccupied leks.
Regional planning will use the appropriate definition provided by the State of interest.

-
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Visits to multiple leks are most common among yearlings and less frequent for adult males,
suggesting an age-related period of establishment (Connelly et al. 2004).

Active Lek: Any lek that has been attended by male sage-grouse during the strutting season.

Inactive Lek: Any lek where sufficient data suggests that there was no strutting activity throughout
a strutting season. Absence of strutting grouse during a single visit is insufficient documentation to
establish that a lek is inactive. This designation requires documentation of either: 1) an absence of
sage-grouses on the lek during at least 2 ground surveys separated by at least seven days. These
surveys must be conducted under ideal conditions (April 1-May 7 (or other appropriate date based
on local conditions), no precipitation, light or no wind, half-hour before sunrise to one hour after
sunrise) or 2) a ground check of the exact known lek site late in the strutting season (after April 15)
that fails to find any sign (tracks, droppings, feathers) of strutting activity: Data collected by aerial
surveys should not be used to designate inactive status as the aerial survey may actually disrupt
activities.

Occupied Lek: A lek that has been active during at least one strutting season within the prior 10
years.

Unoccupied Lek: A lek that has either been “destroyed” or “abandoned.”

Destroyed Lek: A formerly active lek site and surrounding sagebrush habitat that has been
destroyed and is no longer suitable for sage-grouse breeding.

Abandoned Lek: A lek in otherwise suitable habitat that has not been active during a
period of 10 consecutive years. To be designated abandoned, a lek must be “inactive” (see
above criteria) in at least four non-consecutive strutting seasons spanning the 10 years.
The site of an “abandoned” lek should be surveyed at least once every 10 years to
determine whether it has been re-occupied by sage-grouse.

Master Development Plans: A set of information common to multiple planned wells, including drilling
plans, Surface Use Plans of Operations, and plans for future production.

Mitigation: Compensating for resource impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or habitat.

Notice-level Mining Activities: To qualify for a Notice the mining activity must: 1) constitute exploration,
2) not involve bulk sampling of more than 1,000 tons of presumed ore, 3) must not exceed 5 acres of
surface disturbance, and 4) must not occur in one of the special category lands listed in 43 CFR
3809.11(c). The Notice is to be filed in the BLM field office with jurisdiction over the land involved. The
Notice does not need to be on a particular form but must contain the information required by 43 CFR
3809.301(b).

National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures/Planning Strategy 350f 74
December 21, 2011



Glossary
National Technical Team

Offsite Mitigation: Compensating for resource impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or
habitat at a different location than the project area.

Plan of Operaﬁons: A Plan of Operations is required for all mining activity exploration greater than 5 acres
or surface disturbance greater than casual use on certain special category lands. Special category lands are
described under 43 CFR 3809.11(c) and include such lands as designated Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern, lands within the National Wilderness Preservation System, and areas closed to off-road vehicles,
among others. In addition, a plan of operations is required for activity greate'r than casual use on lands
patented under the Stock Raising Homestead Act with Federal minerals where the operator does not have
the written consent of the surface owner (43 CFR 3814). The Plan of operations needs to be filed in the
BLM field office with jurisdiction over the land involved. The Plan of Operations does not need tobe ona
particular form but must address the information required by 43 CFR 3809.401(b). -

Priority Sage-grouse Habitat. Areas that have been |dentified as having the highest conservation value to
maintaining sustainable sage-grouse populations. These areas would include breeding, late brood-rearing,
and winter concentration areas. These areas have been identified by state fish and wildlife agencres in

- coordinatlon with respective BLM offices.-

.. Range Improvement: _The term range improvement means any activitv,_str,uctufe or program on or relating

to rangelands which is designed to improve production of forage; change vegetative composition; control
patterns of use; provide water; stabilize soil and water conditions, and provide habitat for livestock and
wildlife. The term includes, but is not liniited to, structures, treatment projects -and use of rnechanical
means to accomplish the desired results.

Roads, Primitive Roads and Trails Roads primitive roads or trails that have been specnf ically desrgnated
for motorized use through a public implementation—le\rel National En\nronmental Pollcv Act process in -
accordance with 43 CFR, Part 8340

Reclamation: Rehabilitation of a disturbed area to make it acceptable for desig’nated uses. This normally
involves re-contouring, replacement of topsoil re-vegetation, and other work necessary to ensure eventual
restoration of the site.

Reference State: The reference state is the state where the functional capacities represented by soil/site
stability, hydrologic function, and biotic integrity are performing at an optimum level under the natural
disturbance regime. This state usually includes, but is not limited to, what is often referred to as the
potential natural plant community.

Restoration: Implementation of a set of actions that promotes plant community diversity and structure
that allows plant communities to be more resilient to disturbance and invasive species over the long term.
The long-term goal is to create functional, high quality habitat that is occupied by sage-grouse. Short-term
goal may be to restore the landform, soils and hydrology and increase the percentage of preferred
vegetation, seeding of desired species, or treatment of undesired species.
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State: A stateis comprised of an integrated soil and vegetation unit having one or more biological
communities that occur on a particular ecological site and that are functionally similar with respect to the

three attributes (soil/site stability, hydrologic function, and biotic integrity) under natural disturbance
regimes.

Stochastic: Randomly determined event, chance event, a condition determined by predictable processes
and a random element.

Surface Disruption: Resource uses and activities that are likely to alter the behavior of, displace, or cause
stress to sage-grouse occurring at a specific location and/or time. Surface disruption includes those actions
that alter behavior or cause the displacement of sage-grouse such that reproductive success is negatively
affected, or the physiological ability to cope with environmental stress is compromised. Examples of
disruptive activities may include noise, vehicle traffic, or other human presence regardless of the associated
activity.

Surface Disturbance: Suitable habitat is considered disturbed when it is removed and unavailable for
immediate sage-grouse use.

a. Long-term removal occurs when habitat is physically removed through activities that replace
suitable habitat with long term occupancy of unsuitable habitat such as a road, powerline, well '
pad or active mine. Long-term removal may also result from any activities that cause soil
mixing, soil removal, and exposure of the soil to erosive processes.

b. Short-term removal occurs when vegetation is removed in small areas, but restored to suitable
habitat within a few years (< 5) of disturbance, such as a successfully reclaimed pipeline, or
successfully reclaimed drill hole or pit.

¢. Suitable habitat rendered unusable due to numerous anthropogenic disturbances
d. Anthropogenic surface disturbance are surface disturbances meeting the above definitions which

result from human activities.

Transition: A shift between two states. Transitions are not reversible by simply altering the intensity or
direction of factors that produced the change. Instead, they require new inputs such as revegetation or
shrub removal. Practices, such as these, that accelerate succession are often expensive to apply.

Unitization: Operation of multiple leases as a single lease under a single operator
Wildcat Well: An exploratory oil well drilled in land not known to be an oil field.

Wildland Fire: Any non-structure fire that occurs in the vegetation and/or natural fuels. Includes both
prescribed fire and wildfire (NWCG Memo #024-2010 April 30, 2010. www.nwcg.gov).

Winter Concentration Areas: Sage-grouse winter habitats which are occupied annually by sage-grouse and
provide sufficient sagebrush cover and food to support birds throughout the entire winter (especially
periods with above average snow cover). Many of these areas support several different breeding
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Appendices

Appendix A. Life History Requirements of Greater Sage-grouse (excerpted from 75
FR 13910)

Greater sage-grouse depend on a variety of shrub-steppe habitats throughout their life cycle, and are
considered obligate users of several species of sagebrush (e.g., Artemisia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis
(Wyoming big sagebrush), A. t. ssp. vaseyana (mountain big sagebrush), and A. t. tridentata (basin big
sagebrush)) (Patterson 1952, Braun et al. 1976, Connelly et al. 2000a, Connelly et al. 2004, Miller et al.
2011). Greater sage-grouse also use other sagebrush species such as A. arbuscula {low sagebrush), A. nova
(black sagebrush), A. frigida (fringed sagebrush), and A. cana silver sagebrush (Schroeder et al. 1999,
Connelly et al. 2004,). Thus, sage-grouse distribution is strongly correlated with the distribution of
sagebrush habitats (Schroeder et al. 2004). Sage-grouse exhibit strong site fidelity (loyalty to a particular
area even when the area is no longer of value) to seasonal habitats, which includes breeding, nesting,
brood rearing, and wintering areas (Connelly et al. 2004, Connelly et al. 2011b). Adult sage-grouse rarely
switch between these habitats once they have been selected, limiting their adaptability to changes.

During the spring breeding season, male sage-grouse gather together to perform courtship displays on
areas called leks. The proximity, configuration, and abundance of nesting habitat are key factors
influencing lek location (Connelly et al., 1981, and Connelly et al., 2000b, cited in Connelly et al., 2011).
Leks can be formed opportunistically at any appropriate site within or adjacent to nesting habitat (Connelly
et al. 2000a) and, therefore, lek habitat availability is not considered to be a limiting factor for sage-grouse
(Schroeder et al. 1999). Nest sites are selected independent of lek locations, but the reverse is not true
(Bradbury et al. 1989,Wakkinen et al. 1992). Thus, leks are indicative of nesting habitat.

Females have been documented to travel more than 20 km (12.5 mi) to their nest site after mating
(Connelly et al. 2000a), but distances between a nest site and the lek on which breeding occurred is variable
(Connelly et al. 2004, Connelly et al. 2011b). Average distance between a female’s nest and the lek on
which she was first observed ranged from 3.4 km (2.1 mi) to 7.8 km (4.8 mi) in five studies examining 301
nest locations (Schroeder et al. 1999).

Productive nesting areas are typically characterized by sagebrush with an understory of native grasses and
forbs, with horizontal and vertical structural diversity that provides an insect prey base, herbaceous forage
for pre-laying and nesting hens, and cover for the hen while she is incubating (Gregg 1991Schroeder et al.
1999, Connelly et al. 2000a, Connelly et al. 2004, Connelly et al. 2011b). Sage-grouse also may use other
shrub or bunchgrass species for nest sites (Klebenow 1969, Connelly et al. 20003, Connelly et al. 2004).
Shrub canopy and grass cover provide concealment for sage-grouse nests and young, and are critical for
reproductive success (Barnett and Crawford 1994, Gregg et al. 1994, Delong et al.1995, Connelly et al.
2004).
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Hens rear their broods in the vicinity of the nest site for the first 2-3 weeks following hatching (within 0.2-5
km (0.1-3.1 mi)), based on two studies in Wyoming (Connelly et al. 2004). Forbs and insects are essential
nutritional components for chicks (Klebenow and Gray 1968, Johnson and Boyce 1991, Connelly et al.
2004). Therefore, é_arly brood-rearing habitat must provide adequate cover (sagebrush canopy cover of 10
to 25 percent; Cnnnelly et al. 2000a) adjacent to areas rich in forbs and insects to ensure chick survival
during this period (Connelly et al. 2004, Hagen et al. 2007).

All sage-grouse gradually move frpn1 sagebrush u‘plands to more mesic areas (moist areas such as

streambeds or wet meadows) during the late brnod-r'eaﬁng period (3 weeks post-hatch) in response to
summer desiccation of herbaceous vegetatlon (Connellyr et al. 2000a). Summer use areas can include
sagebrush habitats as well as riparian areas, wet meadows and alfalfa fields (Schroeder et al. 1999). These
areas provide an abundance of forbs and insects for both hens and chicks (Schroeder et al. 1999, Connelly
et al. 2000a).

As vegetation continues to desiccate through the late summer and fall, sage-grouse shift their diet entirely
to sagebrush (Schroeder et al. 1999). Sage-grouse depend entirely on sagebrush throughout the winter for
both food and cover (Connelly et al. 2011a).- Sagebrush stand selection'is influenced by snow depth
(Patterson 1952, Hupp and Braun 1989), availability of sagebrush above the snow to provide cover -

* {Connelly et al. 2004, and references therein) and, in some areas, topography (e.g.; elevation; slope and-
aspect, Beck 1977, Crawford et al. 2004). ; '

Many populations of sage-grouse migrate between seasonal ranges in response to habitat distribution - oy %
(Connelly et al. 2004). Migration can occur between winter and breeding and summer areas, between y
breeding, summer and winter areas, or not at all. Migration distances of up to 161 km (100 mi) have been

recorded (Patterson 1952), however, distances vary depending on the locations of seasonal habitats

(Schroeder et al. 1999). Migration distances for female sage-grouse generallv are less than for males

(Connelly et al. 2004), but in one study in Colorado, females travelled further than males (Beck 1977).

Almost no information is available regardlng the distnbutlon and characteristtcs of. migration corridors for

sage-grouse (Connelly et al. 2004). Sage- grouse dlspersal (permanent moves to other areas) is poorly

understood (Connelly et al. 2004, Knick and Hanser 2011) and appears to be sporadlc (Dunn and Braun

1986). Estimating an “average” home range for sage-grouse is difficult due to the Iarge variation in sage-

grouse movements both within and among populations. This variation is related to the spatial availability

of habitats required for seasonal use and annual recorded home ranges have varied from 4 to 615 square

kilometers (km?) (1.5 to 237.5 square miles {mi?)), Connelly et al. 2011b).
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Appendix B. Scientific Inference

When making natural resource management decisions, managers desire a high level of certainty that their
management actions will have the anticipated outcome (Ratti and Garton 1994, Garton et al. 2005).
Unfortunately, natural systems have inherent complexity and stochasticity that make certainty in wildlife
management decisions challenging (Williams et al. 2002). In an effort to ameliorate some of this
uncertainty, managers use quality, published scientific investigations which are reliant upon thoughtful
research design (Ratti and Garton 1994, Garton et al. 2005) to guide population and habitat management
decisions. When relevant peer reviewed literature does not exist, managers have to resort to best '
professional judgment and/or unpublished studies. In addition, when using published and unpublished
literature, managers must also be cognizant of the research findings for certainty of the conclusions, the
scientific method, and if the findings can be applied from the data and results (Murphy and Noon 1991).

Most wildlife research is located along a continuum of field studies (Ratti and Garton 1994, Garton et al.
2005; Fig. 1) and provides varying degrees of reliable knowledge (Romesburg 1981, Hurlbert, 1984,
Eberhardt and Thomas 1991). The more rigorous the research design, results, and conclusions, the more
confident managers can be in the anticipated outcome (Ratti and Garton 1994, Garton et al. 2005).
Research that bases its results and interpretation on an integrated research process includes field level
experiments, field study, and modeling (Fig. 1). If designed appropriately, these research effortscan — -
provide for a more broad-based application of research results as opposed to descriptive natural history
studies (Ratti and Garton 1994, Garton et al. 2005) (Fig. 1). '
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Figure 1. The spectrum of types of wildlife studies that can produce results
and concluslons with a large amount of certainty over a very large area of
applicabllity {adapted from Ratti and Garton 1994 and Garton et al. 2005).
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Because sage-grouse research has been on-going for over 60 years, managers have access to published
literature from several studies (metareplication (Johnson 2002)) that includes different years, study areas,
methods, and investigators (lohnson 2002) which leads to more certainty in conclusions (for example see
Hagen et al. 2007). In contrast, for some management actions, access to published and unpublished
literature may be limited to a single descriptive study. A single descriptive study and/or professional
judgment has the lowest level of certainty and lowest inference space. Unfortunately, it may be the only
information available on the subject. Ultimately, the result is succinctly summarized by Anderson et al.
(2001:312) who stated, “In the long run, science is safeguarded by repeated studies to ascertain what is real
and what is merely a spurious result from a single study.”

Management in sagebrush ecosystems is further complicated by new forms of development or the
unprecedented pace at which traditional uses are increasing. Wind and other renewable energy sources
are being proposed and developed in areas that previously had undergone little development. The
applicability of results from previous research in other regions on oil and gas development to these new
forms of land use is unknown, but is the best information currently available. We also do not know how
sagebrush and sage-grouse respond to the increasing intensity of all uses ranging from traditional
commodity development to nonconsumptive activities, such as recreation and OHV travel that is occurring
across their range. Although previous research can guide management decisions, the changes due to the
cumulative effect of this new level of increased development may take years to be fully expressed in
habitat and population response.

W\ No single research study, or even a series of studies, regardless of design, and/or inference extent can
provide complete certainty in their conclusion(s). As a result, managers must be vigilant in their judgment
of research study design, its inference space, and applicability to their management issue when making
management decisions. This report cites a large number of published and unpublished studies that can be
placed along the continuum of certainty of conclusion and inference space (Fig. 1). Many of the studies
cited are from different researchers, study sites, methodologies, and/or years which assists and improves
the certainty of the conclusion and inference space (Fig. 1), but ultimately, it is incumbent upon managers
to assess their level of risk (consequences of being wrong) with management decisions based upon the
cited findings.
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The large spatial scales occupied by sage-grouse seasonally (as much as 1,700 mi % Leonard et al. 2000)
have made research on how they respond to habitat perturbations difficult to conduct. Although strength
of inference is strongest for replicated experiments, studies of this nature have not been conducted on
large scale perturbations such as oil and gas developments, wind farms, coal mines, powerlines, etc. We
therefore relied on retrospective and correlational studies that looked at changes in sage-grouse
distribution, abundance or demographic rates over time following these developments. We gave greater
credence to conclusions obtained from multiple studies conducted at different locations at different times

that showed similar results.
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of a typology for classifying and predicting the
impacts of human-wildlife interactions (as modified from Johnson and St-Laurent
2011).

Conservation measures described in this report are derived from interpretation of the best available
scientific studies using our best professional judgment. Because there is a degree of uncertainty about the
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effectiveness of these conservation measures, we recommend a rigorous adaptive management process be
employed, with population and habitat monitoring as well as feedback loops so that conservation measures
or policies that are ineffective can be changed (Lyons et al. 2008).
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Appendix C. BMPs for how to make a pond that won’t produce mosquitoes that
transmit West Nile virus (from Doherty (2007)).

The following are seven distinct site modifications that if adhered to, would minimize exploitation of CBNG
ponds by Culex tarsalis:

Increase the size of ponds to accommodate a greater volume of water than is discharged. This will
result in un-vegetated and muddy shorelines that breeding Cx. tarsalis avoid (De Szalay and Resh
2000). This modification may reduce Cx. tarsalis habitat but could create larval habitat for
Culicoides sonorensis, a vector of blue tongue disease, and should be used sparingly (Schmidtmann
et al. 2000). Steep shorelines should be used in combination with this technique whenever possible
(Knight et al. 2003).

Build steep shorelines to reduce shallow water (>60 cm) and aquatic vegetation around the
perimeter of impoundments (Knight et al. 2003). Construction of steep shorelines also will create
more permanent ponds that are a deterrent to colonizing mosquito species like Cx. tarsalis which
prefer newly flooded sites with high primary productivity (Knight et al. 2003).

Maintain the water level below that of rooted vegetation for a muddy shoreline that is unfavorable
habitat for mosquito larvae. Rooted vegetation includes both aquatic and upland vegetative types.
Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low lying areas. Aquatic habitats with a
vegetated inflow and outflow separated by open water produce 5-10 fold fewer Culex mosquitoes
than completely vegetated wetlands (Walton and Workman 1998). Wetlands with open water also
had significantly fewer stage IIl and IV instars which may be attributed to increased predator

. abundances in open water habitats (Walton and Workman 1998).

Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or overflow by digging ponds in
flat areas rather than damming natural draws for effluent water storage, or lining constructed
ponds in areas where seepage is anticipated (Knight et al. 2003).

Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with crushed rock, or use a horizontal
pipe to discharge inflow directly into existing open water, thus precluding shallow surface inflow
and accumulation of sediment that promotes aquatic vegetation.

Line the overflow spillway with crushed rock, and construct the spillway with steep sides to
preclude the accumulation of shallow water and vegetation.

Fence pond site to restrict access by livestock and other wild ungulates that trample and disturb
shorelines, enrich sediments with manure and create hoof print pockets of water that are attractive
to breeding mosquitoes.
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Appendix D. Best Management Practices for Fluid Mineral Development

Priority Habitats - BMPs are continuously improving as new science and technology become available

and therefore are subject to change. Include from the following BMPs those that are appropriate to
mitigate effects from the approved action.

Roads

Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to accommodate their
intended purpose.

Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.
Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.
Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

Establish speed limits on BLM system roads to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads
to be driven at slower speeds.

Establish trip restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or minimization through use of telemetry
and remote well control (e.g., Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition).

Do not issue ROWSs to counties on newly constructed energy development roads, unless for a
temporary use consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.

Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed routes (use signing, gates,
etc.)

Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads.

Operations

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathering, etc.), and facilities.
Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.
Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not been restored.

Consider using oak (or other material) mats for drilling activities to reduce vegetation
disturbance and for roads between closely spaced wells to reduce soil compaction and
maintain soil structure to increase likelihood of vegetation reestablishment following drilling.

Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation.

Place liquid gathering facilities outside of priority areas. Have no tanks at well locations within
priority areas (minimizes perching and nesting opportunities for ravens and raptors and truck
traffic). Pipelines must be under or immediately adjacent to the road (Bui et al. 2010).
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Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum number and amount
needed. : ' ' PR

- Site and/or minimize linear ROWSs to reduce disturbance to sagebrush habitats.

Place new utility developments (power Iinee, pipelines, etc.) and transportation routes in
existing utility or transportation corridors.

Bury distribution power lines.
Corridor power, flow, and small pipelines under or immediately adjacent to roads.

Design or site permanent structures which create movement (e.g. a pump jack) to minimize
impacts to sage-grouse.

Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use other effective techniques) all dnllmg and productlon pits

" and tanks regardless of size to reduce sage-grouse mortality.

Equip tanks and other above ground facilities with structures or devices that discourage nesting
of raptors and corvids. = - '

Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species (Evangelista et al. 2011). (E.g. by

-- washing vehicles and equipment.) —— === -os o m

Use'only closed-loop systems for drilling operations and no-reserve pits. * -

Restnct put and impoundment constructlon to reduce or ellminate threats from West Nile virus
(Doherty 2007) :

Remove or re- inject produced water to reduce habitat for mosquitoes that vector West Nile-
virus. _If surface disposal of produced water continues, use the following steps for reservoir
design to limit favorable mosquito habitat:

» Overbuild size of ponds for muddy and non-vegetated shorelines.

= Build steep shorelines to decrease vegetation and increase wave actions.

= Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low lying areas.

= Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or overflow.
= Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with crushed rock.
=  Construct spillway with ste'ep sides and line it with crushed rock.

= Treat waters with larv:cldes to reduce mosqusto prodm:tion where water occurs on the
surface. : : : :

Limit noise to less than 10 decibels above ambient measures (20-24 dBA) at sunrise at the
penmeter of a lek during active lek season (Patricelli et al. 2010, Blicklev etal. in preparatbn)

Require noise shields when drilling during the lek, nesting, broodrea nng, or wlntering season.

Fit transmission towers with anti-perch devices (Lammers and Collopy 2007).
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= Require sage-grouse-safe fences.

® Locate new compressor stations outside priority habitats and design them to reduce noise that
may be directed towards priority habitat.

®= Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2011).
* Locate man camps outside of priority habitats.
Reclamation

= |nclude objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet sage-grouse ha bitat needs in
reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 2011). . Address post reclamation managementin

reclamation plan such that goals and objectives are to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat
needs.

= Maximize the area of interim reclamation on long-term access roads and well pads including
reshaping, topsoiling and revegetating cut and fill slopes.

= Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to the pre-disturbance landforms and desired plant
community.

= |rrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings more quickly.
s Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect soils.

General sage-grouse habitat

Best Management Practices -

Make applicable BMPs mandatory as Conditions of Approval within general sage-grouse habitat. BMPs
are continuously improving as new science and technology become available and therefore are subject
to change. At a minimum include the following BMPs:

Roads

= Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to accommodate their
intended purpose.

* Do notissue ROWs to counties on energy development roads, unless for a temporary use
consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.

» Establish speed limits to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads to be driven at slower
speeds.

= Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.
= Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

= Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.
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s Close and reclaim duplicate roads, by restoring original landform and establishing desired
vegetation.

Operations
| = Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathéring, etc.), and facilities.
= Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.
= (Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010).

s Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum number and amount
needed.

= Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use otHer effective techniques) all drilling and production pits
and tanks regardless of size to reduce sage-grouse mortality.

= Equip tanks and other above ground facilities with structures or devices that discourage nesting
of raptors and corvids. '

= Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and develop a plan to reduce the
frequency of vehicle use. s
. CdritrEI'fhEEﬁfEﬁEﬁd'éﬁé&E'ﬁﬁn'ﬁdh’-’ﬁéii&ii plant species. (e.g. by washing véhicles'and =~
equipment.) ‘

= Restrict pit and impoundment construction to reduce or eliminate augmenting threats from
West Nile virus (Dougherty 2007).

Reclamation

* Include restoration objectives to meet sage-grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites
(Pyke 2011). Address post reclamation management in reclamation plan such that goals and
objectives are to enhance or restore sage-grouse habitat.

Literature Cited:
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agricultural and effluent coal-bed natural gas aquatic habitats. M.S. thesis, Montana State
University, Bozeman, Montana, USA.
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movement. Wildlife Society Bulletin 31: 486-491.

Patricelli, G.L., J.L. Blickley, and S. Hooper. 2010. Incorporating the impacts of noise pollution into greater
sage-grouse conservation planning. 27th Meeting of the Western Agencies Sage and Columbian
Sharp-tailed Grouse Technical Committee Workshop. Twin Falis, Idaho, USA.

Pyke, D.A. 2011, Restoring and rehabilitating sagebrush habitats. Pp.531-548 in S.T. Knick and J.W.
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Appendix E. Best Management Practices for Locatable Mineral Development

BMPs are continuously improving a.s new science and technology become available and therefore are
subject to change. Include from the following BMPs those that are appropriate to mitigate effects from
the approved action. ‘

Roads

= Design roads to'an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to accommodate their
intended purpose. '

* Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.
. = Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders. _
e Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

= Establish speed limits on BLM system roads to reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads
to be driven at slower speeds.

= Do not issue ROWSs to counties on mining development roads, unless for a temporary use
consistent with all other terms and conditions included in this document.

= Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed routes (e. g., use signing,

gates, etc.)
*  Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads. | Q
= Close gn_d reclaim duplicate roads, by restoring original landform and establishing desired
vegetation.
Operations '

= Cluster disturbances associated with operations and facilities as close as possible.
» Placeinfrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not been restored.

= Restrict the construction of tall facilities and fences to the minimum number and amount
needed.

=  Site and/or minimize linear ROWs to reduce disturbance to sagebrush habitats.

* Place new utility developments (power lines, pipelines, etc.) and transportation routes in
existing utility or transportation corridors.

= Bury power lines.

= Cover (e.g., fine mesh netting or use other effective techniques) all pits and tanks regardless of
size to reduce sage-grouse mortality.

=  Equip tanks and other above ground facilities with structures or devices that discourage nesting
of raptors and corvids.
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= Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species (Gelbard and Belnap 2003, Bergquist
et al. 2007).

= Restrict pit and impoundment construction to reduce or eliminate threats from West Nile virus
(Doherty 2007).

* Remove or re-inject produced water to reduce habitat for mosquitoes that vector West Nile
virus. If surface disposal of produced water continues, use the following steps for reservoir
design to limit favorable mosquito habitat:

= Qverbuild size of ponds for muddy and non-vegetated shorelines.

= Build steep shorelines to decrease vegetation and increase wave actions.

= Avoid flooding terrestrial vegetation in flat terrain or low lying areas.

»  Construct dams or impoundments that restrict down slope seepage or overflow,
» Line the channel where discharge water flows into the pond with crushed rock.
= Construct spillway with steep sides and line it with crushed rock.

= Treat waters with larvicides to reduce mosquito production where water occurs on the
surface.

= Require sage-grouse-safe fences around sumps.

= (Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2010).

= Locate man camps outside of priority sage-grouse habitats.
Reclamation

* Include restoration objectives to meet sage-grouse habitat needs in reclamation practices/sites.
Address post reclamation management in reclamation plan such that goals and objectives are
to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat needs.

*  Maximize the area of interim reclamation on long-term access roads and well pads including
reshaping, topsoiling and revegetating cut and fill slopes.

= Restore disturbed areas at final reclamation to pre-disturbance landform and desired plant
community.

= Irrigate interim reclamation as necessary during dry periods.

Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation.

Literature Cited:

Bergquist, E., P. Evangelista, T. 1, Stohlgren, and N. Alley. 2007. Invasive species and coal bed methane
development in the Powder River Basin, Wyoming. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
128:381-394.
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Appendix F. Best Management Practices for Fire & Fuels (wo IM 2011-138)

Fuels Management BMPs:

1. Where applicable, design fuels treatment objective to protect existing sagebrush ecosystems, modify fire
behavior, restore native plants, and create landscape patters which most benefit sage-grouse habitat.

2. Provide training to fuels treatment personnel on sage-grouse biology, habitat requirements, and
identification of areas utilized locally.

3. Use fire prescriptions that minimize undesirable effects on vegetation or soils (e.g., minimize mortality of
desirable perennial plant species and reduce risk of hydrophobicity).

4. Ensure proposed sagebrush treatments are planned with interdisciplinary input from BLM and /or state
wildlife agency biologist and that treatment acreage is conservative in the context of surrounding sage-
grouse seasonal habitats and landscape.

5. Where appropriate, ensure that treatments are configured in a manner (e.g., strips) that promotes use
by sage-grouse (See Connelly et al., 2000*)

6. Where applicable, incorporate roads and natural fuel breaks into fuel break design.

7. Power-wash all vehicles and equipment involved in fuels management activities prior to entering the
area to minimize the introduction of undesirable and/or invasive plant species.

8. Design vegetation treatment in areas of high frequency to facilitate firefighting safety, reduce the risk of
extreme fire behavior; and to reduce the risk and rate of fire spread to key and restoration habitats.

9. Give priority for implementing specific sage-grouse habitat restoration projects in annual grasslands first
to sites which are adjacent to or surrounded by sage-grouse key habitats. Annual grasslands are second
priority for restoration when the sites not adjacent to key habitat, but within 2 miles of key habitat. The
third priority for annual grasslands habitat restoration projects are sites beyond 2 miles of key habitat. The
intent is to focus restoration outward from existing, intact habitat.

10. As funding and logistics permit, restore annual grasslands to a species composition characterized by
perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs.

11. Emphasize the use of native plant species, recognizing that non-native species may be necessary
depending on the availability of native seed and prevailing site conditions.

12, Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least 100 meters of occupied sage-grouse leks and
other habitats (e.g., nesting, wintering, and brood rearing) to reduce the availability of perch sites for avian
predators, as appropriate, and resources permit.
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13. Protect wildland areas from w:ldfre ongmatmg on private Iands, infrastructure corridors, and
recreational areas.

14. Reduce the risk of vehicle or human-caused wildfires and the spread of invasive species by planting
perennial vegetation (e.g., green-strips) paralleling road rights-of-way.

15. Strategically place and maintain pre-treated strips/areas (e.g., mowing, herbicide application, and
strictly managed grazed strips) to ail in controlling wildfire should wildfire occur near key habitats or
important restoration areas (such as where investments in restoration have already been made).

Fire Management BMPs:

1. Develop state-specific sage-grouse toolboxes containing maps, a list of resource adwsors, contact:
information, local guidance, and other relevant information.

2. Provide localized maps to dispatch offices and extended attack incident commanders for use in
priorittzing wildfire suppression resources and designing suppression tactics.

3. Assign a sage-grouse resource advisor to all extended attack fires in or near key sage-grouse habitat
~ areas. Prior to the fire season, provide training to sage-grouse resource advisors on wildfire suppression
organization, objectives, ‘tactics, and procedures to develop a cadre of qualified individuals. ™

4, On critical fire weather days, pre-position add itional fire suppression resources to optimlze a quick and
efficient res ponse in sage-grouse habitat areas

5. During periods of multiple fires, ensure line officers are lnvolved in setting priorities.

6. To the extent possible; locate wildfire suppression facilities (i.e.; base camps, spike camps, drop points;
staging areas, heli-bases) in areas where physical disturbance to sage-grouse habitat can be minimized.
These include disturbed areas, grasslands near roads/trails orin other areas where there is existing
disturbance or minimal sagebrush cover.

7. Power-wash all firefighting vehicles, to the extent 'possible, including engines, water tenders; personnel
vehicles, and ATVs prior to deploying in or near sage-grouse habntat areas to minimize noxious weed '
spread.

8. Minimize Unnecessary cross-comtry vehicle travel during fire operations in sage-grouse habitat.

9. Minimize burnout operations in key sage-grouse hab!tat areas by constructi ng direct fireline whenever
safe and practical to do so.

10. Utilize retardant and mechanized equipment to minimize burned acreage during initial attack.

11. As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands, dog legs, or other habitat
features to minimize sagebrush loss. o ; '
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‘Planning Strategy is a planning approach that

BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy

What is the BLM National Greater

Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy?
The BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse

provides the framework and structure for
transparent interagency and stakcholder
collaboration on long-term greater sage-grouse
conservation and habitat restoration.

Under the planning strategy, the BLM will review i
its principal, existing regulatory framework for

sage-grouse conservation—the land use planning process—to detenmnc the dcvelopment and
implementation of new or revised regulatory mechanisms.

The focus will be on incorporating regionally-appropriate, science-based conservation measures
into BLM land use planning efforts through coordinated, cooperative stakeholder engagement.

Greater sage-grouse benefit from and make use of suitable habitat—regardless of land ownership
and management responsibility, so the BLM planning strategy uses an open and collaborative
approach to foster cooperative conservation efforts across the regions and states that make up the
greater sage-grouse range.

The planning strategy illustrates the Bureau’s continued commitment to long-term, rangewide
sage-grouse conservation and habitat restoration and acknowledges the added value of engaging
all stakeholders in cooperative conservation efforts.

Why was a new planning approach developed?
In April 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) found that the greater sage-grouse

warrants the protection of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) but that listing the species was
precluded by the need to address other, higher-priority species first. One reason for the FWS
decision was an identified need for more adequate regulatory mechanisms to ensure species
conservation.

The FWS greater sage-grouse decision placed the species on the candidate list for future action,
which provided stakeholders such as Federal agencies, states, and private landowners with

additional opportunities to continue working cooperatively to conserve the species and restore its
habitat.

The BLM also used this opportunity to develop the new planning strategy, which is directed
toward long-term conservation and habitat restoration on BLM-administered lands rangewide.




BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse |
Planning Strategy Highlights =S )

Creates a rangewide approach that allows for improved oy oL
collaboration and coordination and addresses ecoregional Aty fvas il b
differences by dividing sage-grouse range into an Eastern Y
Region and a Western Region.

Eastern Region will include Colorado, Montana, North
Dakota, South Dakota, northeastern Utah, and Wyoming
where major sage-grouse threats include habitat loss and
fragmentation due to energy development—both oil and gas
and renewables.

Western Region will include California, Idaho, Nevada,
Oregon, and most of Utah, with a small portion of
southwestern Montana where major sage-grouse threats
include habitat loss and fragmentation due to invasive plant
species and wildfire impacts.

Creates several governance teams to ensure ongoing
coordination and oversight, both regionally and nationally,
using an interagency and multi-state approach that engages
all stakeholders.

» A National Policy Team will provide national policy
guidance on sage-grouse conservation and consistent
planning objectives.

. A National Technical Team (N'TT) will use the best
science available to derive recommended conservation
measures.

« Two Regional Management Teams (RMTs) will
coordinate planning and strategy implementation efforts
across the states and provide direction at specific points to
ensure consistency.

. Two Regional Interdisciplinary Teams (RIDTs) will
coordinate the development of EISs and RMP
amendments using policy guidance provided by the
National Policy Team.

« State-level Interdisciplinary Teams (SIDTs) will conduct
the required environmental analyses to transform goals

and objectives into regulatory mechanisms for greater
sage-grouse conservation.




Oregon Implementation of the National Strategy

Implementing the National Greater Sage-grouse Planning Strategy allows Oregon BLM the
opportunity to fully consider long-term sage-grouse conservation and habitat restoration
guidance contained in the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for
Oregon published by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. To date, an Interdisciplinary
Team (IDT) has been formed, a contractor hired and the Resource Management Plan (RMP)
process has begun.

Historic Sage-grouse habitat encompassed
17.7 million acres in Oregon (prior to Euro-
American settlement). Currently, Sage-grouse
occupy 14-15 million acres in Oregon which is
approximately 80% of their historic
distribution. About 70% of the current Sage-
grouse distribution (about 10 million acres)
occurs on lands administered by BLM.

Ongoing RMP Efforts in Oregon
Oregon BLM will consider new sage-grouse
conservation information as part of the
following ongoing RMP and accompanying
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
efforts:

Baker RMP revision (Vale)

John Day RMP revision (Prineville)
Lakeview RMP amendment (Lakeview)
Southeastern Oregon RMP amendment (Vale)

New RMP Amendments in FY 2012

Oregon BLM will be revising or amending the RMPs below and expects to begin a 60-day
formal public scoping period on or about Dec. 9 of this year following publication of a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register:

Andrews Burns District Brothers LaPine (East)  Prineville District
Steens Burns District Two Rivers Prineville District
Three Rivers Burns District Upper Deschutes Prineville District

A lot of good work has already been done by BLM and our partners to conserve and restore
sagebrush habitat as evidenced by 80% of the historic range is occupied by sage-grouse.
Considering the ODFW strategy and other conservation measures at the planning and regional
scale provides an opportunity to continue the good work and adjust plan direction where
necessary for the conservation of the species.

Updated as of 11/29/2011




STV HLYINY T

Mo &7 RV 3N Sl
B AT e T Nmmvxmﬁ

b NuTLSYa ed SHINY IFUHLT (7

S EROS RN T e Bl D3R ensesssd |
. ” vo/ "INId V177 ) s34NHOS3a

LA

C st
| @ T IRE ]

o

e " B —_—
o= A e -
_ el i sfe -/....f
L e ek T RuR
p Ml b Ry o ,,
*2 %
¢
_u
BRI

Y

R W PO B A LY e
[ L L T ]
Loy Seyy prucgey e e fee weerasna
55555 o papics maa ¥ pafiad
TP s e sen sledlle A preps wy e

t | s g et @ Geri iSdese B u oW
T | vty pua) g v AT woTI B AT o

detnl | EREAmy

RS
g

52

[PHIPIM PUe ysi] jo juaurredagy uobaiQ)|

pue pateisiuiiwpy Wig [

Ajisusqg moT 7771

B3y 8100

1BlqeH asnolb
-abeg Js1B849D M4A0

Alepunog diNY Bl ecoee

Atepunog d4INH a2AnoY

2O W8 ®

puabaT

jejiqep 210)) asnoig)-abeg

pue
sauepunog JWy uobai( uiaisey
juawaBeuep pue] jo neaing

i




INd £€-L 210T/6T/S

« deprano asnoib-abes
PUR W8 94T 243UM,

pug WIg syl

« FRININNs

DIE SWEa) Syl MO

E=3 ~

@ 4 @ |
T =2

= |

uBYIMOLY

ABajens bujuueld

« pungy
aue asnoud) abies-smearn

dey sapisuac Oupaaig
asnosb-afies 1ajeaig

SOIHdYYD pue Sdvi

sucsand poxsy Ajuanbaid
UDNRLLLDIU] puR SMaY
S32N0STY PUE SILDWN0Q
UONIRAIDSUOD

umbay viseg WD

uojBay uveunop Axaoy
ALIOH

S39Vd SJIdOL pue TYNOIDIY
abed g

opeIoed
(4ad PHEye) enuoylied
sug|d uopeAIRSUD) asnolb-abies Jajealn AJudBy DHIPIIM 115 |ENPIAIPUL

deyy Ansuap buipsalg asnoib-abes J818549 5,410 U1 MaIA

sdepy
UDUPUILWY ULl IuawaFeu)) 22inosay
¥10z Bundg pascuddy g uoisPac jo pao3ay onss|
) did posodoud g 13 |tuld ysiignd
£10T Yol
o1 €107 Asenue] POMIY JUILOD JNgnd §IF Y £1Q-04
210t Aaenigay uag dudong Leg-
&3 | 107 JPquissag peuag duldads Avg-09
sa35102Y|
HIQE ek (213024 Ul PAYSIANG WAIU] JO BI0N
- owea | - wopy

1sa1ep paedppue pue paadwod s aulawi sfosd [erauab y

*syoya Bujuue|d pue ‘ueieupiood Aduabe 'Buidads Jjjqnd jo stjuow AueLl JO UORRUILIMD B 5) 3125 Yaea 4o)

I3 YRIQ Y1 Jo 35eA[D) BUL "IA0GE UONIIS UOBWLIDJUL 1321U0D 3] U PAISI| SIUSqAM DIRIS |RNPIAIPUY 18 2uminy Ayl u|
TF|GR|IBAR 34 [[IM SIUSLN) WUBIpUBWLE dy Mau pue BuloB-ug “aulpeap Loz Buuds ayl Aq ugispag Jo SpIodaY |euly
16 uoiza|diied Joj au|jawiy Juapuadapu) ue IABY [IM JUaLwa|ddns 1o JUAWPUIWE 'U0IS|ATS diny uotbay uiRlses ydes

'syoye Buueid pue "uchieuipioo?
fousBe 'Buidoos oignd jo sujuow AUBLlL jO UORBULND B S| 8)E1S Y2ea Joj §|J Jeiq au) Jo 35eaja! sy

ABniens Bujuut)d asnosb-afies 41018019 105 Su|PWwE Pafold

sBupaaw bupdoas ujsey 12a19 18 pasn sjealewWw jo aﬁ:ped 40d B peojumog
is|epaey Bueay buidods

T ueg Dxpuaddy | T 184 D xpuaddy | g xipuaddy | v xipuaddy | poday Aounung

‘ABajens Buiuued ssnosg-afies ss1eain [RUOLN S
Japun ssa204d Yaeaqino pue Guidods Asuabe pur 2)ignd au) Jo SINSAL 3W3 stuawnop Woday Arwuns Buldeds ayl

T10Z Avy ‘Jodoy Asewwns Buydoos

TU/ET/00 55200015 Uojjealasuod doj diysiaupied ale)s pue jpidpay v :asnoug-ales sajeag

iSIBUIGIM

(Ti/tg/et) Abaseans Bujuueld asn puet asnoin-abes sa1eassy [ruoney wig

(11/zg/et) ssanpadeld pue sapijod uswabeury wissug asnesg-afes ey

'1epuRIoW Y UORINIISUT

(1102 "6 40quiadaq) sueld Walateuel pue) Uy asnoin-afies ssaippy 01 JUIIUL JO 30N S8 UL
taonoN 4a3516ay |esapay

(BWz) 110z ‘g2 wnliny Maneyn Absiens Sujuueld asnoi9-abes Jajeass [eueien Wig

Bueping asnmn-a6es 010z 'S ydiew uo punoiliyieg

(ABarens voneArasu0) Je3qen asnoi9-20es
Jevoney o) wawaddns) Wwawdo@aag Abiaug 0§ suoneapsu) wawabeuwyy asnoig-abes oI0E 'S YW

(4ad ghy)
(S00Z) AGRIENS UONEAIDSUDD Datsusysdwo] asnous-abes Jajea1 saouaby )P PUE 4SI4 JO UOBIIOSSY Waisam

sapualby ajupim
PuE |Sid Jo UOPBDOSSY LWIaIsaM ayl pue sappuale |esapad bucwe Bujpuelsiapur o wnpuesowaly ysrugafies gone

(404
GYE9E) uopeABEU0D BSN0I-aRs 20} S3HUNWLIND R4 Ysmugabes jo Juawalicur)y J0) 2IUBPINEY LOOT SAWDACYN

(40d QuiI8) SuLld D50 PUET WG Ul LORAIASUOD 1)IQEY YSTuGaBes Bulssauppy 40) 30UBPIND LT L3quaacl
(40d 93 £42) ABolenS UONOABSUST JEligeH 35N0JD-BEeS [CUONEN W18 $O0T Jaquiasoy
ISUOE

Juiof 3uaN3 Jno jo sbujuujdiapun 3yl ue punasbyaeq apiacid sxuj Buimor|o) auL ‘siauued Ja0 pue sapuabe
DYIPIM DITIS ‘SAEUAGE [IBPIS JDISIS N0 UM HI0M SNCIAGd JO UOIIEPUNO) DAISUIIXD UR L0 PIING SHOHD IUaLNI 5,118

SjUdLINdog [RUDIRpUNOY

$924N0S9y pue sjuswnsog

INIWIDVNYIW ANVT 40 NVIUNEG BCIEIN 36l 40 IEkldYezd 'S0

puE” suawnsopasnorfaies atowy/Sorduansom/Aod W ammacdiy

£jol

$22IN0SAY pue siuawndog



Documents and Resources . ' http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents_and...

Idaho (ﬁ.ﬁmb‘PD_F)
Montana (2.8mb PDF)
Hevada (942kb PDF)
North Dakota (1.4mb POF)
Oregon (14mb PDF)
South Dakota (723kb PDF)
Utah (2.6mb PDF)

Wyoming

Additional Resources

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service!

FWS Sage-Grouse webslte

Sage-Grouse 12 Month Finding on the Petition to List Greater Sage-Grouse
Endangered Specles website '

Usting a Species and Threatened or Endangered (328kb PDF)
Natural Resources Conservation Servica (USDA):

Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) brochure (PDF)

SGI Homepage

Habitat Management leaflet (720kb PDF)

Serlously Sage Grouse Children’s Actlvity Book (1.2 MB PDF)
U.S. Geologlcal Survey:

SAGEMAP GIS Database and Portal

" GRSG Preliminary PRIORITY Habitat (PPH) GIS Data as of 3/21/2012%

b seccld iR _Seures . Hates .
| catifornia |State/sLm lewm - f[camom:a Fish and Game and Callfornia BLM cooperatively defined PPH i (i Q
[cotorado [state/BLM [state Website :{Colorado Parks and Wildiife Prelimary Priority Habitat is synonomous with Colorado BLMPPH /
Idaho  |IDBLM_ = |State webslpg____ # Idaho BLM PPH Is referred to as Priority Area In the GIS metadata =~~~
Montana Statd'BLH Sz S_tate \I\fgpsl_tg . Nnnum Fish Wlldllfa & Parks Sage-gmuse Core Areas are synonomous w!th Mnnnna BLI'-I PPH
N Dakota |State/BLM ™~ s - o | North Dakota Game and Fish Department and Montana/Dakotas BLM defined PPH ~ R e
Nevada |State/BLM i|State Website  |Nevada Department of Wildilfe GRSG Habitat Caluortes 1 & 2 are synonomous » Mth NV uu-| PPH i
Oregon |State/BLM ! BLM |{Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife GRSG Core Areas are synonymous with OR BLM PPH e
S Dakota [MT BLM |8 [ Montana/Dakotas BLM defined PPH !
: Utah State/BLM _W__ii_gi___l_'_tl_ /|utah Division of Wildiife Resources Occupled Habitat Is synonomous with UT BLM PPH 1 »
| w‘wmm; State/BLM —l State Website ‘ mﬁnﬁ:? It:n\:y'::insgmﬁgﬁe Fore Ams (Version 3 including Connectivity Areas) are

GRSG Preliminary GENERAL Habitat (PGH) GIS Data as of 3/21/2012%

California |State/BLM [Biv . [ catifornia Fish and Game and Callfornia BLM cooperatively defined PGH
Colorado |State/BLM State Website ?ﬂ:s::::bm ::111 kT;ﬂle Preliminary General Habitat is synonymous with CO BLM PGH and both also
Idaho - ID—;L"H . = Sme Webslte Idaho BLM PGH Is referred tc; o;Ge:;r:I ;rea lntheGIS mtada.t; w_:-" __ ;) - ”__ L
Montana |Schroeder et al. |State Website | Montana/Dakotas BLM refer to PGH using Schroeder et al. Range Map (2004)
N Dakota Echmedﬂ g;_a_l._ : B!:M o s Hont.anafmknus BLM refer to PGH using Sdlroeder et al. Iunge Map {2004) -
N ¥ . State/BLM _]Statg Website ‘| Nevada Department of Wildlife Habitat Category 3 Is synonymous with NV BLM PGH .
e e I = T —
: S Dakota |Schroeder etal. [|BLM | Montana/Dakotas BLM refer to PGH using Schroeder et al. Range Map (2004) .
uah _ |nA v [l Utah Division of Wildiife Resources Occupled Habitat considered PPH; No PGH defined ; @
Q[uy_yﬂu;,j State/BLM ___||State Website  |[Wyoming Game and Fish Current Sage-grouse Distribution Is synonymous_with Wyoming BLM PGH PGH ;’

Last updated: 05-23-2012
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.S, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Frot Page

(P‘ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240
http:/fvavew bl govs
December 22, 2011

In Reply Refer To:
1110 (170/200/300/400) P

EMS TRANSMISSION 12/27/2011
Instruction Memorandum No. 2012-043
Expires: 09/31/2013

To: All Field Office Officials
From: Director
Subject: Greater Sage-Grouse Interlm Management Polleles and Procedures

Program Areas: All Programs.

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides interim conservation palicies and procedures to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) field officials to
be applied to ongoing and proposed authorizations and activities that affect the Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) and its habitat. This
dlrection ensures that Interim conservation policies and procedures are Implemented when field offices authorize or carry cut activities on public fand while the
BLM develops and decides how to best incorporate long-term conservation measures for Greater Sage-Grouse into applicable Land Use Plans (LUP}. This
direction promotes sustainable Greater Sage-Grouse populations and conservation of its habitat while not closing any future options before the planning process
can be completed,

This 1M supplements the direction for Greater Sage-Grouse contained in Washington Office (WO) IM 2010-071 (Gunnison and Greater Sage-Grouse Management
Considerations for Energy Development) and is consistent with WO-IM-2011-138 (Sage-Grouse Conservation Related to Wildland Fire and Fuels

Mi t). The Gunni Sage-Grouse, bi-state distinct population segment in California and Nevada, and the Washington State distinct population segment
are not covered by this IM and will be addressed through other policies and planning efforts. W0-1M-2010-071 remains applicable to the Gunnisan
Sage-Grouse.

The 2010 U.5, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) findings on petitions to list the Greater Sage-Grouse (petition decision) (75 FR 13910 - 14014; 03/23/2010)

Identified habitat canversion and fragmentation fram wlildfire, invasive plants, energy and Infrastructure develepment, urbanization, and agricultural canversion

as the primary threats to the specles throughout its range. Through this IM, the BLM is providing Interim conservation policies and procedures across multiple

programs, In order of threat magnitude, while the BLM considers amendments or revisions to LUPs. Maintaining and restaring high quality habitat for the
P Greater Sage-Grouse (s conslstent with the BLM multiple-use and sustained-yleld management direction of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.

Policy /Action: As summiarized in the BLM's Notional Strategy, emphasis for protecting and managing Greater Sage-Grouse habitat incorporates the following
pringiplas:

1) Protection of unfragmented habitats;
2) Minimization of habitat loss and fragmentation; and
3) Management of habitats te maintain, enhance, or restore conditions that meet Greater Sage-Grouse life history needs.

To provide guidance to fleld offices about how to promote these principles, this IM transmits pelicles and procedures that apply to ongaing and proposed BLM
actions, Including use authorizations, within Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) and Prelminary Genersl Habitat (PGH). PPH comprises areas that have been
identified as having the highest conservation value to maintaining sustainable Greater Sage-Grouse populations, These areas wouldl include breeding, late
trood-rearing, and winter concentration areas, These areas have been [dentified by the BLM In coordination with respective state wildlife agencies. PGH
comprises areas of occupled seasonal or year-round habitat outside of priority habitat, These areas have been identified by the BLM in coordination with
respective state wikdlife agencies.

The policles and procedures identified in this IM are designed to minimize habitat loss in PPH and PGH and will advance the BLM's objectives to maintain or
restore habltat to desired conditions by ensuring that field offices analyze and document impacts to PPH and PGH and coordinate with states and the Fish and
Wildlife Service when issulng the decisions described below., These policies and procedures are In addition to and do not replace more protective measures In
existing LUPs. The direction In this IM Is time-limited: for each planning area where Greater Soge-Grouse occur, the conservation policies and procedures
described In this IM will be applied untll the BLM makes decisions through the land use planning process. All such LUP decisions are expected to be completed by
the end of 2014, The BUM field offices do not need to apply the conservation policies and procedures described in this IM in areas in which (1) a state and/or
local requiatory mechanism has been developed for the censervation of the Greater Sage-Grouse in coordination and concurrence with the FWS (Including the
Wyeming Governor's Executive Order 2011-5, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection); and (2) the state sage-grouse plan has subisequently been adopted
by the BLM through the issuance of a state-level BLM IM. If BLM programs are not addressed In the adopted state Greater Sage-Grouse plan then program
direction will default to the policies and procedures set forth in this WO 1M,

PPH and PGH data and maps have been developed through a collaborative effort between the BLM and the respective state wildlife agencies and are stored at
the National Operations Center (NOC). These science-based maps were developed using the best avallable data and may change as new information becomes
available. Such changes would be science-based and coordinated with the state wildlife agencies so that the resulting delineation of PPH and PGH provides for
sustainable populations. In those instances where the BLM state offices have niot completed this delineation, the Breeding Bird Density maps developed by
Doherty 2010[ 1] will be used. The NOC will establish the process for updating files to include the latest PPH and PGH delineations far each state, This
infarmation will assist in applying the interim conservation policies and procedures identified in Sections 1 and 11 below. As LUPs are amended or revised, the
BLM state offices will be responsible for coordinating with the NOC to use the newest delineation of PPH and PGH. BLM staff may access the PPH and PGH data,
using the following fink: \\bim\dfs\oc\EGIS\OC\Wildlife\Transfers\GREATER_SAGE_GROUSE_GIS_DATA. Non-BLM personnel, may access these maps through
the respective state wildlife agency.

The BLM will cantinue to work with its partners including the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA), FWS, U,S. Geological Survey (USGS),
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and the Farm Services Agency (FSA) within the framework of the Sagebrush
Memorandum of Understanding (2008) and the WAFWA Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (2006,

- 1. Interim Conservation Policies and Procedures far "Preliminary Priority Habitat”

Thraugh these policies and procedures, you should seek to maintain, enhance, or restore conditions for Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. These policies and
procedures apply to PPH only. Separate policies and procedures for PGH are provided in Section 11 of this IM,

Integrated Vegetation Management
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Broposed Authorizations/Activities

Evaluate land treatments (Including Greater Sage-Grouse habitat treatments) In a landscape-scale context to address habitat fragmentation, effective
patch size, Invasive species presence, and protection of Intact sagebrush communities. Coordinate land treatments with adjacent land owners to avold
any unintended negative landscape effects to Greater Sage-Grouse.

when designing vegetation treatments, reference Ecological Site Descriptions (ESD), where available; the BLM Integrated Vegetation Management
Handbook (H-1740-2); and a white paper developed by the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencles entitled, Prescribed Fire as a Management
Tool in Xeric Sagebrush Ecosystems: Is it Worth the Risk to Sage-Grouse?.

Coordinate, plan, design, and Implement vegetation treatments (e.g., pinyon/juniper removal, fuels treatments, green stripping) and associated
effectiveness monitoring between Resources, Fuels Management, Emergency Stabilization, and Burned Area Rehabilitation programs to:

o Promote the maintenance of large intact sagebrush communities;

o Umit the expansion or dominance of Invasive species, Including cheatgrass;

o Maintain or Improve soil site stabllity, hydrologic function, and blological Integrity; and

o Enhance the native plant community, Including the native shrub reference state In the State and Transition Model, with appropriate shrub,
grass, and forb composition Identified In the applicable ESD where avallable.

When conducting National Environment Policy Act (NEPA) analtysis for vegetation treatments, document your analysis of (1) short- and long-term
objectives and (2) direct, Indirect, and cumulative effects of treatment types on Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

Pursue short-term objectives that include maintalning soil stabllity and hydrologic function of the disturbed site so a resilient plant community can be
established.

Pursue a long-term objective to maintain resilient native plant communities. Choose native plant species outlined In ESDs, where avatlable, to revegetate
sites. If the commercial supply of appropriate native seed/plants Is limited, work with the BLM Native Plant Materlals Development Program (NPMDP)
through your respective State Office Plant Conservation Program Lead. It Is a primary objective of the NPMDP to ensure native plants used by Greater
Sage-Grouse are being collected and developed Into commercially viable crops. If currently available supplies are limited, use the materials that provide
the greatest benefit for Greater Sage-Grouse. When necessary, analyze the use of non-native specles that do not Impede long-term reestablishment goals
of native plant communities and Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

Meet vegetation management objectives that have been set for seeding projects prior to returning the area to authorized uses, specifically livestock
grazing. This generally takes a minimum of two growing seasons (see Handbook H-1742, Emergency Fire Rehabllitation Handbook). When treating
Iinvasive species, use the standard operating procedures and best management practices outlined in the 2007 Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on
BLM Lands in 17 States Environmental Impact Statement and applicable practices found In Its accompanying Blological Assessment.

Where pinyon and juniper trees are encroaching on sagebrush plant communitles, design treatments to increase cover of sagebrush and/or understory to
(1) improve habitat for Greater Sage-Grouse; and (2) minimize avian predator perches and predation opportunitles on Greater Sage-Grouse.

Implement management acticns, where appropriate, to Improve degraded Greater Sage-Grouse habitats that have become encroached upon by
shrubland or woodland species.

Identify opportunities for prescribed fire; Including where prescribed fire has been identified as the most appropriate tool to meet fuels management
objectives and Greater Sage-Grouse conservation objectives, and the potential expansion or dominance of Invasive species has been determined to be
mintmal through an invasive species risk determination for the treatment project (see BLM Manual Sectlon 9015). Before using prescribed fire, feld
offices must analyze the potential expansion or dominance of Invasive specles as a result of this treatment,

Wlidfire Emergency Stabilization and Burned Area Rehabilitation

® In Emergency Stabllization and Bumned Area Rehabilitation plans, prioritize re-vegetation profects to (1) maintain and enhance unburned Intact sagebrush

habitat when at risk from adjacent threats; (2) stabilize soils; (3) reestablish hydrologic function; (4) maintain and enhance blological Integrity; (5)
promote plant reslliency; (6) limit expansion or dominance or Invasive specles; and (7) reestablish native species.

® Increase post-fire activities through the use of Integrated funding opportunities with other resource programs and partners.

In areas burned within the past S years, ensure that effectiveness monitoring outlined in post-fire stabilization and rehabllitation plans continues and
report the results as outlined In WO-IM-2010-195. Post-fire stabliization and rehabllitation monitoring should continue until post-fire objectives are met.

Wildfire Suppression and Fuels Management

Ongeing Authorizations/Activities

Threatened, endangered, and sensitive specles (Including sage-grouse) and associated habitats will continue to be a high natural resource priority for
National and Geographic Muiti-Agency Coordination Groups, whose purpose Is to manage and prioritize wildland fire operations on a national and
geographic area scope when fire management resource shortages are probable.

Greater Sage-Grouse protection and habltat enhancement Is a high priority for the fire management program. A full range of fire management activities
and options will be utllized to sustain healthy ecosystems (including Greater Sage-Grouse habitats) within acceptable risk levels. Local agency
administrators and resource advisors will convey protection prioritles to Incident commanders.

Comply with the policles established in WO-IM-2011-138 (Sage-Grouse Conservation Related to Wildland Fire and Fuels Management) or successor
guidance, regarding suppression cperations and fuels management activities.

Identify opportunities for prescribed fire; Including where prescribed fire has been identified as the most appropriate tool to meet fuels management
objectives and Greater Sage-Grouse conservation objectives, and the potential expansion or dominance of invasive species has been determined to be
minimal through an Invasive spedies risk determination for the treatment project (see BLM Manual Section 9015). Before using prescribed fire, Reld
offices must analyze the potential expansion or dominance of Invasive species as a result of this treatment.

Rights-of-Way (ROW) (e.g., Renewable Energy Projects, Roads, Powerlines, Plpelines)

Where Greater Sage-Grouse conservation opportunities exist, BLM field offices should work In cooperation with rights-of-way (ROW) holders to conduct
maintenance and operation activities, authorized under an approved ROW grant, to avold and minimize effects on Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat,
When renewing or amending ROWSs, assess the Impacts of ongoing use of the ROW to Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and minimize such Impacts to the
extent allowed by law.

Pending and Future ROW Applications (i.e., permit application has not been received or has been received and is being processed)

the BLM ha B O avs of the issuance ¢f this lostruction i+ i ne BL sues & Draf
1mpact (FONSI)) (l.e., permit application has been recelved and is currently being analyzed through an EIS or EA)
o Work with applicants to minimize habitat loss, fragpmentation, and direct and indirect effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat,

o Determine, In coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, whether the proposed ROW would likely have more than minor adverse
effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat. If the proposed ROW would likely have more than minor adverse effects, then Implement the

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/Instruction_Memos_a...
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palicies and procedures set forth in the section Immediately below (“All Other Pending and Future Applications™).
¢ All Other Pending and Future Proposed Applications

i o Conduct pre-application meetings for all new ROW proposals consistent with the ROW regulations (43 CFR 2804.10) and consistent with current
renewable energy ROW policy guldance (WO-IM-2011-061, Issued February 7, 2011).
o For pending applications, assess the impact of the proposed ROW on Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat, and implement the following:

B Ensure that reascnable alternatives for siting the ROW outside of the PPH or within a BLM3Cdeslgnated utility corridor are considered and
analyzed In the NEPA document,

= Jdentify technically feasible best management practices, conditions, etc. (e.qg., siting, burying powerlines) that may be Implemented In order
to eliminate or minimize impacts.

o For ROWs where the total project disturbance from the ROW and any connected action Is less than 1 linear mile, or 2 acres of disturbance,
develop mitigation measures related to construction, maintenance, operation, and reciamation activities that, as determined In cooperation with
the respective state wildlife agency, would cumulatively maintain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat.

o For ROW applications where the total project disturbance from the ROW and any connected action Is greater than 1 linear mile or 2 acres of
disturbance, it Is BLM policy that where a field office determines that it is appropriate to authorize a ROW, the following process must be followed:

® The BLM will document the reasons for its determination and require the ROW holder to Implement measures to minimize impacts to
sage-grouse habitat.

® In addition to considering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM will, to the extent possible, cooperate with project proponents to
develop and consider Implementing appropriate offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency,
determines would avold or minimize habitat and population-level effects (Refer to WO-IM-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation). When developing
such mitigation, the BLM should consider compensating for the short-term and long-term direct and Indirect loss of Greater Sage-Grouse and
its habitat.

® Unless the BLM determines, in coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, that the proposed ROW and mitigation measures would
cumulatively malntain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the proposed ROW decision must be forwarded to the appropriate BLM State
Director, State Wildlife Agency Director, and FWS representative for their review. If this group Is unable to agree on the appropriate
mitigation for the proposed ROW, then the proposed decislon must be forwarded to the Greater Sage-Grouse National Pelicy Team with the
addition of the State Wildlife Agency Director, when appropriate, for its review. If the National Policy Team and the State Wildlife Agency
Director are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed ROW, the National Policy Team will coordinate with and brief the
BLM Director for a final decision In absence of consensus.

o0 Fleld offices retain the discretion to reject or deny a ROW application, where appropriate, or defer making 2 final decision on an application until
the completion of the LUP process described In the Natlonal Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy for the affected area.

Leasable Minerals (Energy and Non-energy)

Proposed Leasing (l.e., a lease has not been Issued and, therefore, no valld existing rights have been established)

® Work in cooperation with applicants to minimize habitat loss, fragmentation, and direct and Indirect effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and its
habitat.
Determine, In coordination with the respective state wild!ife agency, whether the proposed leasing deciston would likely have more than
minor adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat. If the proposed leasing decislon would (ikely have more than minor adverse
effects, then Implement the policies and procedures set forth In the section Immediately below (“All Other Proposed Solid Mineral Leasing®).

o All Other Proposed Solid Mineral Leasing

1t is BLM policy that where a fleld office determines that It Is appropriate to authorize a proposed leasing decision, the following process must be
followed:

® The BLM will document the reasons for Its determination and implement measures to minimize Impacts to sage-grouse habitat.

® In addition to considering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM will constder whether it Is appropriate to condition the lease
with a requirement for offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency, determines would avold
or minimize habitat and population-level effects (refer to WO-IM-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation).

8 Unless the BLM determines, In coordination with their respective state wildlife agency, that the proposed lease and mitigation
measures would cumulatively maintain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habltat, the proposed lease must be forwarded to the
appropriate BLM State Director, State Wildlife Agency Director, and FWS representative for their review. If this group Is unable to
agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed lease, then the proposed decision must be forwarded to Greater Sage-Grouse
Natlanal Pelicy Team with the additlon of the State Wildlife Agency Director, when appropriate, for its review. If the Natlonal Policy
and the State Widlife Agency Director are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed lease, the National Policy
Team will coordinate with and brief the BLM Director for a final decislon In absence of consensus.

B Exception: New leases may be tssued for mine expansion provided the mines will undergo concurrent surface mine reclamation and
will resuit In minimal additional surface disturbance adjacent to an existing operation.

o Fleld offices retain the discretion to not move forward with 8 nomination, or defer making a final decislon on a leasing nomination until the
completion of the LUP process described in the Natlonal Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy for the affected area.

® Fluid Mineral Leasing (l.e., oll, gas, and geothermal)

o Itis BLM policy that where a field office determines that it Is appropriate to authorize a proposed leasing decislon, the following process must be
followed:

® The BLM will document the reasons for Its determination and require the lessee to implement measures to minimize impacts to sage-grouse
habitat,
® In addition to considering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM will consider whether it Is appropriate to condition the lease with a
requirement for offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency, determines would aveld or minimize
habitat and population-level effects (refer to WO-1M-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation).
8 Unless the BLM determines, in coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, that the proposed lease and mitigation measures would
cumulatively maintaln or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the proposed lease decision must be forwarded to the appropriate BLM
W‘ State Director, State Wildlife Agency Director, and FWS representative for their review. If this group is unable to agree on the appropriate
mitigation for the proposed lease, then the proposed decision must be forwarded to the Greater Sage-Grouse National Policy Team with the
addition of the State Wiidiife Agency Director, when appropriate, for its review. If the National Policy Team and the State Wildlffe Agency
Director are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed lease, the National Policy Team will coordinate with and brief the
BLM Director for a final dedislon in absence of consensus.
B Exception: Where dralnage is likely or the lands are designated as No Surface Occupancy (NSO) in the existing LUP, the BLM may Issue new
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leases with an NSO stipulation. The NSO stipulation will aiso have appropriate exception, waiver, and modification criteria. Note: A
Controlled Surface Use stipulation Is not an appropriate substitution for an NSO stipulation.
O Fleld offices retaln the discretion to not move forward with a nomination or defer making a final decislon on a leasing decision until the completion
of the LUP process described In the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy for the affected area,

Authorizations on Existing Leases (l.e., the lease has been Issued and valid existing rights have been established) )

® Existing Authorizations (i.e., 2 permit has been Issued)

o Where Greater Sage-Grouse conservation opportunities exist, work in cooperation with operators to minimize habitat loss, fragmentation, and
direct and indirect effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

o Fluld Minerals: Issue Written Orders of the Authorized Officer (43 CFR 3161.2) requiring reasonable protective measures consistent with the
lease terms where necessary to avoid or minimize effects to Greater Sage-Grouse populations and its habitat.

L] m&mmuumm(l e., permlt appllcaunn has not heen recewed or has heen rewlved and Is be!nq pmcssed)

"8 Work In cooperation with a;upllants to minimize habitat loss, rngmenlauon. St direcs aed Indiouct ofiects o Grastar Sage-Grouse and its
habitat.
® Determine, In coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, whether the proposed authorization would likely have more than
minor adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat. If the proposed authorization would likely have more than minor
adverse effects, then Implement the policies and procedures set forth In the section Immediately below ("All Other Proposed
Authorizations”).

o All Other Proposed Authorizations
It Is BLM policy that where a feld office determines that it Is appropriate to Issue a proposed authorization, the following process must be followed:

© Where the BLM has not issued a permit for development, design future conditions or restrictions to minimize adverse effects to Greater
Sage-grouse and its habitat (e.g., Best Management Practices (BMP), noise limitations, seasonal restrictions, minimization of habitat
fragmentation, Improved reclamation standards, proper siting/designing Infrastructure, restoring habitat) prior to permit approval. These measures
may be in addition to and more protective or restrictive than the stipulations and restrictions Identified in approved LUPs, when reasonable (43 CFR
3101.1-2), supported by science, and anatyzed through the NEPA process.
Fluid Minerals: Consider suspending non-producing leases In Instances where mitigation would not adequately protect the integrity of Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat until the BLM amends or revises the LUPs. Consistently apply protective measures to split estate lands.

© In areas where Greater Sage-Grouse populations have been substantially diminished, and where few birds remaln, include actions in the
suthorization (e.g., siting/designing Infrastructure, hastened habitat restoration) that will minimize habitat loss and promote restoration of habitat
when development activities cease.

© In addition to constdering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM will, to the extent possible, cooperate with project proponents to develop and
consider Implementing appropriate offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency, determines would avold
or minimize habltat and population-level effects (refer to WO-1M-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation). When developing such mitigation, the BLM should
conslder compensating for the short-term and long-term direct and indirect loss of Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat.

© For geophysical exploration activities, include seasonal timing limitations and BMPs as permit conditlons of approval to ellminate or mintmize
surface-disturbing and disruptive activities within nesting and brood-rearing habitat and winter concentration areas.

O Fluld Minerals: Ensure authorizations under Onshore Oll and Gas Order No. 7 (Disposal of Produced Water) consider the potential Impacts to
Greater Sage-Grouse from West Nile virus and develop appropriate mitigation measures.

Grazing Permit/Leases Issuance/Grazing Management @%

Grazing can have localized adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat depending on the condition of the habitat and the grazing practices used. Depending
on deslgn and application, grazing practices can also be used as a tool to protect intact sagebrush habitat and increase habitat extent and continuity which Is
beneficial to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. Given the potential financlal constraints In addressing the primary threats Identified by the FWS, enhanced
management of livestock grazing may be the most cost-effective oppartunity in many Instances to Improve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat on public lands.

To promote grazing practices that will protect PPH and minimize adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat, the BLM will implement the following:

Ongolng Authorization Activitles

® [If periods of drought occur, where appropriate evaluate the season of use and stocking rate and adjust through coordination and annual billings
processes.,

® Continue to coordinate with other Federal agendles, state agencies, and non-Federal partners. Leverage funding to Implement habitat projects and
Implement the recent Memorandum of Understanding between the BLM, NRCS, FWS, and USFS for enhancing PPH through grazing practices.

® Continue to prioritize use supervision and effectiveness monitoring of grazing activities to ensure compliance with permit conditions and that progress Is
belng made on achieving land health standards.

® Continue to evaluate existing range iImprovements {e.g., fences, watering facilities) associated with grazing manzgement operations for impacts on
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

® When several small or Isolated allotments occur within a watershed or delineated geographic area, strive to evaluate all of the allotments
together. Prioritize this larger gecgraphic area against other PPH areas for processing permits/ieases for renewal,

® Coordinate BMPs and vegetative objectives with NRCS for consistent application across jurisdictions where the BLM and NRCS have the greatest
opportunities to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse, particularly as it applies to the NRCS’s National Sage-Grouse Initiative (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov
Jwps/portal/nres/detallfull/national/programs/farmbiil/initlatives/?&cidosteldevb1027671).

® Pursue opportunities to Incorporate muitiple allotments under a single management plan/strategy where incorporation would result in enhancing Greater
Sage-Grouse populations or its habitat as determined in coordination with respective state wlildilfe agency.

® Where current livestock grazing management has been Identified as a causal factor In not meeting Land Health Standards (43 CFR 4180), use the process
In WO-IM-2009-007, Process for Evaluating Status of Land Health and Making Determinations of Causal Factors When Land Health Standards Are Not
Achleved, to identify appropriate actions.

® Evaluate progress towards meeting standards that may affect Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat prior to authorizing grazing on an allotment that was not
achieving land health standards in the last renewal cycle, and livestock was a significant causal factor. Where avallable, use current monitoring data to
identify any trends (e.g., progress) toward meeting the standards. Where monitoring data are not avallable or Inadequate to determine whether progress
is being made toward achleving Land Health Standards, an interdisciplinary team should be deployed as practicable to conduct a new land heaith
assessment. The NEPA analysis for the permit/lease renewal must address a range of reasonable alternatives including alternatives that improve Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat.

® If livestock grazing was the cause of not achleving land health standards that have potential to impact Greater Sage-Grouse or its habitat In the last
permit renewal cycle, an Iinterdisciplinary team should be deployed as practicable to conduct a new land heaith evaluation to determine if the allotment Is
making progress and If livestock grazing remalns a casual factor.

® Plan and authorize livestock grazing and assoclated range Improvement projects on BLM lands In a way that malntains and/or Improves Greater -
Sage-Grouse and Its habitat, Analyze through a reasonable range of alternatives any direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of grazing on Greater )
Sage-Grouse and its habitats through the NEPA process:

O Incorporate avallable site Information collected using the .s'age-m Habltat Assessment Framework[2] when evaluating existing resource
condition and developing resource solutions,
O Incorporate management practices that will provide for adequate residual plant cover (e.g., residual grass helght) and diversity in the understories
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of sagebrush plant communities as part of viable aiternatives. When addressing residual cover and species diversity, refer to the ESD and “State
and Transition Model,” where they are avallable, to gulde the analysis.

O Evaluate and implement grazing practices that promote the growth and persistence of native shrubs, grasses, and forbs. Grazing practices Include
kind and numbers of livestock, distribution, seasons of use, and livestock management practices needed to meet both livestock management and

{sg Greater Sage-Grouse habitat objectives.

O Evaluate the potential risk to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitats from existing structural range improvements. Address those structural range
improvements identified as posing a risk during the renewal process.

© Balance grazing between riparian habitats and upland habitats to promote the production and avallability of beneficial forbs to Greater
Sage-Grouse in meadows, mesic habitats, and riparian pastures for Greater Sage-Grouse use during nesting and brood-rearing while maintaining
upland conditions and functions. Consider changes to season-of-use In riparian/wetland areas before or after the 9 9

® To ensure that the NEPA analysis for permit/lease renewal has a range of reasonable alternatives:

O Inciude at least one aitemnative that would implement a deferred or rest-rotation grazing system, if one Is not already In place and the size of the
allotment warrants it.

O Include a reasonable range of alternatives (e.g., no grazing or a significantly reduced grazing alternative, current grazing alternative, increased
grazing alternative, etc.) to compare the Impacts of livestock grazing on Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and land health from the proposed action.

O If land treatments and/or range improvements are the primary actlon for achleving land health standards for Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
maintenance or enhancement, clearly display the effects of such actions In the alternatives analyzed.

Fences (Applicable to all programs)

® Evaluate the need for proposed fences, especially those within 1,25 miles® of leks that have been active within the past 5 years and In movement
corriders between leks and roost locations. Consider deferring fence construction unless the objective Is to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, Improve
land health, promote successful reclamatlon, protect human heaith and safety, or provide resource protection. If the BLM authorizes a new fence, then,
where appropriate, apply mitigation (e.g., proper siting, marking, post and pole construction) to minimize or eliminate potential Impacts to Greater
Sage-Grouse as determined In cooperation with the respective state wildiife agency.

® To improve visibllity, mark existing fences that have been Identified as a collision risk. Prloritizing fences within 1.25 miles[3) of a lek, fences posing
higher risks to Greater Sage-Grouse Include those:

o On fiat topography;

o Where spans exceed 12 feet between T-posts;
o Without wooden posts; or

o

Where fence densitles exceed 1.6 miles of fence per section (640 acres).”
Water Developments (applicable to all programs)
Proposed Authorizations/Activities

® NEPA analysis for all new water developments must assess impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat.
® Install escape ramps and a mechanism such as a float or shut-off valve to control the fMow of water in tanks and troughs.
® Design structures In @ manner that minimizes potential for production of qul which may carry West Nile virus.

m Special Recreation Permits
| i it

® Work with permittees to avold or minimize effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

® Evaluate existing Special Recreation Permits (SRP) for adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and modify or cancel the permit, as appropriate, to avold
or minimize effects of habitat alteratlons or other physical disturbances to Greater Sage-Grouse (e.g., breeding, brood-rearing, migration patterns, or
winter survival).

® Implement any necessary habitat restoration activities after SRP events. Restoration activities must be consistent with Greater Sage-Grouse habitat
objectives as determined by the BLM fleld office In collaboration with the respective state wildlife agency.

Proposed Authorizations/Activities

® Work with permit appiicants to avold impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.
® It is BLM policy that where a field office determines that it Is appropriate to authorize a proposed speclal recreation permit, the following process must be
followed:

o The BLM will document the reasons for its determination and require the permitee to Implement measures to mintmize Impacts to sage-grouse
habitat.

o In addition to considering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM wlll consider whether it is appropriate to condition the permit with a
requirement for offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency, determines would aveld or minimize habltat
and population-level effects (refer to WO-IM-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation).

o Unless the BLM determines, in coordination with the respective state wildiife agency, that the proposed permit and mitigation measures would
cumulatively maintain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the proposed special recreation permit declsion must be forwarded to the
appropriate BLM State Director, State Wildlife Agency Director, and FWS representative for their review. If this group Is unable to agree on the
appropriate mitigation for the proposed special recreation permit, then the proposed decislon must be forwarded to the Greater Sage-Grouse
National Policy Team with the addition of the State Wildiife Agency Director, when appropriate, for Its review. If the National Policy Team and the
State Wildlife Agency Director are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed special recreation permit, the National Pollcy
Team will coordinate with and brief the BLM Director for a final decision In absence of consensus,

® Field offices retain the discretion to not move forward with a special recreation permit application or defer making a final decision on a speclal recreation
permit decision until the completion of the LUP process described In the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy for the affected area.
Recreation Sites
® Use conservation measures to avoid impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse at existing recreatlon sites,

® Consider closing recreatlonal sites either seasonally or permanently and restricting traffic to avold or minimize effects of habitat alterations or other
physical disturbances to Greater Sage-Grouse (e.g., breeding, brood-rearing, migration patterns, or winter survival).

w Travel Management
Ongolng Authorizations/Activities
® Evaluate authorizations and use and Implement seasonal road/primitive road/trall restrictions If continued use would result in habltat alterations or other

physical disturbances that Impalr life history functions of the Greater Sage-Grouse, such as breeding, brood-rearing, migration patterns, or winter
survival, as appropriate.
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® Place a high priority on closing and reclaiming unauthorized motor vehicle routes.

® Limit and enforce motorized vehicle use to existing or designated roads, primitive roads, and trails and seasons of use to prevent habitat loss or other
physical disturbance that impair life history functions of the Greater Sage-Grouse, such as breeding, migration patterns, or winter survival,

® Route construction should be limited to realignments of existing or designated routes to enhance other resources only if that realignment conserves or
enhances sage-grouse habitat. Use existing roads, or realignments as described above, to access valid existing rights that are not yet developed. If valid

existing rights cannot be accessed via existing roads, then any new road constructed wlll be bullt to the absolute minimum standard necessary. No
Improvement to existing routes wiil occur that would change route category (l.e., road, primitive road, or trail) or enhance capacity.

Locatable Minerals

Ongolng Authorizations/Activities (l.e., existing operations conducted under a Notice or a Plan of Operations)

® Request that holders of Notices and Plans of Operation modify their operations to avold or minimize adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse and its
habitat. Operators must be informed In the request that compliance is not mandatory.

Proposed Authorizations/Activitles (i.e., new Notices or Plans of Cperatlon)
® Require that new notices and plans of operation Include measures to avold or minimize adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse populations and its

habitat. Ensure that new notices and plans of operation comply with the requirements in 43 CFR 3809 to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation.
Such compliance may assist in avolding or minimizing adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse populations and habitat.

Salable Minerals

Ongoing Authorizations/Activities {l.e., an authorization has been issued)

* Where valld existing rights exist, work with the holders of authorizations to develap actions such as siting/design of infrastructure, timing of operations,
or reclamation standards that will avold or minimize effects to Greater Szge-Grouse populations and Its habitat.

o Work with applicants to minimize habitat loss, fragmentation, and direct and Indirect effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat.

o Determine, In coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, whether the proposed authorization would likely have more than minor
adverse effects to Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat. If the proposed authorization would likely have more than minor adverse effects, then
Implement the policles and procedures set forth In the sectlon immediately below ("All Other Proposed Authorizations/Activities”).

@ All Other Proposed Authorizations/Activities
It is BLM policy that where a field office determines that It is appropriate to Issue an authorization, the following process must be followed:

o The BLM will document the reasons for its determination and Implement measures to minimize impacts to sage-grouse habitat, )
o In addition to considering opportunities for onsite mitigation, the BLM will, to the extent possible, cooperate with project proponents to develop
and consider Implementing appropriate offsite mitigation that the BLM, coordinating with the respective state wildlife agency, determines would
avold or minimize habitat and population-level effects (refer to WO-IM-2008-204, Off-Site Mitigation). When developing such mitigation, the BLM
should consider compensating for the short-term 2nd long-term direct and indirect loss of Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat.

© Unless the BLM determines, in coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, that the proposed pit and mitigation measures would
cumulatively maintain or enhance Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the proposed pit authorization decision must be forwarded to the appropriate BLM
State Director, State Wildlife Agency Director, and FWS representative for their review, If this group is unable to agree on the appropriate
mitigation for the proposed authorlzation, then the proposed declslon must be forwarded to the Greater Sage-Grouse Natlonal Pollcy Team with the
addition of the State Wildlife Agency Director, when appropriate, for its review. 1f the National Policy Team and the State Wildlife Agency Director
are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed authorization, the National Policy Team will coordinate with and brief the BLM
Director for a final decision In absence of consensus.

o Exception- Pit Expansion Only: New permits may be Issued for pit expansion, provided there are no adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse
and its habltat.

® Field offices retaln the discretion to not move forward with an authorization, where appropriate, or defer making a final dedision on regarding an
authorization untll the completion of the LUP process described In the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy for the affected area.

Grasshopper and Mormon Cricket Control and Management

@ If grasshopper control Is proposed, the NEPA analysls must address Impacts on Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat.

® Continue to Implement WO-IM-2010-084, Grasshopper and Mormon Cricket Treatments within Sage-grouse Habitat, and reference WY-IM-2010-12,
Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Management Policy on Wyoming Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Administered Public Lands including the Federal Mineral
Estate, for grasshopper or Mormon cricket control.

® Coordinate with local Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) personnel and state wildlife agencies concerning treatments in Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat.

® Management actions and operating procedures may Include, but are not limited, to the following:

o Evaluate and restrict or modify treatment methods and timing of use or other mitigation.

o Avold spraying treatment areas In May and June (or as appropriate to local circumstances) to provide insect availability for early development of
Greater Sage-Grouse chicks,

o Application timing should be Implemented to reduce disturbance and impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse.

o Use approved chemicals with the lowest toxicity to Greater Sage-Grouse that still provide effective control of grasshopper and Mormon cricket.
Coordinate with APHIS to determine the approved chemical with the lowest toxicity.

o Evaluate the appropriate percentages of Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) allowable chemical rates and the pros and cons of avallable

chemical use, In coordination with state wildlife agencles, FWS, and APHIS.

o Use Carbary! only when necessary to treat large grasshopper and Mormon cricket populations late in the season. APHIS will coordinate the use

with the respective BLM state office prior to any application. m%‘

o Implement effectiveness monitoring, If warranted.

Wiid Horse and Burro Management
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Ongoing Authorizations/Activities

® Manage wild horse and burro population levels within established Appropriate Management Levels (AML).

* Wild Horse Herd Management Areas will recelve priority for removal of excess horses.

® Wild horses and burros remalning in Herd Management Areas where the AML has been established as zero will recelve priority for removal.

® When developing overall workload priorities for the upcoming year, prioritize horse gathers except where removals are necessary in non-PPH to prevent
catastrophic herd heaith and ecologlcal Impacts.

Realty Actlons (e.g., Land Exchanges, Transfers, and Sales)

1t is BLM policy that where a field office determines that It is appropriate to implement a public land disposal action, the following process must be followed:

® The BLM will document the reasons for its determination and imp! es to minimize tmpacts to sage-grouse habitat. Unless the BLM
determines, in coordination with the respective state wildlife agency, that the proposed land disposal action would cumulatively maintain or enhance
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat, the proposed land disposal action must be forwarded to the appropriate BLM State Director, State Wildlife Agency Director,
and FWS representative for thelr review. If this group Is unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the proposed land disposal action, then the
proposed decision must be forwarded to the Greater Sage-Grouse National Policy Team with the addition of the State Wildlife Agency Director, when
appropriate, for Its review. If the National Policy Team and the State Wildlife Agency Director are unable to agree on the appropriate mitigation for the
proposed land disposal action, the National Policy Team will coordinate with and brief the BLM Director for a final decision In absence of consensus.

® Exception: Those land disposal actions (e.q., the BLM's acceptance of an Application for Land for Recreation and Public Purposes, Publication of a Federal
Reglster Notice of Realty Actlon, Execution of an Agreement to Initiate an Exchange, the BLM's acceptance of a State Application for Selection) initiated
prior to or If the BLM is within 90 days of the Issuance of a DEIS or FONSI for a land disposal action following the date of this IM.

Vegeatation and Resource Monitoring

Ongolng Authorizations/Activities

® Continue to coordinate with NRCS and Its contractors to tmplement the BLM Landscape Monitoring Framework Project developed under the Assessment,
Inventory and Monitoring Strategy to assess the condition of public lands including PPH at a landscape level.

® Continue to work with livestock grazing permittees/iessees to collect specific kinds of menitoring information on their allotments to supplement
monitoring Information collected by the BLM {refer to WO-1B8-2010-015, Grazing Permittee - Joint Cooperative Monitering, for additional information).

® Until further direction is provided, and within the range of the Greater Sage-Grouse, the Wildlife Program (1110) will collect, consolidate, and report the
following annually to the Division of Fish and Wildlife Conservation (W0-230):

o Miles, acres, and/or number of structures (e.g., fences, water developments, well pads, gravel pits, roads) removed, installed, relocated,
decommissioned, modified, or mitigated to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat;

o Number of BLM use authorizations issued or deferred and the associated acres where changes In management were implemented to benefit
Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat;

0 Acres where the BLM Implemented changes in use in order to improve habitat for the Greater Sage-Grouse In cooperation with other Federal or
state agencies;

o Acres of habitat altered by wildland fire, acres treated 2fter fire, and acres not treated after fire that were In need of treatment;

o Acres of habitat altered by fuels treatment projects and how those treatments affected habitat;

o Acres of vegetation treated to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat; and

o Number of allotments assessed for land health standards and the assoclated acres, sccording to Table 7A of the Rangeland [nventory,
Evaluation and Monitoring Report.

Proposed Authorizations/Activities

® New activity plans and/or project plans must include clear objectives to benefit Greater Sage-Grouse habitat and vegetative resource conditions. Base
these vegetative objectives on (1) the native shrub reference state as shown in the State and Transition Model outlined in the applicable ESD, where
avallable; (2) published sclentific habitat guidelines for specific areas; and (3) local sage-grouse working group recommendations.

® Monltor activities and projects using the BLM core indicators and protocols (see the BLM Assessment, Inventory and Monitoring Strategy) to ensure that
the objectives are belng met. Supplement data collection, as necessary, with other programmatic Information for the site to demonstrate that objectives
are being met.

® Complete habitat Inventories/assessments using the Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Frameworkin a timely manner so that data are avallable for

consideratlon in livestock grazing permit renewals and other management decisions.
L ]

II. Interim C vation Policles and Pr dures for "Preliminary General Habitat”

The Intent of these Interim conservation policies and procedures in PGH is to reduce and mitigate adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat to the
extent practical. These policies and procedures differ from those applied to PPH.

® When approving uses and authorizations, consider and analy gement es that would reduce direct, Indirect, and cumulative adverse effects
on Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat. For example, consider alternatives that would Increase buffer distances around active leks and timing
restrictions within existing LUPs as needed to further reduce adverse effects on Greater Sage-Grouse and Its habitat.

® Consider deferring authorizations in PGH where appropriate, depending on local characteristics, new sclence and/or data (e.g., migratory corridors or
habitat between PPH), and relative habitat ir e if auth lons could result In Greater Sage-Grouse population loss in PPH.

® Consider offsite mitigation measures in oollaboraﬁnn with state wildlife agencies and project proponents when authorizing activities.

® Evaluate and address anticipated fence collision risks within 1.25 miles’ of leks and other seasonal habitats. Where NEPA analysis suggests that a
deviation from this distance ks warranted, medifications of this distance are acceptable.

Timeframe: This IM is effective Immediately and will remain In effect untll the BLM completes the LUP process described In the National Greater Sage-Grouse
Planning Strategy.

Budget Impact: This IM will result In additional costs for coordination, NEPA review, plannino', implementation, and monitoring.

Background: In March 2010, the FWS published its petition decision for the Greater Sage-Grouse as "Warranted but Precluded.” Inadequacy of regulatory
mechanisms was identified as one of the major factors In the FWS’s finding on Greater Sage-Grouse. The FWS has Identified the principal regulatory mechanism
for the BLM as protective measures embedded in LUPs. The BLM Is identifying sage-grouse conservation measures for consideration through the planning

process, with a target decision date of September 2014. The goal is to conserve habitat necessary to sustain Greater Sage-Grouse populations and reduce the
likelihood of listing under the Endangered Species Act.

In July 2011, the BLM announced the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy which provides a framework for establishing adequate regulatory
mechanisms (conservation measures) In applicable BLM LUPs throughout the range of the Greater Sage-Grouse.

Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: None.
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Coordination: This IM was coordinated with the Office of National Landscape Conservation System and Community Partnership (W0-400), Assistant Director,
Renewable Resources and Planning (W0-200), Minerals and Realty Management (WO-300), Fire and Aviation (FA-100), BLM state offices, FWS, and state
wildlife agencies.

Contact: State Directors may direct any questions or concerns to Edwin Roberson, Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning (WO-200), at 202~ }
208-4896 or eroberso@bim.gov, and Michael D. Nedd, Assistant Director, Minerals and Realty Management (W0-300), at 202-208-4201 or mnedd@blm.gov.

Slgned by: Authenticated by:

Mike Pool Ambyr Fowler

Acting, Director Divislon of IRM Governance, WO- 560
1 Attachment

1-Definitions (2 pp)

(1] Doherty, K. E., ).D. Tack, ).S. Evans and D. E. Naugle, 2010. Mapping breeding densities of Greater Sage-Grouse: A tool for range-wide conservation
planning. BLM l:omplel.lcn Report: Interagency Agreement # L10PGOD911.

[2]Stiver, S.1., E.T Rinkes, AND D.E. Naugle. 2010. Sage-grouse Habitat Assessment Framework. U.S. Bureau of Land Management. Unpublished Report. U.S.
Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office, Bolse, 1daho.

{3] Stevens, B.S. 2011. Impacts of Fences on Greater Sage-Grouse In Idaho: Collislon, Mitigation, and Spatial Ecology (Master’s Thesls). University of Idaho,
Moscow, [daho.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

National

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240
http://www.bim.gov/

December 27, 2011

In Reply Refer To:
1110 (230/300) P

EMS TRANSMISSION 12/27/2011
Instruction Memorandum No, 2012-044
Expires: 09/30/2013

To: All Field Officials

From: Director

Subject: BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy
Program Areas: All Programs.

Purpose: This Instruction Memorandum (IM) provides direction to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
for considering Greater Sage-Grouse conservation measures identified in the Sage-Grouse National
Technical Team's - A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (Attachment 1)
during the land use planning process that is now underway in accordance with the 2011 National Greater
Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy (Attachment 2),

This IM supplements direction for Greater Sage-Grouse contained in WO IM No. 2010-071 (Gunnison and
Greater Sage-Grouse Management Guidelines for Energy Development), the BLM's 2004 National
Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy and is a component of the 2011 National Greater Sage-Grouse
Planning Strategy (Attachment 2). It is also consistent with WO IM No. 2011-138 (Sage-Grouse
Conservation Related to Wildland Fire and Fuels Management).

In March 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published its decision on the petition to list the
Greater Sage-Grouse as “Warranted but Precluded.” 75 Fed. Reg. 13910 (March 23, 2010). Over 50
percent of the Greater Sage-Grouse habitat is located on BLM-managed lands. In its “warranted but
precluded” listing decision, FWS concluded that existing regulatory mechanisms, defined as ‘specific
direction regarding sage-grouse habitat, conservation, or management’ in the BLM'’s Land Use Plans
(LUPs), were inadequate to protect the species. The FWS is scheduled to make a new listing decision in
Fiscal Year (FY) 2015.

The BLM has 68 land use planning units which contain Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. Based on the
identified threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse and the FWS timeline for making a listing decision on this
species, the BLM needs to incorporate explicit objectives and desired habitat conditions, management
actions, and area-wide use restrictions into LUPs by the end of FY 2014. The BLM’s objective is to conserve
sage-grouse and its habitat and potentially avoid an ESA listing.

In August 2011, the BLM convened the Sage-Grouse National Technical Team (NTT), which brought
together resource specialists and scientists from the BLM, State Fish and Wildlife Agencies, the FWS, the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The NTT met in
. Denver, Colorado in August and September 2011, and in Phoenix, Arizona in December 2011, and
developed a series of science-based conservation measures to be considered and analyzed through the
land use planning process. This IM provides direction to the BLM on how to consider these conservation
measures in the land use planning process.
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In order to be effective in our ability to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse and their habitat, the BLM will
continue to work with its partners including: the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(WAFWA), FWS, USGS, NRCS, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and Farm Services Agency (FSA) within the
framework of the Sagebrush Memorandum of Understanding (2008) and the Greater Sage-Grouse
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (2006).

Policy/Action: The BLM must consider all applicable conservation measures when revising or amending
its RMPs in Greater Sage Grouse habitat. The conservation measures developed by the NTT and contained
in Attachment 1 must be considered and analyzed, as appropriate, through the land use planning process
by all BLM State and Field Offices that contain occupled Greater Sage-Grouse habitat. While these
conservation measures are range-wide In scale, it is expected that at the regional and sub-regional
planning scales there may be some adjustments of these conservation measures in order to address local
ecological site variability. Regardless, these conservation measures must be subjected to a hard look
analysis as part of the planning and NEPA processes. This means that a reasonable range of conservation
measures must be considered in the land use planning alternatives. As appropriate, the conservation
measures must be considered and Incorporated into at least one alternative in the land use planning
process. Records of Declsion (ROD) are expected to be completed for all such plans by the end of FY
2014. This Is necessary to ensure the BLM has adequate regulatory mechanisms in its land use plans for
con_slderatlon by FWS as part of its anticipated 2015 listing decision.

When considering the conservation measures in Attachment 1 through the land use planning process, BLM
offices should ensure that implementation of any of the measures Is consistent with applicable statute and
regulation. Where inconsistencies arise, BLM offices should consider the conservation measure(s) to the
fullest extent consistent with such statute and regulation,

The NTT-developed conservation measures were derived from goals and objectives developed by the NTT
and Included in Attachment 1. These goals and objectives are a guiding philosophy that should inform the
goals and objectives developed for individual land use plans. However, it Is anticipated that individual
plans may develop goals and objectives that differ and are specific to Individual planning areas.

Through the land use planning process, the BLM will refine Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary
General Habitat data (defined below) to: (1) identify Priority Habitat and analyze actions within Priority
Habitat Areas to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse habitat functionality, or where possible, improve habitat
functionality, and (2) identify General Habitat Areas and analyze actions within General Habitat Areas that
provide for major life history function (e.g., breeding, migration, or winter survival) in order to maintain
genetic diversity needed for sustainable Greater Sage-Grouse populations. Any adjustments to the NTT
recommended conservation measures at the local level are still expected to meet the criteria for Priority
and General Habitat Areas.

Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH): Areas that have been identified as having the highest conservation
value to maintaining sustainable Greater Sage-Grouse populations. These areas would include breeding,
late brood-rearing, and winter concentration areas. These areas have been/are being identified by the BLM
in coordination with respective state wildlife agencies.

Preliminary General Habitat (PGH): Areas of occupied seasonal or year-round habitat outside of priority
habitat. These areas have been/are belng identified by the BLM in coordination with respective state
wildlife agencies.

PPH and PGH data and maps have been/are being developed by the BLM through a collaborative effort
between the BLM and the respective state wildlife agency, and are stored at the National Operations
Center (NOC). These science-based maps were developed using the best available data and may change
as new Information becomes available. Such changes would be science-based and coordinated with the
state wildlife agencies so that the resuiting delimitation of PPH and PGH provides for sustainable
populations. In those instances where the BLM State Offices have not completed this delineation, the
Breeding Bird Density maps developed by Doherty 2010[1] As LUPs are amended or revised, the BLM
State Offices will be responsible for coordinating with the NOC to use the newest delineation of PPH and
PGH. To access the PPH and PGH data, please use the followinq link: \\blm\dfs\loc\EGIS\OC\Wildlife
\Transfers\GREATER_SAGE_GROUSE_GIS_DATA. willl be used. The NOC will establish the process for
updating files to include the latest PPH and PGH delineations for each state. This Information will assist in

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/regulations/Instruction_Memos_a...
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applying the conservation measures identified in Attachment 1 below.

P Timeframe: This IM is effective immediately and will remain In effect until LUPs are revised or amended
by the end of FY 2014.

Budget Impact: This IM will result in additional costs for coordination, NEPA review, planning,
implementation, and monitoring.

Background: Following a full status review in 2005, the FWS determined that the Greater Sage Grouse
was “not warranted” for protection. Decision documents in support of that determination noted the need to
continue and/or expand all efforts to conserve sage-grouse and their habitats. As a result of litigation
challenging the 2005 determination, the FWS revisited the determination and conciuded in March 2010
that the listing of the Greater Sage-Grouse is warranted but precluded by higher priority listing actions.

In November 2004, the BLM published the National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy. The BLM
National Strategy emphasizes partnerships in conserving Greater Sage-Grouse habitat through
consultation, cooperation, and communication with WAFWA, FWS, NRCS, USFS, USGS, state fish and
wlldlife agencies, local sage-grouse working groups, and various other public and private partners. In
addition, the Strategy set goals and objectives, assembled guidance and resource materials, and provided
comprehensive management direction for the BLM’s contributions to the ongoing muiti-state sage-grouse
conservation effort.

In July 2011, the BLM announced its National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy (Attachment 2). The
goal of the Strategy and this IM is to review existing regulatory mechanisms and to implement new or
revised regulatory mechanisms through the land use planning process to conserve and restore the Greater
Sage-Grouse and their habitat. The Gunnison Sage-Grouse, bi-state population in California and Nevada
and the Washington State distinct population segments of the Greater Sage-Grouse will be addressed
through other policies and planning efforts.

w Manual/Handbook Sections Affected: None.

Coordination: This IM was coordinated with the office of National Landscape Conservation System and
Community Partnership (WO-170), Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning, (WO-200),
Minerals and Realty Management (W0-300), Fire and Aviation (WO-400), BLM State Offices, FWS and
state fish and wildlife agencies.

Contact: State Directors may direct questions or concerns to Edwin Roberson, Assistant Director,
Renewable Resources and Planning (WO-200) at 202-208-4896 or edwin_roberson@blm.gov; and Michael
D. Nedd, Assistant Director, Minerals and Realty Management (WO-300) at 202-208-4201 or
mike_nedd@bim.gov.

Signed by: Authenticated by:
Mike Pool Ambyr Fowler
Acting, Director Division of IRM Governance, WO-560

2 Attachments:

1 - Sage-Grouse National Technical Team - A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation
Measures, December, 2011 (74 pp)

2 - 2011 BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy (8 pp)

[1] Doherty, K. E., J.D. Tack, 1.S. Evans and D. E. Naugle. 2010. Mapping breeding densities of greater
sage-grouse: A tool for range-wide conservation planning. BLM Completion Report: Interagency
m Agreement # L10PG00911.
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Wyoming State Office
P.O. Box 1828
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82003-1828

In Reply Refer to:

3100 (921Bargsten)

May 2012 Protests APR 3 0 2012
p 83

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Erik Molvar Bruce Pendery

Biodiversity Conservation Alliance Wyoming Outdoor Council

P.0O. Box 1512 444 East 800 North

Laramie, Wyoming 82073 Logan, Utah 84321

Nada Culver Sharon O'Toole

The Wilderness Society Ladder Livestock Company, LLC

1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 85() P.O. Box 159

Denver, Colorado 80202 Savery, Wyoming 82332

Cathy Purves Mike Chiropolos

Trout Unlimited Western Resource Advocates

250 North 1" Street 2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200

Lander, Wyoming 82520 Boulder, Colorado 80302

DECISION

PROTESTS DENIED OR DISMISSED

ALL PROTESTED PARCELS WILL BE OFFERED FOR SALE

Between February 27, 2012 and March 2, 2012, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Wyoming State
Office (WSO0), timely received seven protests to specific oil and gas lease sale parcels from (1)
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance (BCA);' (2) Wyoming Outdoor Council (WOC); (3) The Wilderness
Society (TWS); (4) Ladder Livestock Company, LLC (LLC); (5) Trout Unlimited (TU); (6) Western
Resource Advocates, representing the National Audubon Society and Audubon Wyoming (Audubon);
and (7) Meghan Lally. The single-page protest submitted by Meghan Lally was received by facsimile,
and did not include the mailing address of the protestor.

The BLM received nominations for the May 1, 2012, competitive oil and gas lease sale (May 2012 Salc)
until July 1, 2011, and for Federal fluid mineral estate located in the BLM Wyoming’s High Desert
District (or HDD, which includes the Rawlins, Rock Springs, Kemmerer and Pinedale Field Offices;
however, the May 2012 Sale does not include any parcels within the Pinedale Field Office). After

' BCA indicates in their letterhend that Rocky Mountain Wild also is a party to their protest, and the protest states that BCA's
representative (Erik Molvar) is “signing on behalf of* Rocky Mountain Wild, however, The May 2012 Competitive Oil and Gas
Sale Booklet provides (ut page ix): “If the party signing the protest is doing so on behalf of an association... the signing party
musl reveal the relationship between them.” Because BCA's protest does not do so, we consider the protest to be submitted
solely by BCA.




preliminary adjudication of the nominated parcels by the WSO, the parcels were reviewed by the field,
offices and District Office, including interdisciplinary review, field visits to nominated parcels (where
appropriate), review of conformance with the Resource Management Plan (RMP) decisions for each
planning area, and preparation of an Emnmnmenlal Assessment (EA) documenting National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance.?

During the BLM s review of these parcels prior to the sale, the WSO also independently screened each of
the parcels, confirmed plan conformance,’ coordinated with the State of Wyoming Governor’s Office and
Game and Fish Department, evaluated recent changes to national and state BLM policies, and considered
on-going efforts by the BLM in Wyoming to revise or amend RMPs for planning areas subject to this
sale, including the BLM's on-going planning efforts related to the management of greater sage-grouse
habitat on public lands.

The HDD’s oil and gas lease sale EA (DOI-BLM -WY-040-EA11-213), along with the draft, unsigned
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)* were released on November 1, 2011, for a 30-day public
review period, ending December 1, 2011. The EA tiered to the existing ﬁeld ofﬁcefresource area RMPs
and their respective Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.20:°

Agencies are encouraged (o tier their environmental impact statements to eliminate repetitive
discussions of the same issues and to focus on the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of
environmental review... the subsequent ...environmental assessment need only summarize the
issues discussed in the broader statement and incorporate discussions from the broader statement
by reference and shall concentrate on the issues specific to the subsequent action.

The BLM described its purpose and need for the EA, including (EA v.2 at page 2):

The BLM's purpose for offering parcels and subsequent issuance of leases in the May 2012 lease
sale is to provide areas for the potential exploration and development of additional oil and gas
resources to help meet the nation's current and expanding need for energy sources, while
protecting other resource values in accordance with guiding laws, regulations, and Land Use
Planning decisions...

The offering for sale and subsequent issuance of oil and gas leases is needed to meet the
requirements of [the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, the Federal Land Policy Management Act of
1976), and the minerals management objectives in the Kemmerer, Rawlins, and Green River
Resource Management Plans (RMPs)...

Decisions to be made based on this analysis include which parcels would be offered for lease,
which parcels would be deferred..., which parcels are not available for leasmg, and what
stipulations will be placed on the parcels that would be offered for lease."!

2 http:/iwww.blm, goviwyl/stleni ndeEPNdowmmlsJog-dZOlﬂmay html
3 See BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook at page 42: “After the RMP is approved, any nuthorizations and management actions
approved... must be specifically provided for in the RMP or be consistent with the terms, conditions, and decisions in the
approved RMP.” See also 43 CFR 1610.5-3.
* See the BLM's NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 at page 76. Though the BLM has elected to release a draft, unsigned FONSI for
?IIMIC review in this instance, the BLM is not asserting that any of the criteria in 40 CFR 1501.4(e){2) are met.

See also the BLM's NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 at pages 27-28.

© While a decision to be made includes what sllpulalmm will be placed on the parcels offered for lease, this is intended as a
means to ensure conformance with the decisions in the approved RMPs (see the BLM's Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1



The EA considered three alternatives in detail (EA v.2 at pages 8-9):

e The No Action alternative (Alternative A) which considered not offering any of the 243 parcels (a
total of 416,173.80 acres) available for lease

e The “Proposed Action” alternative (Alternative B) which included offering 136 entire parcels and
portions of 17 parcels (a total of 231,777.52 acres, or 56% of that area nominated and available)

¢ The “Maximum Parcels Offering” alternative (Alternative C) which was identical to the Proposed
Action alternative, but including offering those available parcels deferred in Alternative B, for a
total of 243 parcels (a total of 416,213.80 acres)

The EA also considered one alternative (offering all the parcels available for leasing with a No Surface
Occupancy, or NSO, stipulation), but eliminated it from detailed analysis.

The seven protests are protesting, in total, the offering of 85 unique parcels described in the WSO’s

Notice of Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale for May 1, 2012 (Notice) that was published and released g
to the public on February 1, 2012. Subsequent to the Notice being published, 5 entire parce!s and

portions of 2 parcels were deferred by the BLM from this sale, at the BLM's discretion,’ and in
consideration of the “No Action” alternative (see EA v.2 at page 8).

Six entire parcels (preliminary parcel numbers WY-1205-013, -016, -017, -018, -028, and -094) protested
by BCA are not being offered in this sale, and so BCA’s protest to these six parcels is summarily

dismissed. A single parcel protested by TU (final parcel number -027) was deferred in its entirety, and so ¢
TU’s protest to this pnrcel is summarily dismissed. In total, then, elghty-ﬁve parcels have been protested

in the May 2012 Sale.’

The remainder of our response will address the protestors’ arguments related to these 85 parcels. The
BLM has reviewed the protestors’ arguments in their entirety; the protestors’ substantive arguments are
numbered and provided in bold, with BLM responses following. Our responses, in some cases, address
individual arguments that are identical or similar to those raised by other protestors. For this reason, the
BLM’s resolution of the individual arguments raised is inseparable from the sum of our responses.

ISSUES - BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ALLIANCE (BCA)

BCA notes in their arguments (at page 1) that they reference the preliminary parcel numbers identified in
the EA, not the final parcel numbers designated in the Notice. For this reason, and for BCA’s arguments
alone, we will use preliminary parcel numbers when responding to BCA’s protest (see also Attachment

1).
BCA participated in the HDD’s public review of the EA, and provided comments to which the HDD

at Appendix C, page 23). To the extent that the BLM may consider adding lo, deleting, or modifying the constraints
Sstipulaﬁons) identified in the approved RMP, the BLM would need to first amend the RMP.

See the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, providing that lands subject to disposition under the Act “which are known
or believed to contain oil or gas deposits may be leased by the Secretary.” (Emphasis added). 30 U.S.C. § 226(a). This
discretion may be exercised in the interest of conservation, wildlife protection, and other purposes in the public interest.
¥ See “{Corrected] Information Notice #2” dated March 5, 2012, available at:
hitp//www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/energy/Oil_and_Gas/Leasing/2012/05notice2.html
? See Attachment 1 for a complete list of the protested parcels, including a cross-reference between preliminary and final parcel
numbers.
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responded in Appendix F of the EA (v.2). Many of BCA’s arguments are identical to the comments they
provided the HDD during their review of the EA; we refer BCA to HDD’s responses in Appendix F of the
EA (v.2) for additional detail on the BLM’s position regarding the arguments BCA repeats in their
protest.

1. “We protest [44 parcels] because these parcels are within Core Area yet not recommended
for deferral... the BLM should defer all leasing in Priority Habitats... . * (BCA Protest at
pages 3-4).

B nse

First, we note that of the 44 parcels BCA protests in this argument, five have been deferred (as described
above) and six (preliminary parcel numbers —020, -023, -024, -034, -036, and -042) are not actually
located in State of Wyoming Core Population Areas (also known as “Key Habitats” or “Priority
Habitats™). This leaves 33 parcels protested by BCA under their sage-grouse arguments (BCA's Protest,
pages 3-8).

On August 1, 2008, the Wyoming Governor issued Executive Order 2008-2,' establishing a “core
population area strategy” for sage-grouse in Wyoming, an approach accommodated by the BLM,
including in BLM-Wyoming’s Instruction Memorandum (IM) No. WY-2012-019."" The Core Population
Area strategy has been endorsed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)'%:

The Service does indeed believe the "core population area strategy, " as outlined in the
Implementation Team s correspondence to the Governor, is a sound framework for a policy by
which to conserve greater sage-grouse in Wyoming.

BLM Wyoming IM No. WY-2012-019 (at pages 13-15 and the IM’s attachment number 7) requires the
BLM to conduct a sage-grouse screen on every reviewed oil and gas parcel to determine if the parcel
should be offered for sale or deferred pending completion of on-going RMP revisions and amendments in
all 10 BLM Wyoming field offices. Screening criteria are described in the IM and the results are
provided for all parcels in the May 2012 oil and gas lease sale EA (EA at Appendix C). This screen
provides for an objective, repeatable evaluation of nominated parcels to ensure that contiguous blocks of
unleased sage-grouse habitat in Core Areas are not leased until the BLM’s public RMP revision or
amendment” processes have been completed, and to balance (1) the need to provide energy production
from public lands and the jobs energy production provides'® with (2) the need to ensure the outcomes of

' Wyoming Office of the Governor, Executive Order 2008-2 "Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection.”” This Executive
Order has since been re-issued (most recently June 2, 2011 ns EO 201 I-5) and the core population area strategy remains in place.
" IM No. WY-2012-019 (“Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Management Policy on Wyoming Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Administered Public Lands Included the Federal Mineral Estate™), dated February 10, 2012. Previously, substantially similar
policies were in place (IM No. WY-2010-012 and -013). IM No. WY-2012-019 was signed after the publication of the Sale
Notice, but prior to the date of the lease sale; resultantly, the BLM has determined that it will comply with this policy. A
consistency review of the final parcels for this sale and the new policy yielded the changes described in Information Notice #2,
which additionally deferred five entire and two partial parcels.

12 Letter from Brian Kelly (USFWS Wyoming Field Supervisor) to Ryan Lance (Wyoming Office of the Governor), dated May
7,2008

1 See 75 FR 30054-30055, May 28, 2010. Seealso 76 FR 77008-77011, December 9, 201 1. For the HDD, only a single office
is currently engaged in a RMP revision, the Rock Springs Field Office (encompassed by the 1997 Green River RMP). See 76 FR
5607-5608, February I, 2011.

¥ Although this view is not expressed by any of the protestors, the HDD also received public comments from, among others, the
Coalition of Local Governments (see EA at Appendix F, Comment #37 and #38) that voiced opposition to the BLM deferring



the EISs are not prejudiced or the decision-maker’s ability to select from a range of reasonable
alternatives designed to enhance protection of sage-grouse habitat is not impeded.

Oil and gas leasing is an important implementation decision arising from the approved RMPs, granting
certain rights to the lessee. However, the BLM also has certain obligations to regulate the lessee’s or
operator’s actions on the lease, as described in our regulations (such as 43 CFR 3101.1-2 and 43 CFR
3162.5-1(a)), on the BLM Lease Form 3100-11 (such as standard lease term Sec. 6), and under applicable
laws (such as the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA)). Along with these obligations, the
BLM also complies with procedural requirements of NEPA and other applicable substantive laws such as
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the National Historic Preservation Act, (NHPA). As required by
law and regulation, the lessee or their operator must first submit a plan and obtain approval from the BLM
in order to initiate surface-disturbing activities on their lease.'® At that time, the BLM will prepare an
environmental record of review to determine, among other things, the appropriate terms and conditions of
approval for the plan of operations submitted by the operator.

The BLM has initiated planning efforts across the range of the greater sage-grouse to consider recent
scientific studies and conclusions related to the conservation measures used by the BLM on public lands.
These planning efforts use an open and public process, and take into account the BLM’s multiple-use and
sustained yield mandates under the FLPMA.'®

The 33 (remaining) parcels protested by BCA in this argument are located within the State of Wyoming's
Core Population Areas for sage-grouse, but do not meet the criteria described in BLM Wyoming policy
and in the HDD’s oil and gas lease sale EA (see EA at pages 9, 83-85, and Appendix C — “Greater Sage-
grouse Screen”).'” Both the HDD and the WSO conducted independent screens of the parcels to
determine which parcels (or portions of parcels), under the applicable BLM policy, would be deferred
until completion of the sage-grouse amendments or pending plan revisions. The HDD and WSO deferred
any portions of parcels within 0.6-mi. of occupied leks in Core, and used unleased Federal fluid mineral
estate for determining the 11 mi.? criterion.'® The EA describes potential impacts under Alternative B to
sage-grouse and their habitats on these parcels (see EA at pages 123-124), and includes analysis
considering application of a seasonal Timing Limitation (TL) stipulation during sage-grouse nesting and
early brood-rearing periods (EA at pages 125-126 and Appendix B) in conformance with the approved
RMPs. We find that offering these parcels is in conformance with the approved RMPs, complies with
current BLM policy, and that a rational basis exists for offering these parcels while the on-going RMP
revisions and amendments are being considered. For the reasons described above, we deny this portion of
BCA'’s protest.

2. “...the BLM Sage-grouse National Technical Team has issued a Report on National Greater
Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures... These provisions have not been attached as
stipulations to any of the leases to be offered at auction. Leases should pass through this
screen of recommendations before being offered, in order to prevent the BLM from

‘:aruis in Core Areas until the sage-grouse amendments or plan revisions are completed.

5 See the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 30 U.S.C. § 226(g): “No permit to drill on an oil and gas lease issued under
this chapter may be granted without the analysis and approval by the Secretary concemed of a plan of operations covering
proposed surface-disturbing activities within the lease area.” See also Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. | parts IV and VII. See
also 43 CFR 3162.3-1(c) and 3162-3-3.

'6 See BLM-Washington Office IM No. 2012-044 (“BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy™).
December 27, 2011.

'7 In the remainder of our response, our citations of the EA will refer to Version 2 of the EA posted on the BLM's public website,
'® See also EA at Appendix F, Response to Comment #34



foreclosing on management options available to the agency under the Sage Grouse Plan
Amendment process.” (BCA Protest at page 4).

BLM Response

Continuing its protest of the 33 parcels described in Issue No. 1, BCA refers to the BLM’s National
Technical Team (NTT) report, released in BLM — Washington Office IM No. 2012-044. BCA argues that
several conservation measures for “Priority Habitats” or Core Population Areas be applied to the parcels
offered in the May 2012 Sale. First, the IM describes the intent of the report:

The BLM must consider all applicable conservation measures when revising or amending its
RMPs in Greater Sage Grouse habitat. The conservation measures developed by the NTT and
contained in [the NTT Report) must be considered and analyzed, as appropriate, through the
land use planning process...

The NTT Report also emphasizes the intent of the conservation measures in the report for land use
planning purposes (at page 5):

The conservation measures described in this report are not an end point but, rather, a starting
point to be used in the BLM's planning processes

The NTT Report does not weigh the conservation measures relative to the BLM’s multiple-use and
sustained yield mandate. As such, it would be premature for the BLM to apply the conservation measures
as a “screen” to implementation decisions prior to completion of the RMP revisions or amendments,
which will consider the conservation measures relative to other land use objectives;'® on a Greater sage-
grouse range-wide basis; and through coordination with the states (and the states’ wildlife management
agencies), the USFWS, other cooperating agencies, and the public. The conservation measures in the
NTT Report must be considered and analyzed through the BLM’s land use planning process, and were
not intended or designed to be applied to implementation decisions (such as leasing decisions) prior to
their evaluation through the RMP process. Offering lease parcels subject to the numerous conservation
measures described in the NTT Report (some of which, we note, are described as “alternatives” in the
NTT Report) would not be in conformance with the current, approved RMPs, and so the BLM will not
apply those measures until the plan revisions or amendments are completed.

BCA then argues that to offer lease parcels without application of conservation measures from the NTT
Report would “foreclos[e] on management options available to the agency” under the RMP amendment
process (BCA’s Protest at page 4). However, this overlooks that the BLM has already established an
objective process to ensure that the BLM’s decision-maker(s) will be able to freely select from the range
of alternatives contemplated in the RMP sage-grouse amendments and plan revisions — the process is
described as the “sage-grouse leasing screen” in the BLM-Wyoming instruction memoranda. The
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) regulations at 40 CFR 1506.1 describe the limitations on
actions during the NEPA process, including (a):

Until an agency issues a record of decision... no action concerning the proposal shall be taken

19 Where there are competing resource values in the same area, Section 103(c) of FLPMA (43 U.S.C. §1702(c)) requires that the
BLM manage the public lands and their various resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet
our multiple use and sustained yield mandates.



which would: (1) Have an adverse environmental impact; or (2) Limit the choice of reasonable
alternatives.

The Department of the Interior’s (DOI's) NEPA regulations at 43 CFR 46.160 further explain:

During the preparation of a program or plan NEPA document, the Responsible Official may
undertake any major Federal action in accordance with 40 CFR 1506.1 when that action is
within the scope of, and analyzed in, an existing NEPA document supporting the current plan or
program, so long as there is adequate NEPA documentation to support the individual action,

Lastly, the BLM’s NEPA Handbook® provides:

You must not authorize any action that would limit the choice of alternatives being analyzed
under the NEPA until the NEPA process is complete (40 CFR 1506.1). However, this
requirement does not apply to actions previously analyzed in a NEPA document that are
proposed for implementation under an existing land use plan.

Offering and subsequently issuing competitive oil and gas leases at the May 2012 Sale is an
implementation decision under the applicable RMPs.' In the May 2012 Sale, as described in the Notice
and as modified by Information Notice #2, 49 percent of the reviewed lease parcel acreage was deleted or
deferred, primarily as a result of the BLM-Wyoming Greater sage-grouse screen, We believe the EA and
RMP EISs to which it is tiered provide adequate disclosure for the decision-maker and in compliance with
NEPA regarding the potential impacts to sage-grouse and their habitats from leasing the protested parcels.
BLM-Wyoming’s sage-grouse screening process provides an objective, reasonable means for the BLM to
ensure that decision-making under the current RMPs and during preparation of the sage-grouse
amendments and plan revisions is cautious; in order to ensure the collective RMP amendments’ and
revisions’ range of alternatives is available for the Responsible Official to select from. For these reasons,
this portion of BCA's protest is denied.

3. “Parcels 73, 76, 221, and 225 are listed as deferred in Appendix C of the EA, yet are not
listed as ‘deferred’ and are numbered for sale in the Parcel Number Crossover List...”
(BCA Protest at page 4).

BLM Response

BCA is incorrect in asserting that Appendix C of the EA lists these parcels as “deferred.” The disposition
of these parcels as described in Appendix C of the EA (both v.1 and v.2) is correct (“[p]artially™), and
each parcel is appropriately listed in the Notice. We have reviewed Appendix C of the EA (both v.1 and
v.2), the Notice, and the administrative record. All four of these parcels are correctly being offered in
part, and are accurately described as such in the record.

4. “Parcels 69 and 215 are listed in Appendix C of the EA as having the requisite sage grouse
habitat, 11 square miles of contiguous unleased and manageable sage grouse habitat, and no
listed drainage issues, meaning that under Wyoming IMs 2010-12 and -13, they should have

* BLM Handbook H-1790-1 (January 30, 2008) at page 3.
*! See BLM's Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1, dated March 11, 2005) at Appendix C, page 24: “Implementation
Decisions: Offer leases with appropriate stipulations.”



been deferred from the lease auction. Yet they appear not to have been. Given the lack of
justification that has been provided, the decision not to defer these parcels appears to be
arbitrary and capricious and an abuse of discretion.” (BCA Protest at page 5).

BLM Response

BCA is correct in describing the sage-grouse screen results for these two parcels as characterized in
Appendix C of the EA. The description provided by the BLM in the EA is, however, incorrect. Both the
HDD and the WSO, when conducting their independent sage-grouse screens, found that these parcels did
not warrant deferral under current BLM-Wyoming policy.

As previously described above, IM No. WY-2010-013 has expired, and was subsequently replaced and
superseded by IM No. WY-2012-019.

Parcel -069 is located pamally within the State of Wyommg s Version 3 Core Populauon (Core) Area,
but the BLM’s screening of this parcel determined that it is not coterminous with 11 mi. 2 of unleased
Federal fluid mineral estate. This finding has been re-confirmed (see Attachment 2).

Parcel -215 is located partially wnjnn the Core Area, but the BLMs screening of this parcel determined
that it is not coterminous with 11 mi.? of unleased Federal fluid mineral estate. This finding has been re-
confirmed (see Attachment 3).

These errors that BCA identified in Appendix C of the EA will be corrected before a decision record is
signed.

5. «...impacts of oil and gas development to sage-grouse include (1) direct habitat loss from
new construction, (2) increased human activity and pumping noise causing displacement,
(3) increase legal and illegal harvest, (4) direct mortality associated with reserve pits, and
(5) lowered water tables resulting in herbaceous vegetation loss. These impacts have not
been thoroughly evaluated with full NEPA analysis.” (BCA Protest at pages 5-6).

BLM Response

See previous responses, above;” the BLM Wyoming’s RMP revisions and amendments are currently
evaluating (through the public NEPA process) potential impacts to sage-grouse arising from energy
development on public lands, and in consideration of recent scientific inquiries regarding impacts to sage-
grouse and the appropriate conservation measures to avoid or reduce impacts from energy development.
The BLM is in the process of updating current sage-grouse conservation measures in the applicable plans
(hence the statewide amendment or revision of RMPs’ sage-grouse habitat management decisions).

Often, where the context and intensity of environmental impacts such as those described by BCA remain
unidentifiable until exploration activities are proposed, the Application for Permit to Drill (APD) may be
the first useful point at which a site-specific environmental appraisal can be undertaken (Park County
Resource Council, Inc. v. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 10" Cir., April 17, 1987). In addition, the
Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) has decided that, “the BLM is not required to undertake a site-
specific environmental review prior to issuing an oil and gas lease when it previously analyzed the

*2 See nlso the HDD's response to BCA's identical comment on the draft EA at Appendix F, Comment #156.



environmental consequences of leasing the land...” (Colorado Environmental Coalition, et al.,

IBLA 96-243, decided June 10, 1999). However, when site-specific impacts are reasonably foreseeable
at the leasing stage, NEPA requires the analysis and disclosure of such reasonably foreseeable site-
specific impacts (V.M. ex rel. Richardson v. BLM, 565 F.3d 683, 719-19 (10 Cir. 2009)). Although
certain site-specific impacts remain unforeseeable at this time, the analysis in the May 2012 Oil and Gas
Lease Sale EA provides additional disclosure and analysis of the anticipated environmental impacts
associated with our decision to offer and possibly issue leases for these parcels.

6. “Itis clear from the scientific evidence that the current [sage-grouse] protections are
inadequate and are contributing to the further decline of the bird’s populations. This
information constitutes significant new information that requires amendment of the
Resource Management Plans before additional oil and gas leasing can move forward...

If the BLM and other federal agencies intend to keep the sage-grouse from accelerating
beyond other listing priorities, more protective measures... must be undertaken now. In
the interim, deferral of leasing is the appropriate course of action.” (BCA Protest at pages 6
and 7, respectively).

BLM Response

Should a parcel be offered, a successful bid received, a lease issued, and oil and gas development be
proposed (as the HDD points out in the EA at page 6, a small proportion of leases issued in Wyoming
have ever been developed), the BLM will have the ability to apply protection measures for sage-grouse
and their habitats on the Federal oil and gas leases. IM No. WY-2012-019 provides several timing,
distance, and disturbance conservation measures for benefit of sage-grouse, and requires (at page 8):

All recommendations, mitigation and conservation measures will be considered in site-specific
documentation of NEPA compliance. As appropriate, these measures may be incorporated into
COAs of permits, plans of development, and/or other use authorizations.

Prior to surface-disturbing activities on the parcels (should they be leased) the BLM requires a detailed
plan of operations for development of the lease. Prior to approval of the plan of operations, BLM
conducts site-specific environmental review, and any APD will include (at a minimum) public posting
(see 43 CFR 3162.3-1(g)). The BLM retains substantial authority to regulate environmental aspects of
Federal oil and gas lease operations through approval (see 43 CFR 3162.3) of APDs or Sundry Notices
(SNs), and through the issuance of orders and instructions of the authorized officer (see 43 CFR 3161.2).
As previously described, the BLM also can regulate the lessee’s or operator’s actions on the lease, as
described in our regulations (such as 43 CFR 3101.1-2 and 43 CFR 3162.5-1(a)),” on the BLM Lease
Form 3100-11 (such as standard lease term Sec. 6), and under applicable laws (such as FLPMA). In the
HDD's response to BCA’s comments on the EA (at Appendix F, Comment #153), the HDD also
explained:

» See also Yates Petroleum Corporation, 176 IBLA 144 (September 30, 2008): “When making a decision regarding discrete
surface-disturbing oil and gas development activities following site-specific environmental review, BLM has the authority to
impose reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts on other resource values, including restricting the siting or timing of
lease activities.”
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In the event the sage grouse amendment to those governing RMPs implements more stringent
measures, those measure would be considered as Conditions of Approval through the NEPA
process at the time a development proposal is received.

Aside from completing the approved RMP EISs, the HDD's May 2012 lease sale EA analyzed and
disclosed the purpose and need, alternatives, affected environment, and environmental consequences (to
the extent reasonably foreseeable) of offering the parcels and possibly issuing leases as described in the
Notice. The EA included site-specific review of individual parcels and potentially-affected resources.

In the May 2012 Sale, the HDD followed BLM policy (the sage-grouse screen) to ensure that the
Responsible Official may select from a reasonable range of alternatives in the sage-grouse RMP
amendments or plan revisions. The HDD prepared documentation of NEPA compliance, considered
conformance with the approved RMPs, and provided recommendations to the WSO on the disposition of
each parcel based upon their interdisciplinary review.

We find that offering (and subsequently issuing, should a successful bid be received by the BLM) the
lease parcels described in the Notice (and as modified by Information Notice #2) is in conformance with
the approved land use plans, and the lease stipulations described in the Notice provide adequate protection
measures for those parcels to be offered in sage-grouse habitat, and given the substantial authority the
BLM has to condition approval of lease development actions with reasonable measure to protect natural
resources and environmental quality. Where the BLM has identified, through policy guidance, a need to
defer parcels within Core Areas to ensure that the Responsible Official’s choice of reasonable altematives
is not limited, the HDD appropriately deleted or deferred certain May 2012 parcels. For these reasons, we
deny this portion of BCA's protest.

7. “Regarding Parcel 72, BLM notes that the proposed Sage Grouse ACECs in the Rock
Springs Field Office have been withdrawn from that Sage Grouse Amendment process...
While this is consistent with a conversation between BCA [and the BLM], [the BLM]
represented that the Sage Grouse ACECs would be considered in detail during the Rock
Springs RMP revision... Thus, BCA’s concerns that leasing of this parcel will impair
BLM’s ability [to] consider a range of reasonable alternatives and foreclose options in the
RMP planning process remains unaddressed.” (BCA Protest at page 8).

BLM Response

Designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) is not a part of the proposed action or
alternatives for the May 2012 Sale* To the extent that BCA is concerned that offering Parcel -072 prior
to revision of the Green River RMP could impair the BLM’s ability to consider or select from a range of
reasonable alternatives for protection of sage-grouse, please refer to the BLM response for Issue No. 6,
above.

 See also the HDD's response to BCA in the EA at Appendix F, Comment #151, which states in part that the area encompassing
Parcel -072: “is no longer being considered for ACEC through the sage grouse RMP amendment. The parcel is in the Chicken
Springs Unit and is partially surrounded by the Horseshoe Basin, Canyon Dome, and Whiskey Canyon federal oil and gas
exploratory units identified in the December 2009 letter from the BLM Wyoming State Director to the Governor of Wyoming.
The letter states, * Any parcel nominated for oil and gas leasing located within a Federal oil and gas exploratory unit agreement
will be offered for sale with existing stipulations as defined for the area in accordance with the existing Green River RMP..." "
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8. “...we protest [24 parcels] as being within lands with wilderness characteristics yet not
complying with BLM policy regarding such lands... The Rawlins RMP, as cited by the
BLM, relies upon the previously leased character of Lands with Wilderness
Character|istics] as a pretext for not managing the lands to protect these same wilderness
characteristics. This decision is inconsistent with IM 2011-154%L.... ...this turn of events
underscores the arbitrary and capricious nature of BLM's decision on Lands with
Wilderness Characterfistics] made as part of the EIS process. BLM’s reliance on this
legally deficient RMP to support this lease sale violates NEPA[]... voiding the legal validity
of leases issued pursuant to this RMP as ‘fruit of a poisonous tree.”” (BCA Protest at pages
8-9).

BLM Response

First, of the 24 parcels protested by BCA for concerns about the BLM’s management of wilderess
characteristics, one parcel (-094) was deferred by the BLM from the May 2012 Sale. Thus, BCA is
protesting a total of 23 parcels for this and the remainder of their arguments related to wilderness
characteristics.

Second, the Rawlins Record of Decision (ROD) and approved RMP?® is not a decision subject to this
protest. See also HDD’s response to BCA’s comments in the EA at Appendix F, Comment #205, which
states in part:

1t is beyond the scope of this EA to evaluate RMP decisions.
See also HDD’s response to BCA's comments in the EA at Appendix F, Comment #208:

The Rawlins RMP went through a 30-day protest period was provided on the land use plan
decisions contained in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS in accordance with 43 CFR Part 1610.5-2.
BLM received 79 protest letters that were subsequently resolved by the BLM Director, whose
decision constitutes final agency action for the [DOI] and Record of Decision was approved on
December 24, 2008... A determination of the legal sufficiency is beyond the scope and authority
of this EA.

BCA's protest of the RMP decision was properly addressed by the BLM in the BLM-Washington
Office’s “Director’s Protest Resolution Report” for the Rawlins RMP.?’” For these reasons, we dismiss
this portion of BCA'’s protest.

9. “The BLM is making the decision to lease the [protested] parcels today. In doing so, it must
comply with IM 2011-154, which did not exist in 2009 when the Rawlins RMP was
approved... Because the decision to lease these parcels does not comply with IM 2011-154,
we protest the wilderness character parcels.” (BCA Protest at page 9).

 “Requirement to Conduct and Maintain Inventory Information for Wildemess Characteristics and to Consider Lands with
Wildemess Characteristics in Land Use Plans™ (July 25, 2011).

% Approved December 24, 2008.

27 tpitfaww bira govistyle/medialibbim/wo/Phinsing_tod_Renewable_R fwyoming.Par. 46496, File. pd0Rawlins_Direciors_Proten_Resolution_Repon_12.24.08 pdf
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Section 201(a) of FLPMA requires:

The Secretary shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of all public lands
and their resource and other values (including, but not limited to, outdoor recreation and scenic
values), giving priority to areas of critical environmental concern. This inventory shall be kept
current so as to reflect changes in conditions and to identify new and emerging resource and
other values. The preparation and maintenance of such inventory or the identification of such
areas shall not, of itself; change or prevent change of the management or use of public lands.

As the language of the statute acknowledges, preparation and maintenance of an inventory or
identification of areas (such as lands with wilderness characteristics) shall not, of itself, change or prevent
change to the management of public lands. BLM IM No. 2011-154 provides the following direction to
the BLM:

Consistent with FLPMA and other applicable authorities, the BLM will continue to consider the
wilderness characteristics on public lands as part of its multiple-use mandate in developing and
revising land use plans and when making subsequent project level decisions.

Attachment 2 of this IM states (at page 1):

The BLM will use the land use planning process to determine how to manage lands with
wilderness characteristics as part of the BLM's multiple-use mandate.

So, while the BLM will consider wilderness characteristics® on public lands as a resource when making
project-level decisions in the context of multiple-use management, the IM directs the BLM to use the
RMP process in making the determination as to how manage lands with wildemess characteristics. In this
case, the 2008 Rawlins ROD and approved RMP did not close the areas encompassing the protested
parcels to oil and gas leasing or otherwise change the RMP’s management goals and objectives to protect
wilderness characteristics.

In the EA (at pages 86-88), the BLM described the affected environment with respect to wilderness
characteristics and values, and provided a screen of every reviewed parcel (EA at Appendix D) in the
May 2012 Sale to determine if any parcels contain wilderness characteristics based upon a September
2011 review by a BLM field office interdisciplinary team. The EA also considered the impacts to
wilderness characteristics under Alternative B (at pages 126-127), and described how lease stipulations
were applied, where appropriate under the approved RMP, to protect resource values.

The HDD responded to a similar BCA comment on the draft EA, including (EA at Appendix F, Comment
#195):

The BLM has completed the requisite inventories required through IM 2011-154 for the areas
containing the parcels on the May 2012 lease list. Refer to Agency responses to comments 70
and 74,

* The BLM uses the same criteria for identifying wilderness characteristics as described in Section 2(c) of the Wildemess Act
{see FLMPA §103(i) and IM No. 2011-154 at Attachment 1, page 4).
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The EA and HDD’s interdisciplinary review of the protested parcels have determined that offering the
parcels listed in the Notice (and with the stipulations described) is in accordance with current BLM policy
and in conformance with the approved RMPs. Only a single parcel (a portion of -046) was determined to
have wilderness characteristics during the HDD and Rawlins Field Office review of the May 2012 Sale
parcels (see EA at Appendix D, unnumbered page 3). This parcel is entirely located within an existing
Federal oil and gas unit (the Endurance Unit), is located within one mile of an active well, and is located
adjacent to Federal oil and gas leases held by production (see Attachment 4). This parcel was
appropriately considered for offering in the May 2012 Sale since, as the EA describes, the area is open to
leasing subject to the constraints identified in the approved RMP. For these reasons, we deny this portion
of BCA’s protest.

10. “...the parcels in the Devils Playground citizens’ proposed wilderness cannot be offered
without a violation of NEPA because the Green River RMP EIS never addressed the
presence of absence of wilderness qualities in this area in detail... Appendix D of the EA
offers no clarity regarding when, whether, or why the BLM has determined that this area
lacks one or more wilderness characteristics.” (BCA Protest at pages 9-10).

BLM Response

While the 1997 Green River RMP stated “{w]ilderness management will not be addressed” in the EIS
(Final EIS, or FEIS, at page 8), it acknowledged that wilderness was addressed in two other documents,
the 1990 Rock Springs District Final Wilderness EIS and the 1987 Adobe Town-Ferris Mountains Final
Wilderness EIS (/d.).- The FEIS also stated (at page 34) that new discretionary uses in parts of the
planning area “could be reviewed to ensure they do not create conflicts with management and
preservation of wildemess values.” In the May 2012 Sale EA, the BLM determined whether each lease
sale parcel was a part of an area having wilderness characteristics, in accordance with current BLM policy
(see EA at Appendix D) and in compliance with NEPA. The EA (at page 88) explains:

Parcels 156, 158, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 167, 184, 185, 188, and 189 fall within the Devils
Playground citizens ' proposed wilderness area. However, as shown in Appendix D, BLM has
determined that the area containing these parcels does not contain lands with wilderness
characteristics.

In accordance with current BLM policy and FLPMA, the HDD considered the potential for wilderness
characteristics occurring on the protested parcels.”” Although BCA asserts that Appendix D of the EA
“offers no clarity” regarding the BLM's determination, we find that the EA provides adequate
information to ensure the decision-maker is informed when considering potential impacts to wilderness
characteristics, to the extent foreseeable. The BLM’s site-specific determination whether each parcel
contains wilderess characteristics is described in detail in Appendix D, and addressed applicable criteria
such as whether (1) the parcel is part of an area having more than 5,000 acres of roadless land; (2) the
“imprint of man’s work [is] substantially unnoticeable;” (3) an “outstanding opportunity for solitude or
primitive recreation” exists; (4) the area contains “natural features of scientific, educational, scenic, or
historical value; and (5) the parcel is located within a citizen-proposed wilderness area.

We disagree with BCA’s assertion that offering parcels within the Devil’s Playground Citizen-Proposed
Wilderness (CPW) would result in a violation of NEPA, and find that the May 2012 Sale EA provides

¥ Secalso HDD's response to BCA’s comment to the draft EA, at Comment #195 in Appendix F to the EA.
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adequate information to ensure the decision-maker is well informed about potential impacts to wilderness
characteristics when selecting an alternative and determining significance under NEPA.

11. “...Parcels 45, 46, and 60-66 fall within the Adobe Town Dispersed Recreation Use Area...
The BLM is undertaking a Visual Resource Management plan amendment for the Rawlins
Field Office, and the Adobe Town DRUA... must be considered for more stringent (at least
Class I VRM) management... Leasing these parcels... during the pendency of the VRM
plan amendment could foreordain the outcomes of this VRM plan amendment and will
certainly foreclose a number of options for long-term protection for these parcels.” (BCA
Protest at page 10).

BLM Response

First, the HDD has determined (see EA at Appendix D) that Parcels -045, -046, and -062 through -066 are
located within the Adobe Town Dispersed Recreation Use Area (DRUA); this determination conflicts
with BCA’s assertion that Parcels -060 and -061 are located within the DRUA.*® In addition, as
previously described, the BLM did not include Parcel -060 in the Notice.

As we previously noted, one of the parcels (-046) is located entirely within an existing Federal oil and gas
unit (the Endurance Unit). Parcel -045 is located adjacent to the Endurance Unit, and the adjacent leases
are currently held by production (see Attachment 4). Parcels -062 through -066 are also almost entirely
surrounded by existing Federal oil and gas leases, some of which are currently held by production
(Attachment 5).%"

Upon completion of the 2008 Rawlins Record of Decision (ROD) and approved RMP, and as previously
described, the BLM-Washington Office resolved protests submitted to the ROD. Several protests
challenged the Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives and designations in the ROD.* After
reviewing the protests, the BLM-Washington Office issued this decision (Director’s Protest Resolution
Report at page 140):

In further review of the primary issue from the protest letters as stated above, the BLM grants the
protest and will provide a clarification in the ROD. The VRM class designation and decision
portions of the PRMP/FEIS have been remanded... Using [an]} updated inventory as a baseline,
VRM class designations will be considered and analyzed in a future VRM-targeted EIS for the
planning area.

In response to a protest of the ROD by BCA and regarding VRM classification near the Adobe Town
Wilderness Study Area (WSA), the BLM-Washington Office responded, in part (Director’s Protest
Resolution Report at page 141):

The VRM class and viewshed analysis will be taken into consideration during environmental
analysis for any project-level proposal within the planning area.

3 parcels -060 and -061 are located in T.24N., R.96W., 6® P.M. Compare to map 2-59 in the Rawlins RMP FEIS.

3! Attachments 4 and 5 also raise questions about BCA's claim that (at BCA's Protest, page 8) “...the vast majority of the lands
on the southeast and south side of the Adobe Town WSA have become substantially unleased today as a result of lease
expirations..."”

3 BLM's VRM policy is provided in BLM Manual Section 8400, available at: [http://www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/8400.html),
including use of the BLM’s Visual Resource Inventory (BLM Handbook H-8410-1).
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As the HDD responded to another commenter on the draft EA (EA at Appendix F, Comment #72)>

The 2008 Rawlins RMP (Map 2-50) designates the area containing parcels 045 and 046 as VRM
Class IIl. The Rawlins Field Office is in the process of revising the 2008 RMP to readdress VRM
designations across the field office area. As part of that process a visual resource inventory
(VRD™ was completed in 2011. The VRI identifies the area with parcels 045 and 046 as being
in a visual quality class Il area. Until the RMP amendment/revision is completed the existing
RMP decisions remain in full force and effect...

In addition, the BLM applied several lease stipulations to all of the protested parcels listed in the Notice
and located within the DRUA (see Notice at pages 34-35 and 39-43), including a DRUA Controlled
Surface Use (CSU) stipulation:

Surface occupancy or use will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface
managing agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts... protecting
recreation opportunity class setting within the Adobe Town Dispersed Recreation Use Area.

A “recreation opportunity class setting” is derived from the BLM’s planning policies and decisions for
recreation on public Jands. The BLM Manual Section 8320% provides (at Part 06.C.6, emphasis added):

Recreation and visitor services planning requires coordination with other programs (e.g., travel
and transportation management, visual resource management, cultural, wildlife, and law
enforcement) to ensure decisions are compatible across programs.

To this end, the BLM retains the authority, through the DRUA CSU lease stipulation, to ensure that
(should a lease be issued and if subsequent development is proposed) lease development activities on
these leases will comply with the applicable VRM requirements and to the extent recreation settings and
VRM objectives are compatible.”® This stipulation, along with the substantial authority the BLM has to
condition approval of lease development actions with reasonable measures to protect natural resources
and environmental quality (see our response to Issue No. 6, above), will ensure that by offering these
lease parcels the BLM will not limit the choice of reasonable alternatives in the VRM amendment.
Design features and mitigation measures that the BLM may require to be used for protection of the
recreational setting on these leases include (where appropriate) use of low-profile tanks and production
equipment, coloration or camouflage of above-ground facilities, offsite production measurement and
remote monitoring/telemetry, hastened reclamation of disturbed areas, and siting of facilities in
topographically-favorable locations to avoid visual intrusion.”’

To the extent that BCA indicates they believe that the BLM should refrain from issuing these leases
because the BLM has initiated the VRM plan amendment, the IBLA has held that BLM may offer parcels
for lease and issue new leases when an RMP is being revised, if the leasing decision conforms to the
existing RMP (see Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, Inc., 124 IBLA 130, 140 (1992)):

¥ See also HDD's response to Comment #147 (EA at Appendix F).

3 Available at: http:/iwww.blm.gov/wy/sten/programs/Planning/rmps/rawlins/vri.html

%5 See BLM Manual Section 8320 (“Planning for Recreation and Visitor Services™), March 29, 2011.

% See also Appendix 37 of the Rawlins RMP FEIS.

¥ These, and other VRM protection measures the BLM employs are described at
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/encrgy/oil_and_gas/best_management_practices/technical_information.html
% See also Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 163 IBLA 14, 27 (2004).
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Acceptance of appellants’ position that once BLM has decided to prepare a new land use plan for
an area, it must suspend action in conformance with the prevailing plan would seriously impair

BLM's ability to perform its management responsibilities. We therefore reject this challenge to
BLM's decision.

In this decision, the IBLA recognized that acceptance of the protestor’s position would seriously impair
the BLM’s ability to perform its land management responsibilities. As in Sierra Club Legal Defense
Fund, Inc., there is no dispute here that the proposed sale partially implements the goals and objectives in
the approved RMPs.

Offering these protested parcels is in conformance with the approved RMP, and the BLM retains the
authority to ensure that potential lease development operations do not limit the BLM’s ability to select
from a reasonable range of alternatives in the VRM amendment. For the reasons described above, we
deny this portion of BCA's protest.

12. “Substantial controversy surrounds drilling in the Adobe Town area... The Rawlins BLM
received over 80,000 public comments explicitly asking the BLM to withdraw Adobe Town
[CPW]... from future oil and gas development. The state Environmental Quality Council
designated the lands included in the lease area as ‘Very Rare or Uncommon’ under state
law in 2007... In determining whether a project has a significant impact, one of the
considerations is ‘The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment
are likely to be highly controversial.’ 40 CFR 1508.27(b){4). In this case, the large number
of individuals who have written in opposition to drilling in the Adobe Town citizens’
proposed wilderness constitutes a great deal of controversy... If for no other reason than
this, BLM should undertake a full-scale EIS prior to approving these lease offerings” (BCA
Protest at page 10).

BLM Response

In this argument, BCA overlooks the fact that the BLM did undertake an EIS (actually, three RMP EISs)
prior to deciding to offer these parcels. As we previously described, the EA is tiered to the RMP EISs for
the Rawlins, Rock Springs, and Kemmerer field office planning areas (see EA at pages 2-3).

In addition, BCA misunderstands the regulations they cite in arguing that the public “controversy” which
they fomented, in part, prevents the BLM from determining that impacts under Alternative B are not
significant, as described in the draft, unsigned FONSIL.”

In Arizona Zoological Society et al. (167 IBLA 347, decided January 25, 2006), the IBLA determined:

In determining whether preparation of an environmental impact statement is required with
respect to a project, one consideration is whether the effects of the project on the quality of the
human environment are highly controversial in that there is a substantial dispute as to the size,
nature, or effect of an action. Disagreement regarding the efficacy of a project is properly
distinguished from controversy over the impacts of the project and does not require an
environmental impact statement.

39gince the RMP ElSs have already evaluated potentially significant impacts arising from the BLM’s land use planning decisions,
the BLM anticipates a “finding of no new significant impacts.” See 43 CFR 46.140(c).
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Citing other cases (see 167 IBLA 347, 356-357), the Board noted that:

“[Clontroversial” refers to cases ““‘where a substantial dispute exists as to the size, nature, or
effect of a major Federal action rather than to the existence of opposition to a use.”

In this instance, BCA believes that the existence of opposition to drilling in the Adobe Town Area arising
from a different BLM decision constitutes “controversy” under the regulations at 40 CFR 1508.27(b)(4).
We believe that the EA’s disclosure of effects to resources present in the Adobe Town area, and as tiered
to the RMPs’ EISs, is comprehensive and accurate, to the extent impacts are foreseen and can be
predicted. We deny this portion of BCA’s protest.”

ISSUES - WYOMING OUTDOOR COUNCIL (WQC)

WOC participated in the HDD’s public review of the EA, and provided comments to which the HDD
responded in Appendix F of the EA. We refer WOC to HDD’s responses in Appendix F of the EA for
additional detail on the BLM’s position regarding the arguments WOC raises or repeats in their protest.

WOC (and all of the following protestors) used the final parcel numbers as described in the Notice, and so
our responses will reference the final parcel numbers (see also Attachment 1).

13. “The basis of our protest of the parcels located in the Kemmerer Field Office, parcels -141, -
147, -148, -149, -150, and -151, is that they are located in an area where pursuant to the
terms of the Kemmerer [RMP] activities in this area must maintain large, contiguous blocks
of sagebrush habitat, but such protections are lacking as to the protested parcels.
Consequently, the terms of the Kemmerer RMP would not be met if these parcels are sold,
which is a violation of Federal law....” (WOC Protest at page 2).

BLM Response

In this argument, WOC cites to the Kemmerer’s approved RMP,* including its description of the
planning area’s goals and objectives as stated in the RMP, and concluded (WOC Protest at page 5) *“...the
protested parcels cannot be leased as currently configured because to do so would not be in accordance
with the Kemmerer RMP, and would therefore violate the requirements of [FLPMA] and BLM’s
supporting planning regulations.”

However, WOC overlooks that the RMP decided that oil and gas leasing is consistent with the decisions
in the RMP ROD that WOC cites;*? the approved RMP kept the subject area open to oil and gas leasing,
subject to the constraints identified in the RMP. As the ROD and approved RMP state (at page 2-26,
decision #2014):

““The Environmental Quality Council’s (EQC’s) April 10, 2008 designation of this area as “Very Rare or Uncommon” does not
result in any cognizable effect to the Federal government’s ability to manage public lands. As the HDD has also pointed out, the
EQC'’s designation (at Finding of Fact No. 38) states “{tJhe designation protects the area from non-coal surface mining only....
The designation does not limit oil and gas leasing, exploration, drilling, production or related construction.” Lastly, the State of
Wyoming legislature passed legislation in 2011 (Wyo. Stat. §35-11-112(a)(v)) revoking the Environmental Quality Council’s
(EQC’s) ability to designate lands in this manner, primarily in response to the designation of Adobe Town by the EQC. See
March 5, 2011 Casper Star-Tribune Article at hitp://trib.com/news/state-and-regional/article_94742b51-a2¢0-51b2-b9c9-
ad8647¢306a5.html

*! Approved May 24, 2010.

“? See also HDD;s response to WOC for a similar comment on the draft EA (EA at Appendix F, Comment #128).



Fluid mineral leasing is currently allowed on areas within large, contiguous blocks of federal
land containing sagebrush, mountain shrub, and aspen habitat.

In essence, then, WOC protests a decision made in the RMP ROD, by claiming that offering the protested
oil and gas parcels *as currently configured” would “violate” FLPMA and our planning requirements.
However, we find that offering these parcels, with the stipulations described in the Notice, is in
conformance with the approved RMP, and complies with FLPMA, our regulations, and the approved
RMP. The decision to open this area to oil and gas leasing in the ROD and approved RMP is not the
subject of protest in the May 2012 Sale; by offering these protested parcels, the BLM is implementing the
decisions from the May 2010 Kemmerer ROD and approved RMP. For these reasons, we deny this

. portion of WOC'’s protest.

14. “Parcels -045, -049, -050, -051, -052, and -053 are located in the Adobe Town area of the
Rawlins Field Office. ...to offer them, at least as currently stipulated, would be contrary to
the policy for oil development in this area evidenced in BL.M’s recently released 2012 Oil
Shale and Tar Sands Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (‘Oil Shale
EIS’). Sale of these parcels would also not be in accordance with the settlement the BLM
entered into in the lawsuit challenging BILLM’s approval of the 2008 Rawlins RMP.” (WOC
Protest at page 5).

BLM Response

On February 3, 2012, the BLM began a 30-day public comment period for the 2012 Draft Oil Shale and
Tar Sands Programmatic EIS (OSTS DPEIS).” This draft EIS was prepared to (OSTS DPEIS’ “Dear
Reader” letter at page 3):

...reconsider which lands should be open to future leasing of oil shale and tar sands resources.
As the OSTS DPEIS explains, this effort is being made in order to “reassess” the allocations made as a
result of litigation brought by a coalition of environmental groups and because of a (OSTS DPEIS at page
ES-1):

...settlement agreement entered into by the United States to resolve the lawsuit and in light of new
information that has emerged since the 2008 OSTS PEIS was prepared.

The OSTS DPEIS describes the BLM’s purpose and need for preparing the EIS, noting (OSTS DPEIS at
page 1-4, footnote number 2)4

This PEIS does not address opening or closing lands to development of other resources or the
hydraulic fracturing of other types of shale for the production of oil and gas.

4 Available at http:/ostseis.anl.gov/
“ See also OSTS PDEIS at page 1-13.
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WOC first argues that to offer lands for oil and gas leasing in the Adobe Town area (specifically, the

EQC’s “Very Rare or Uncommon Area” or in areas determined to have wilderness characteristics) where
the OSTS PDEIS is considering one altemative to not allow oil shale leasing in this area is “inconsistent”
(WOC Protest at page 6).**

While the WOC is entitled to their belief that these areas “should not be available for [oil and gas]
leasing” (WOC Protest at page 6) that is contrary to the decisions made in the applicable approved RMPs.
The protested parcels have been reviewed by the BLM, and all are in areas open to oil and gas leasing in
the approved RMPs (EA at page 3):

The Kemmerer, Rawlins, and Green River RMPs identify lands open, closed, and unavailable for
leasing... Of the 67 parcels in the RFO, three (3) are completely unavailable for leasing based
on decisions in the Rawlins RMP/ROD. Portions of four (4) additional Rawlins parcels fall
within areas that are unavailable for leasing. Of the 140 nominated parcels in the RSFO, six (6)
parcels are completely unavailable for leasing based on decisions in the Green River RMP/ROD,
Eight (8) additional parcels in the Rock Springs Field Office contain areas that are also
unavailable for leasing. The unavailable parcels and portions of parcels are listed below. None
of the parcels in the Kemmerer Field Office would be located in areas that are designated as
unavailable for leasing.

The EA describes that any parcels within areas closed to oil and gas leasing have been deleted from the
sale (EA at pages 3-5). WOC's challenge of the BLM’s decision to offer the protested parcels is again, in
essence, a challenge to the BLM's decisions made to have certain lands open and available for oil and gas
leasing, a decision made at the time the RMPs were approved. The RMP decisions to open the areas
encompassed by the protested parcels to oil and gas leasing are not the subject of this protest response.
For these reasons, this portion of WOC's protest is denied.

Next, WOC argues that offering the protested parcels is “[n]ot in [a]ccordance” SWOC Protest at page 6)
with the terms of a settlement agreement made by the BLM in recent litigation.** WOC asserts that (/d.):

Under the terms of the settlement the BLM agrees to take several actions relative to recognizing,
if not protecting, wilderness qualities in the Adobe Town area.

WOC'’s characterization of the terms of the agreement differs from the plain language of the agreement;
the BLM stands by its commitments to the specific terms in the agreement. In their protest, WOC depicts
the terms of the agreement, specifically those related to BLM’s commitment to consider VRM
designations in certain areas, and evaluation of wilderness characteristics (WOC Protest at pages 6-7).

As described previously in our response to BCA’s protests (see Issue No. 11, above), the Rawlins Field
Office is currently engaged in amending the approved Rawlins RMP for the purpose of designating VRM
classifications, and upon remand from the BLM-Washington Office (WO).*” Offering the protested
parcels is in conformance with the approved RMP and in consideration of the interim VRM designations

“ We note that the OSTS PDEIS also considers alternatives that would allow for oil shale and tar sands leasing in these areas
S?STS PDEIS at pages ES-5 to ES-9).

Natural Resources Defense Council et al. v. Bureau of Land Management, Case No. 1:10-cv-00734 (BAH), District Court for
the District of Columbia.
*7 The specific terms of the settlement agreement state, in part and with emphasis added, that the BLM will “commit to consider”
certain VRM designations “during the new plan review... to establish VRM class designations...”
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identified by the WO on remand.*® The BLM retains the authority to ensure that potential lease
development operations do not limit the BLM's ability to select from a reasonable range of altematives in
Rawlins’ VRM amendment.

As also previously described in our response to BCA's protests (see number 9, above), the EA evaluated
whether each parcel reviewed contained wilderness characteristics (in accordance with current BLM
policy), and considered impacts to wilderness characteristics in the EA. As previously displayed (see
Attachments 4 and 5), these six parcels protested by WOC are located in areas where numerous existing
leases are present and adjacent to areas undergoing oil and gas development.

The BLM is cognizant of the terms in the settlement agreement, and will continue to comply with the
agreement. We disagree with WOC's arguments that the BLM must defer the protested parcels in order
to comply with the terms of the settlement agreement. For the reasons described above, we deny this
portion of WOC’s protest.

ISSUES - THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY (TWS)

TWS participated in the HDD’s public review of the EA, and provided comments to which the HDD
responded in Appendix F of the EA. We refer TWS to HDD’s responses in Appendix F of the EA for
additional detail on the BLM’s position regarding the arguments TWS raises or repeats in their protest.

On pages 2-3 of TWS’ protest, they refer to seven parcels from the November 2011 Competitive Oil and
Gas Lease Sale, and characterize the BLM’s review and decision-making with those seven parcels.
Offering of those parcels is not proposed in the May 2012 Sale, and TWS here protests seven different
parcels. We will not address TWS’ concerns with the November 2011 sale parcels further in this
response.

15. “[TWS] protests the [BLM’s] decision to offer seven parcels [-041, -042, -049 through -
053]....” (TWS Protest at page 1).!) “Offering the protested parcels in the May 2012 Lease
Sale would violate NEPA...” (TWS Protest at page 4).

BLM Response

First, TWS argues that the EA “does not accurately portray the wilderness characteristics of the Protested
Parcels” (TWS’ Protest at page 4). TWS cites the OSTS PDEIS to refute the EA’s determination that
only a portion of Parcel -042 contains wilderness characteristics (TWS’ Protest at pages 5-7).

TWS argues (at page 6):

% See the Director’s Protest Resolution Report at page 140: “The public will have an opportunity to comment during the
subsequent NEPA environmentzal analysis process regarding Rawlins VRM. Until such time, the Approved Plan will utilize the
VRM class designations as established and analyzed in the no action Altemative (Altemative 1) in the Rawlins PRMP/FEIS.”
Thus, the parcels are located in areas currently classified as VRM Class 11l (Parcels -062 through -066 are adjacent to areas of
VRM Class IV in the BLM-Colorado Little Snake Field Office that are also currently open to oil and gas leasing).

“ These are the identical Adobe Town area parcels shown in Attachments 4 and 5, though they are displayed with their
preliminary parcel numbers in those maps (see Attachment 1 to cross-reference parcel numbers). These parcels were also
protested by BCA and WOC, with the single exception that WOC did not protest Parcel -042.
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Here, the BLM has released contradictory findings on whether the Protested Parcels contain or
do not contain wilderness characteristics... This contradiction undermines the integrity of the
analysis and decisions for the May 2012 lease sale, and provides the public with little assurance
that offering the Protested Parcels “would not impact wilderness characteristics....” May 2012
Lease Parcels Final EA at 126....

Specifically, TWS refers in their protest to pages 3-34 through 3-36 of the OSTS PDEIS and the EA (at
page 87, which states that all parcels other than a portion of parcel -042 are located in areas “determined
not to have wildemess characteristics”). The OSTS PDEIS provides a description of Lands with
Wildemess Characteristics (LWCs) in the Adobe Town area, and states (at page 3-34):

The [Adobe Town] WSA also sits within a larger area that was designated by the Wyoming
Environmental Quality Council in 2008 as the Adobe Town “'Very Rare or Uncommon Area.”
The Very Rare or Uncommon Area includes 180,910 total acres, of which 167,517 acres are
public land. Its boundary overlaps 50,025 acres of the oil shale basin. Finally, these areas are
located within a much larger area of land that has been identified as having wilderness
characteristics. Table 3.1.1-7 presents the acreage overlapping the oil shale resource within the
Adobe Town specially designated area and identified lands with wilderness characteristics.

Table 3.1.1-7 is located on page 3-36 of the OSTS PDEIS, and is entitled “Rawlins Field Office LWCs
and Adobe Town WSA and Very Rare or Uncommon Area That Overlap with Oil Shale Resources.” A
map of these areas in relation to the “Most Geologically Prospective Oil Shale Resources” is provided in
Figure 3.1.1-13 of the OSTS PDEIS.

In our review of the OSTS PDEIS and the EA, we agree that the two documents appear contradictory as
to whether certain areas contain wilderness characteristics. Comparing Figure 3.1.1-13 of the OSTS
PDEIS to the location of the seven parcels protested by TWS, the parcels are located within areas
identified in the OSTS PDEIS as either “Adobe Town — Very Rare or Uncommon Area” (Parcels -041
and -042) or “Kinney Rim South — Lands to Be Managed to Protect Wildemness Characteristics” (Parcels -
049 to -053).

However, we have determined that the OSTS PDEIS’s information and data on wilderness characteristics
in this area is not accurate and the May 2012 EA provides a more accurate and substantive description of
wildemess characteristics of the specific parcels.

The Rawlins Field Office recently updated its inventory of wilderness characteristics in this area,
including the entire area encompassing these protested parcels, and in accordance with the BLM’s policy
contained in BLM-Washington Office IM 2011-154. On September 12, 2011, the Rawlins Field Office
Field Manasgcr reviewed and approved the findings of an interdisciplinary team of BLM resource
specialists.”™ These findings were based upon a review of available information, data, and field visits to
the inventoried areas. A review of these findings and the supporting information substantiates the EA’s
conclusion that only a portion of Parcel -042 is located within an area having wilderness characteristics.

% These records are maintained by the BLM and are entitled: “Documentation of BLM Wildemess Inventory Findings on Record
(Form 1)” for the “2002 Adobe Town Citizen's Proposed Wilderness WY-030-411" arcas B-F, “2002 Kinney Rim North WY-
030-412-N" Area B, and 2002 Kinney Rim South WY-030-412-S" areas C-E. All were signed by the BLM Rawlins Field
Manager on September 12, 201 1.
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We find that the BLM has appropriately relied upon the findings of a detailed, site-specific review. We
acknowledge that the OSTS PDEIS contains inaccurate information, and have contacted the agency
personnel responsible for preparation of the Final EIS to ensure more accurate information will be
included in the final document. We find that through the actions taken by the HDD and Rawlins Field
Office, the BLM remains in compliance with Section 201 of FLPMA and the decision-maker is
gmmtdy informed in selecting an alternative from the May 2012 Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale

Furthermore, we note that offering the protested parcels is in conformance with the 2008 ROD and
approved Rawlins RMP, which determined that this area is open to leasing and that wilderness
characteristics, if present, would not be managed “for” by the BLM (at page 1-3). In the Director’s
Protest Resolution Report, the BLM-Washington Office denied a protest on this point, determining (at
page 150):

... {the BLM is not required to manage for wilderness characteristics simply because they may
exist.

For these reasons, we deny this portion of TWS’ protest.

16. “The Rawlins RMP is flawed and cannot support a decision to lease the protested parcels.”
(TWS? Protest at page 7, formatting modified for clarity).

BLM Response

As we have described, the Rawlins RMP is not the subject of this protest. We deny this portion of TWS’
protest, and refer TWS to the Director’s Protest Resolution Report for the 2008 Rawlins ROD and
approved RMP.*

ISSUES — LADDER LIVESTOCK COMPANY LLC (LLC)
LLC did not participate in public review of the EA offered by the BLM.

17. “In [lease parcel] WY-1205-008, the sites in Section 012 and Section 013 are immediately
contiguous to the headquarters of our ranching operation... . ...we believe that this area is
not appropriate for such activities... . ...we bave placed Conservation Easements on 2800
acres of our mountain ranchlands, including all the private land adjoining these parcels to
the east. ... ... The proposed lease areas in Sections 12 and 13 lie about % [mile] to the west
of Battle Creek itself, and run-off from those areas drains directly into Battle Creek. In
addition, the water for our household, livestock, and some irrigation originates in springs
on the southeast side of Battle Mountain which are contiguous to the proposed lease areas.
We are concerned with the effects drilling and associated activities could have on our
abundant and pristine water source... . ...the window for drilling would be August 15" to
November 15", due to the stipulations in place for various species. This coincides with the
big game hunting seasons... . We have a concern for air quality... . We are also protesting
the leases in WY-1205-009.” (LLC Protest at pages 1-3).

51 See also HDD’s response to TWS® EA comments on the draft EA (at the EA’s Appendix F, Comment #78-80, 83).
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BLM Response

In their protest, LLC brings forward their concemns about the offering of parcels near their ranching
operations, particularly with regard to the effects of lease development operations upon their adjacent
lands, and concerns regarding potential impacts of lease development activities upon a variety of
resources.

The BLM acknowledges these concerns, and will address potential impacts from operations at the time
lease development operations are proposed, should a successful bid be received, the lease issued, and
lease development actions be proposed for review by the BLM. However, Parcels WY-1205-008 and 009
are located in an area that is available for oil and gas leasing in the approved 2008 Rawlins RMP, and
offering these parcels is in conformance with the approved land use plan.

Parcel -008 includes 8 stipulations (including TL stipulations from November 15 through August 15 of
each year for the benefit of sharp-tailed grouse, raptors, big game crucial winter range, and bald eagle
roosts; CSU stipulations for VRM Class I and/or Class II areas; and an additional lease notice regarding
the U.S. Forest Service’s Medicine Bow National Forest Battle Mountain Research Natural Area). Parcel
-009 includes 7 stipulations, including TL stipulations from November 15 through July 31).

The EA (and the RMP EISs to which it tiers) describes the affected environment of the planning areas and
potential impacts and mitigation measures that could be employed by the BLM to avoid or reduce impacts
to, among other resources:

air resources (at pages 117-122)

soils and water quality, including impacts from wind and water erosion (at pages 127-128,
130-133)

livestock grazing (at page 133)

hunting and recreation (at pages 133-134)

The RMP also includes a number of specific measures for protection of the resources LLC is concerned
about. Prior to authorizing development of any Federal oil and gas lease, the BLM will prepare an
environmental record of review (43 CFR 3162.5-1) and, in accordance with Onshore Oil and Gas Order
No. 1, conduct onsite reviews of the proposal, document compliance with NEPA, post the an Application
for Permit to Drill for 30 days prior to a decision, and ensure any disturbed areas are returned to
productive use in accordance with the objectives of the RMP. The BLM routinely requires measures to
protect livestock operations, soils, air and water quality, and other resources and land uses. In addition,
other Federal and state agencies may regulate certain aspects of lease development, including the
permitting of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) by the Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality.”?

A portion of Parcel -008 and all of -009 are located on split-estate (where the Federal mineral estate is
severed from the privately-owned surface estate). In accordance with Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. |
and BLM policy, the BLM will consider the views of the landowner should development of the split-
estate portion of a lease be proposed (assuming a lease is issued and subsequent development activities
are proposed), among other requirements provided by regulation and policy.

% See http://deq.state.wy.us/wqd/WYPDES_Pemmitting/WYPDES_Storm_Water/stormwater.asp
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We find that offering these parcels is in conformance with the approved RMP. While LLC is concemed
about impacts that may arise should these parcels be leased and developed, LLC has not provided
objective data or new information that calls into question the BLM’s analysis and disclosure of impacts
from offering these parcels in the May 2012 Sale. For the reasons described, we deny LLC’s protest of
this parcel.

ISSUES - TROUT UNLIMITED (TU)

TU participated in the HDD's public review of the EA, and provided comments to which the HDD
responded in Appendix F of the EA. We refer TU to HDD'’s responses in Appendix F of the EA for
additional detail on the BLM'’s position regarding the arguments TU raises or repeats in their protest.

In their protest, TU lists 24 parcels that they are protesting, inadvertently describing a total of 25 (TU
Protest at page 1). In addition, one of the parcels (WY-1205-027) protested by TU was deferred in its
entirety (as described in Information Notice #2). Thus, TU protests a total of 23 parcels; their substantive
arguments are addressed, below.

18. “The BLM is relying on a number of land management decisions that are outdated, one of
which dates back to 1997 (Green River RMP), or are in the process of being amended....
Although the BLM is in the process of updating many of these documents, the BLM
continues to rely on the outdated documents in making its present leasing decisions.” (TU
Protest at page 3).”

BILM Respo

The HDD responded to a similar comment made by the BCA to the draft EA (Appendix F at Comment
#198):

The Green River RMP was approved in October 1997 and the Rawlins RMP, as revised, was '
approved in December 2008. Both are within their intended twenty-year lifespan.

As we also described in our response to Issue No. 11, the IBLA has held that BLM may offer parcels for
lease and issue new leases when an RMP is being revised.

Offering these protested parcels is in conformance with the approved RMP, and the BLM retains the
authority to ensure that potential lease development operations do not limit the BLM’s ability to select
from a reasonable range of alternatives in the RMP amendments and revision. We find that it was
appropriate for the BLM to tier to, and incorporate by reference, the RMP EISs. For the reasons
described above, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

19. “...the BLM did not satisfy NEPA because it conducted its analysis of the lease offerings
based on outdated information and it failed to consider and analyze significant new
information that directly relates to the impacts of oil and gas development on fisheries in
the area.” (TU Protest at page 4).

BLM Response

3 TU provides similar arguments in another section (at page 11) of their protest.




25

See our response to Issue No. 18, above. Additionally, in this portion of the protest, TU does not identify
any “significant new information” for the BLM to consider.

20. “If the BLM is going to proceed with the Lease Sale in spite of [CEQ regulations at 40 CFR
1506.1}, all parcels within the Green River, Kemmerer, and Rawlins RMPs should contain
No Surface Occupancy (“NSO”) stipulations to keep available more alternatives for
management of these parcels in the RMPs, as well as to conserve existing fisheries, wildlife,
and recreational values.” (TU Protest at page 5).

BLM Response

If, in this argument, TU refers to the specific watercourse buffer NSO recommendations they made in
their c.otaments on the EA, please refer to the HDD’s responses (EA at Appendix F, Comments #’s 43
and 48).

In the EA, the BLM specifically considered, but eliminated from detailed analysis, an alternative
considering offering all parcels with a NSO (EA at page 9) because such an alternative would not meet
the purpose and need, and:

...it would only prohibit surface occupancy for oil and gas development; whereas other non-oil &
gas occupancy may not be similarly constrained. Further, it unnecessarily constrains oil and gas
occupancy in areas where [the applicable] RMPs have determined that less restrictive
stipulations would adequately mitigate the anticipated impact."*"!

Offering all of the May 2012 Sale parcels with a NSO stipulation covering all of the entire parcels is not
in conformance with the approved RMP (see also footnote number six, above). Here, the BLM has not
determined there is a need to add to, delete, or modify the constraints identified in the approved RMPs,
has found that the lease stipulations provide adequate resource protection, and has proposed and
substantiated a finding of no (new) significant impacts based upon the context and intensity of impacts
described in the EA (see draft unsigned FONSI at pages 3-7).”° Imposition of a NSO on all parcels
offered in this sale would change the level of constraint in many parts of the planning areas (see BLM’s
Land Use Planning Handbook at Appendix C, page 23) from “moderate” or “open subject to existing
laws, regulations, and formal orders” constraints to a “major” constraint; furthermore, a NSO is not the
least restrictive stipulation necessary to effectively accomplish the resource objectives identified in the
RMPs. Imposition of a NSO on all parcels would require a plan amendment, and could not be carried out
by the BLM without completing the appropriate public land use planning processes. Regardless, this
level of constraint (NSOs on all parcels offered) is unnecessary, as the current stipulations provide

* Sce also the HDD’s responses to TU’s comments on the draft EA at Appendix F, Comment #’s 63-64),

% See also the BLM’s Planning for Fluid Mineral Resources Handbook, H-1624-1 (May 7, 1990), at page IHl-1 |: “The least
restrictive stipulation that effectively sccomplishes the resource objectives or uses for a given alternative should be used.”

% The BLM's responsibilities in this manner are also clearly described in BLM-Washington Office IM 2010-117 (“Oil and Gas

- Leasing Reform — Land Use Planning and Lease Parcel Reviews" dated May 17, 2010): “...the field office will evaluate whether

oil and gas management decisions identified in the RMP (including lease stipulations) are still appropriate and provide adequate
protection of the resource values.... Ifthe lease stipulations do not provide adequate resource protection, it may be necessary to
develop new lease stipulations or revise existing ones. A lease stipulation may be revised consistent with modification criteria
found in the RMP.... Generally, the creation or revision of a lease stipulation that is not clearly consistent with the terms,
conditions, and decisions of the approved RMP, or a stipulation that is revised to change from a moderate to a major constraint
may not be in conformance with the RMP...; therefore, a plan amendment may be necessary....” (at page 8).
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adequate resource protection to the parcels offered (and with consideration to the parcels deleted or
deferred from the sale). TU has not provided objective evidence otherwise, and so this portion of TU’s
protest is denied. .

21. “Here, site-specific impacts are reasonablx foreseeable at the leasing stage because [citing
New Mexico ex re. Richardson v. BLM (10" Cir. 2009)] ‘considerable exploration has
already occurred on adjacent land, and a natural gas supply is known to exist beneath the
parcels.’ Accordingly, the BLM was required — but failed — to consider and analyze site-
specific impacts to fish and wildlife resources in its EA.” (TU Protest at page 5).

Response

To the extent possible, the BLM has identified the impacts associated with oil and gas operations, andina
manner that is site-specific. For example, the EA provides a detailed description of the resources present
on each of the parcels (see EA at Table 3.2, which provides 55 pages summarizing the resources known
or suspected to be present based upon the available data, the interdisciplinary review, and site visits
conducted to applicable parcels). Correspondingly, the EA describes (again, for each individual parcel)
the applicable lease stipulations at Table 4.1a designed to protect resources identified in the affected
environment portion of the EA under Altemnative B.

For the BLM to provide a more site-specific and detailed analysis of the impacts from lease development
activities would require the BLM to speculate on the density of drilling locations, the number,
characteristics, and specifications of related production equipment, and the rate at which the leases would
be developed. The BLM cannot speculate in this manner; to do so would likely either under-estimate
impacts or over-estimate impacts. The impacts associated with construction, drilling, production,
abandonment, and reclamation of well locations can vary significantly across Wyoming and the HDD.
For example, Federal lease development in Wyoming may involve directional drilling from a single
wellpad per square mile, targeting deep formations bearing relatively dry natural gas produced without
aid of wellhead pumps, little associated water production, and having a productive life of 30 years or
more. For purposes of contrast, Federal lease development may also involve drilling from eight or more
wellpads per square mile to shallow coal seams for production of natural gas and condensate, requiring
wellhead pumps, associated with large amounts of produced water, and having a productive life of less
than 10 years.

In many cases, different geologic fluid mineral prospects overlap a single area. As another example,
Parcels -037 and -038 (which are protested by TU) are located within an approximately 10-mile radius of
the historic Browning oil field, Cow Creek coalbed natural gas field, and the Creston deep gas field.
Conducting a speculative exercise about the density, rate, and extent of drilling and the potential impacts
from complex multi-year plans of operation on lease parcels would be not only possibly inaccurate and
misleading for the BLM and public, but also unnecessary. BLM’s NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 at page 59
states: “...you are not required to speculate about future actions.” See also Southern Utah Wilderness
Alliance, 159 IBLA 220 (June 16, 2003): “a future action need not be considered significant when the
reasonably foreseeable future action is speculative.”

TU also asserts that all of the parcels are in areas where “considerable exploration has already occurred
on adjacent lands, and a natural gas supply is known to exist beneath the parcels.” However, most of the
parcels in the May 2012 Sale protested by TU are located in areas where very little exploration has
occurred on adjacent lands (see Attachment 6) and, correspondingly, the nature and extent of hydrocarbon
reserves is not known under all of the parcels. We note that (based upon a cursory Geographic
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Information Systems-based review by the WSO) only three of the 23 parcels protested by TU appear to be
located in an oil and gas field-development project area analyzed by the BLM under NEPA (Parcels -024,
-037, and -038 are located within the Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Development Project EIS area, see
Attachment 6).%7 See also EA at page 6:

BLM has not received any specific development proposals concerning the proposed lease parcels
addressed in this EA.

So, we disagree with TU that the BLM “failed” to consider the site-specific impacts to fish and wildlife
resources in the EA, and find that the BLM provided a detailed, site-specific review of the parcels. The
EA considered impacts from oil and gas development to the extent foreseeable (as did the RMP EISs to
which the EA tiers). The BLM will, as described elsewhere in our protest response, have opportunity to
analyze the site-specific impacts of development activities should they be proposed, and consistent with
the law, our regulations, and BLM policy. For these reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

22. “The EA failed to provide a significant review of habitat impacts likely to occur due to
leasing parcel in critical big game habitat.” (TU Protest at page 7).

BLM Response

In their arguments, TU describes information about impacts to big game, opines about the utility of TL
stipulations for big game, and characterizes recent studies conducted on impacts to big game from energy
development.

The May 2012 Sale EA describes whether each parcel is located within big game crucial winter range
(CWR) or a known migration route in Table 3.2, and the EA provides an overview of the affected
environment relative to big game (EA at pages 82-83). Impacts to big game from oil and gas operations
are discussed at pages 122-123 and 126 of the EA, and (with the most significant detail) in all of the RMP
EISs to which the EAs tier. In addition, the BLM has coordinated closely with the Wyoming Game and
Fish Department (WGFD) during preparation of the RMPs (to which the State of Wyoming was a
cooperating agency) and the May 2012 Sale EA, and met on January 4 and April 12, 2012 with
representatives of the WGFD and the Governor’s Office to discuss the May 2012 Sale, specific protection
measures for the lease parcels, and to consider the State of Wyoming’s input and wildlife population
management objectives in our decision-making. As the EA describes (at page 126), the BLM will
continue to take into account the WGFD's “Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas
Resources within Important Wildlife Habitats."*®

We disagree with TU’s argument that the EA does not provide adequate analysis of the impacts to big
game and their habitats. An EA need only briefly discuss the likely impacts of a proposed action (“[b]y
nature, it is intended to be an overview of environmental concemns, not an exhaustive study of all
environmental issues which the project raises,” see Bales Ranch, Inc., 151 IBLA 353, 358 (2000)). TU
has not provided objective information to support its contention that the BLM failed to comply with
NEPA. For these reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

%7 One other parcel (-153) is located within the Seminoe Road Gas Development Project EIS area, but this project never
?:rocecded past a pilot project, a FEIS was never published, and a ROD never signed.

Version 6.0 (April 2010, as updsted and amended). Available at:
hitp://wgfd.wyo.gov/web201 1/Deparments/Wildlife/pdf/HABITAT_OILGASRECOMMENDATIONS0000333.pdf
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23, 4...the BLM fails to assess with any specificity how oil and gas development will impact the
trout populations and other wildlife habitat on the proposed lease parcels.” (TU Protest at
page 7).

BLM Response

Please see our response to Issue Nos. 21 and 22, above. We also refer TU to the other portions of the EAs
and RMP EISs that address other (non-big game) wildlife resources and impacts.

For example, the EA describes the potential for Colorado River cutthroat trout (CRCT) and Bonneville
cutthroat trout (BCT) to be present at individual parcels in Table 3.2 of the EA (see also pages 85-86 of
the EA). Potential impacts to CRCT and BCT are described at pages 125-126 of the EA.”

Consistent with our responses and rationale provided in this and previous responses, we deny this portion
of TU’s protest.

24. “The BLM EA does not include consistent conformance with the BLM’s Instruction
Memorandum 2010-117 for consideration of new information.” (TU Protest at page 7).

“The BLM EA does not include conformance with the BLM’s Instruction Memorandum
2012-039 for consideration of important wildlife habitat mapping information.” (TU Protest
at page 9).

BLM Response

BLM instruction memoranda do not provide requirements to which the BLM must ensure “conformance.”
The BLM's adherence to the guidance provided in IM 2010-117 and IM 2012-039 cited by TU is outside
the scope of this protest, and BLM-Wyoming has followed these policies.

TU overlooks or perhaps is unaware (or misinformed, as the record has shown — see EA at Appendix F,
Comment #51) of the efforts that BLM-Wyoming has undertaken to (1) evaluate lease stipulation
consistency across field office (and state) boundaries, (2) update our Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the WGFD, (3) coordinate with the WGFD on lease sale reviews,® (4) conduct site visits to
parcels under review, (5) work with WGFD, other wildlife agencies, and our cooperators and partners in
developing accurate maps of wildlife corridors and critical habitats, and take actions to ensure our
decision-making is consistent with applicable laws, regulations, and policies. To the extent, in this
argument, that TU advocates “development of new lease stipulations” and “revised lease stipulations”
(TU's Protest at page 9), we refer TU to our response in Issue No. 20.

% Gee also the HDD's responses to TU's comments on the draft EA at Appendix F, Comment #'s 44-48.

 The TU appears to be misinformed in this regard; for the May 2012 sale, the BLM provided a copy of the preliminary lease list
to the WGFD, shared our preliminary screen resulls, requested the WGFD's review of the lease stipulations and draft EA,
exchanged information with WGFD staff, met face-to-face with WGFD representatives on two separate occasions, incorporated
specific changes to the sale as a result of the coordination, and briefed the Govemnor's designated representative on the BLM's
sale review. See also EA at pages 146-147 (“Consultation and Coordination™). TU's cantention that the BLM “practice{s] [a]
tevel of communication among agencies which does not perpetuate a more collaborative approach toward multiple use
protection” (TU's Protest at page 8) is belied by the record and without merit.
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25. “The EA has not substantiated its statement on page 2 that the mitigation measures
developed in the EISs... bave reduced and minimized the anticipated impacts associated
with the projected development to acceptable levels below the significance thresholds.” (TU
Protest at page 10).

B Respo

In this argument, TU provides their opinion that the EA has not substantiated a FONSI (or FONNSI). In
making their argument, TU believes the BLM “confuses stipulations with mitigations and they are
significantly different” (TU Protest at page 10).

Mitigation is defined in the CEQ’s regulations at 40 CFR 1508.20 as including:

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking certain action or parts of an action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its implementation.

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

The BLM’s NEPA Handbook (at page 61) states “[m]itigation includes specific means, measures or
practices that would reduce or eliminate effects of the proposed action or alternatives. Lastly, the BLM's
Land Use Planning Handbook (at Appendix C, page 23) provides that areas exist where it may be
determined that “lease stipulations may be required to mitigate impacts to other land uses or resource
values.” We find that the EA, and as proposed in the draft unsigned FONSI, provides adequate
disclosure for the decision-maker to reach an informed decision regarding whether offering the parcels, as
described in Notice and medified by Information Notice #2, will result in significant impacts under
NEPA. We disagree with TU’s opinion on the BLM’s approach to mitigating impacts through the use of
lease stipulations. We find that the lease stipulations applied to the protested parcels, and as supported
through the EA and RMPs to which the EA tiers, are appropriate and effective mitigation measures.

26. “The BLM, through its Wyoming State Director, is a participant in the CRCT Conservation
Team and a signatory to the Team’s Conservation Agreement, which obligates the BLM to

ensure implementation of CRCT conservation actions....” (TU Protest at page 12).
BLM Response

TU refers to the now-expired “Conservation Agreement For Colorado River Cutthroat Trout
(Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus) in the States of Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming” signed by BLM-
Wyoming on October 10, 2006.°'

We believe that the offering of the parcels as described and stipulated in the Notice of Competitive Oil
and Gas Lease Sale — May 1, 2012 (and a$ amended by Information Notice #2), is in conformance with
the approved RMPs, and meets the objectives of the now-expired Conservation Agreement to be
protective of CRCT and its habitats (particularly given the BLM’s authority to modify or condition lease

¢! This agreement was made for a term of five years, through 201 1{Agreement at Part VII1.). Available at;
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/fish/crct/CRCT_Conservation_Agreement_Final_Dec06.pdf
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development activities at the time a site-specific proposal is submitted for BLM review). For these
reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

27. “The sale of lease parcels in watersheds that contain these at-risk native fish species without
strong buffer stipulations and a thorough environmental analysis jeopardizes the recovery
and stabilization efforts underway.” (TU Protest at page 15).

B onse

In the EA, the BLM provides a description of how Lease Notice No. 1 (see the Notice of Competitive Oil
and Gas Lease Sale — May 1, 2012 at page 113) provides for a 500-foot buffer of “surface water and/or
riparian areas” (at pages 85-86). Please also refer to the HDD’s response to your comment in the EA at
Appendix F, Comment #53.

Furthermore, our regulations at 43 CFR 3101.1-2 (“Surface Use Rights™) also provide:

A lessee shall have the right to use so much of the leased lands as is necessary to explore for,
drill for, mine, extract, remove and dispose of all of the leased resource in a leasehold subject to:
Stipulations attached to the lease; restrictions deriving from specific, nondiscretionary statutes;
and such reasonable measures as may be required by the authorized officer to minimize impacts
to other resource values, land uses or users not addressed at the time operations are proposed.
To the extent consistent with lease rights granted, such reasonable measures may include, but are
not limited to, modification to siting or design of facilities, timing of operations, and specification
of interim and final reclamation measures. At a minimum, measures shall be deemed consistent
with lease rights granted provided that they do not: require relocation of proposed operations
more than 200 meters; require that operations be sited off the leasehold; or prohibit new surface
disturbing operations for a period in excess of 60 days in any lease year.

Consistent with these regulations, the BLM may require af a minimum that operations be relocated 200
meters (656 feet).2 At the time specific lease facilities are proposed (should a lease be issued, and should
development of the lease be proposed), the BLM will consider the applicant’s plan of operations, and will
require that operations protect natural resources and environmental quality (see 43 CFR 3161.2),
including watercourses and native fish species.

Such protective measures may include relocation of proposed facilities and operations more than 500 or
even 656 feet, based upon the data and evidence evaluated in the BLM’s site-specific environmental
record of review, and upon review of the measures relative to the lease rights granted. With the BLM’s
substantial authority to determine “the appropriate terms and conditions” (43 CFR 3162.5-1(a)) of the
proposed lease development activities and in with consideration of the resource-management implications

€ See also Yates Petroleum Corporation, 176 IBLA 144, 156 (2008). In that case, an appellant challenged a BLM-Wyoming
field office decision to impose operational constraints beyond a relocation of 200 meters or a delay of 60 days: “Yates [the
appellant] posits an interpretation of the rule, however, that limits BLM's authority to impose siting and timing parameters in
COAEs requiring relocation of proposed operations by no more than 200 meters or prohibiting surface disturbance for a period not
to exceed 60 days.... But Yates’ constrained interpretation of a “reasonable measure” is at odds with the plain language of the
regulation, which describes what measures "at a minimum” are deemed consistent with lease rights, and does not purport to
prohibit as unreasonable per se measures that are more stringent. The Preamble to the regulation is just as clear: “[Tithe
authority of the Bureau to prescribe ‘reasonable,’ but more stringent, protection measures is not affected by the final
rulemaking.” 53 Fed. Reg. 17,340-34] (May 16, 1988).
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of scientific findings, we agree with the HDD’s response in the EA. For the reasons provided in this (and
previous) responses, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

28. “With respect to this lease sale, new information has become available regarding the reality
of climate change in Wyoming, and the associated impacts on fish and wildlife and their
habitats. Such information was not included in the BLM’s previous land management
planning NEPA analysis....” (TU Protest at page 17).

LM Respo
In the May 2012 Sale EA, the BLM explained (at page 66):

In addition to the air quality information in the RMPs cited above, new information about
greenhouse gases (GHGs) and their effects on national and global climate conditions has
emerged since the RMPs were prepared.

The EA provides a detailed description of the affected environment with respect to climate and climate
change (see EA at pages 71-75), and provides analysis of the potential impacts (EA at pages 118-122),
including potential impacts to wildlife. The EA states (at page 118):

The administrative act of leasing... would not result in any direct GHG emissions. However, in
regard to future development, the assessment of GHG emissions and climate change is in its
formative phase. While it is not possible to accurately quantify potential GHG emissions in the
affected areas as a result of making the proposed tracts available for leasing, some general
assumptions however can be made: offering the proposed tracts may contribute to drilling new
wells.

The EA contradicts TU’s assertion that the BLM is offering these parcels “without taking climate change
into account” (TU Protest at page 18). TU argues that the EA “should include updated references on the
impacts to watersheds and habitat based upon recent and numerous studies rather than claiming the
difficulty in evaluating any climate change impacts™ (TU Protest at page 17). However, the EA does
include several references (aside from those contained in the text already referenced, above, see EA at
pages 148-149).

The Department of the Interior, in promulgating its own regulations regarding implementation of NEPA,*
stated:

The extent to which agencies address the effects of climate change on the aspects of the
environment affected by the proposed action depends on the specific events of the proposed
action, their nexus with climate change effects on the same aspects of the environment, and their
implications for adaptation to the effects of climate change. Whether and to what extent
greenhouse gas emissions and/or climate change effects warrant analysis is the type of
determination that Responsible Officials make when determining the appropriate scope of the
NEPA analysis.

In our review of the EA, we find that the BLM has provided concise, meaningful disclosure and analysis

%73 FR 61293 (October 15, 2008).
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of the effects of offering the parcels in relation to climate and climate change, provided adequate
reference to the information they have considered, and appropriately defined the scope of the NEPA
analysisﬂwilh regard to climate and climate change. For these reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s
protest.

29. “TU protests [ten] parcels in the Rawlins Field Office resource area because these parcels
are located in sensitive native and wild trout coldwater fisheries watersheds... TU’s main
concern is the lack of any substantial setback or buffer establishment that would further
protect these important watersheds.” (TU Protest at page 18).

BLM Response

Please refer to our response to Issue No. 27, above. Consistent with the rationale in that portion of our
response, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

30. “TU protests [12] parcels in the Rock Springs Resource Area because these lease parcels are
located in watersheds that are potential CRCT habitat and other coldwater fisheries....”
(TU Protest at page 23). “TU is not asking that these parcels be removed from any lease
sale; rather, we specifically request stronger lease stipulations that provide protection
measures for water quality and habitat that is suitable for future populations of CRCT....”
(d.).

BLM Response

Please refer to our response to Issue No. 27, and refer to Footnote 56. The BLM has determined that, for
the parcels to be offered in the May 2012 Sale, the lease stipulations under the approved RMPs are
adequate to protect resource values. TU has not provided objective data or evidence to contradict this
determination. For these reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

31. “TU protests [3] parcels in the Kemmerer Resource Area because these lease parcels are
located in watersheds defined as potential Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat and
potential Bonneville cutthroat trout habitat.... Reducing the risk of increasing harm to
sensitive species can be completed by establishing stronger buffers along streams and
rivers....” (TU Protest at page 25).

BLM Response

While increasing watercourse buffers may reduce potential impacts to a resource such as sensitive
species, where there are competing resource uses and values in the same area, Section 103(c) of FLPMA
(43 U.S.C. §1702(c)) requires that the BLM manage the public lands and their various resource values so
that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet multiple use and sustained yield mandates.
Please refer to our response to Issue No. 27, and refer to Footnote 56. The BLM has determined that, for
the parcels to be offered in the May 2012 Sale, the lease stipulations under the approved RMPs are
adequate to protect resource values. TU has not provided objective data or evidence to contradict this
determination. For these reasons, we deny this portion of TU’s protest.

8 See Bristlecone Alliance, 179 1BLA 51 (2010), Powder River Basin Resource Council, 180 IBLA 119, 136 (2010), and Center
Jfor Biological Diversity, et al, 181 IBLA 325 (January 12, 2012).
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32. “...leasing is a major federal action, despite BLM’s attempts to dispute that claim;
simultaneously, the BLM informs the public that once a lease is sold, they are barred from
prohibiting surface disturbances (unless there is a NSO) as it would violate the lease
holder’s contractual rights.” (TU Protest at page 28).

BLM Response

The decision to offer these parcels was made in conformance with the applicable resource area land use
plan RODs and approved RMPs. Approval of the RMPs to which the May 2012 Sale EA tiered was
made through preparation of an EIS and ROD.#* So, for each of the RMPs under which parcels are
offered in the May 2012 Sale, the BLM has already completed an EIS that addresses leasing of Federal oil
and gas.

TU’s characterization of the BLM's own understanding of the limitations in prohibiting surface
disturbance, absent a NSO, is incorrect. Please refer to our response for Issue No. 27 with regards to
surface use rights.

ISSUES - AUDUBON

Audubon participated in the HDD’s public review of the EA, and provided comments to which the HDD
responded in Appendix F of the EA. We refer Audubon to HDD's responses in Appendix F of the EA for
additional detail on the BLM’s position regarding the arguments Audubon raises or repeats in their
protest.

In their protest, Audubon lists 42 parcels that they are protesting “comprising tens of thousands of acres
of public land or mineral estate within identified Greater sage-grouse Core Population Areas...”
(Audubon Protest at page 1). The BLM has confirmed that all of the protested parcels are, in fact, located
either entirely or partially in Core Area,

33. “The tentative conclusion of the unsigned FONSI that the project will not significantly
impact the environment and that environmental effects will not meet the definition of
significance are unsupported. Leasing core habitat would likely: 1) have significant impacts
on the Greater sage-grouse’s prospects for recovery and survival, and 2) push the species
towards a listing decision that could result in significant socio-economic and environmental
impacts across Wyoming and the region.” (Audubon Protest at page 1). “The
unprecedented scale at which parcels located within core areas are being proposed for
leasing threatens to undercut efforts to recover the species and its habitat. Because of the
importance of core population areas to sage-grouse populations, parcels located within core
areas should not be leased.” (Audubon Protest at page 2).

BLM Response
Please refer to our responses above and in particular to Issue No. 1. The EA (and the EISs to which it

tiers) describe potential impacts to sage-grouse, and we find that the record provides adequate information
for the decision-maker to determine if significant (new) impacts may occur under the alternatives

% See 516 DM 11.8(B)(1). See also 43 CFR 1601.0-6, which states “[a]pproval of a resource management plen is considered a
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment..."”
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analyzed. Of the 143 parcels reviewed by the BLM for the May 2012 Sale that were located in Core
Areas, the BLM has deferred or deleted 101 (71 percent) of the parcels entirely; additional portions of
parcels were deferred or deleted, as well.% The parcels (or portions of parcels) that the BLM intends to
offer for the May 2012 Sale have all passed the BLM-Wyoming's sage-grouse screen. While Audubon
contends that any additional leasing in Core Areas will “*have significant impacts,” we find that the
decision-maker has adequate information and data from which to make a decision for the May 2012 Sale.

On the USFWS?’ listing decision, BLM has explained to the public:’

Based on the identified threats to the greater sage-grouse and the USFWS timeline for making a
listing decision on this species, the BLM needs to incorporate explicit objectives and adequate
conservation measures into RMPs within the next 3 years in order to conserve greater sage-
grouse and avoid a potential listing under the Endangered Species Act. The planning strategy
will evaluate the adequacy of BLM RMPs and address, as necessary, revisions and amendments
throughout the range of the greater sage-grouse....

In the interim, until the BLM is able to “incorporate explicit objectives and adequate conservation
measures into RMPs” through our land use planning process, the BLM-Wyoming has provided policy
direction (IM No. WY-2012-019) through coordination with the State of Wyoming and USFWS (among
others) for making implementation decisions (such as offering and issuing oil and gas leases) under
approved RMPs, while balancing the need for energy production from public lands.

We deny this portion of Audubon’s protest.

34. “Although BLM applied the sage-grouse screen, per IM WY-2010-013, it failed to account
for new scientific findings and recommendations set forth in [the NTT Report]. BLM’s
analysis of the lease parcels is inadequate because it was not revisited to consider the
scientific recommendations of the [NTT Report].” (Audubon Protest at page 2). “At this
point in time, a conservation approach to grouse conservation must defer to the NTT
recommendations.” (Audubon Protest at page 3).

BLM Re

Please see our responses above and in particular our responses to Issue No. 2. This portion of Audubon’s
protest is denied.

35. “...BLM has also failed to adequately consider the need to protect habitat in the seven
Disputed Parcels located within the smallest areas (25% polygons) that contain the highest
breeding density areas and thus contain high density of leks and are important conservation
focus areas.” (Audubon Protest at page 3).

BLM Respons

In this argument, Audubon refers to the BLM’s data and published map showing “Greater Sage-grouse

% Of the 438,432 acres reviewed for the May 2012 sale by the BLM, approximately 45,686 acres would be offered in Core Areas
as described in the Notice and as modified by Information Notice #2. Based upon other information collected by the WSO, the
BLM-Wyoming has deferred 666,722 acres of lease parcels within Core Areas since 2010.

87 See http://www.bim.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/eastern. html
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Range-Wide Breeding Density Thresholds.”® These data (and the polygon boundaries displaying the
breeding densities) were developed (through contract) by the BLM, as described to the public:®

Although some state fish and wildlife agencies have identified sage-grouse “core areas,” the
Jundamental question, “where are the sage-grouse? " had never before been answered on a
range-wide scale. This is the first cooperative federal-state-private effort that looks at sage-
grouse densities in a consistent way across the West using a peer-reviewed scientific
methodology....

“It is important to emphasize that the Breeding Bird Density Map is not a substitute for state
specific delineation of core habitat areas,” cautions Frank Quamen, who manages the project
Jrom the BLM's National Operations Center in Denver. “The map is a backdrop to the States’
efforts — a big-picture look at where the birds are West-wide.” Some States, such as Wyoming,
have already delineated core habitat areas while others are using the Breeding Bird Density Map
as a starting point for this task.

In implementing the BLM’s sage-grouse screen for lease parcels, the BLM does not use the *‘coarse
scale” breeding density map but, rather, the State of Wyoming’s Core Population Areas map.”® The
State’s Core Areas provide the BLM (and other landowners and agencies) with the appropriate boundaries
for applying the Governor’s Core Population Area strategy, which has been supported by the USFWS.

The USFWS recognized the Wyoming Core Areas as those areas within Wyoming that were “identified
preliminarily as high density breeding areas for sage-grouse by the Wyoming State Governor’s Executive
Order.”” Thus, as agreed to by the State of Wyoming, USFWS, and BLM, the Core Areas provide a
fine-scale delineation of high-density breeding areas for sage-grouse.

For these reasons, we deny this portion of Audubon’s protest.

36. “...offering core area parcels would (1) undermine the RMP sage-grouse amendment
process currently proceeding within Wyoming, (2) violate existing BLM sage-grouse policies
and Instruction Memoranda, (3) viclate NEPA...., (4) compromise the Audubon Vision of
‘Open spaces rich in birds and other wildlife, and citizens who value that richness;’ (5)
violate [FLPMA] provisions, including the multiple-use, sustained-yield mandate and undue
degradation provisions (see 43 U.S.C. §§ 1712(c)(1), 1732(a) and (b); and 43 C.F.R. §1601.0-
2); and (6) risk undermining the public’s trust in the Department of the Interior’s
stewardship responsibility of the nation’s public lands and wildlife resources.” (Audubon
Protest at pages 4-5).

BLM Response

First, the BLM has determined that offering the parcels as described in the Notice (and as modified by
Correction #2) will not constrain the BLM’s ability to complete the RMP sage-grouse amendments or
select from a reasonable range of altemnatives in those RMP EISs (see our response to Issue Nos. 1 and 2,
above). Offering these parcels is in conformance with the approved RMPs and applicable BLM policy.

%% See hitp://www.bim.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents_and_resources/greater_sage-groused.html

 See http:/fwww.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-grouse-conservation/bird_density.html

7 Currently “Version 3" of the Core Areas. Available at hitp:/gf.state.wy.us/web201 | /wildlife-1000382.aspx

"' FWS's 12-Month Finding, page 40, available at hup:/fwww.fws.gov/wyominges/P DFs/Findings/SageGrouse/FR03052010.pdf
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The BLM has substantial authority to ensure that (should a successful bid be received, a lease issued, and
development operations proposed on the protested parcels) current and appropriate conservation measures
are applied to actions taken on Federal oil and gas leases.

Next, Audubon argues that offering the protested parcels would “violate” existing BLM policies. In fact,
offering the parcels is consistent with current BLM policy (as we have described, above). Rather, not
offering the protested parcels would be inconsistent with policy, since all of the protested parcels passed
the sage-grouse leasing screen described in current BLM policy (IM No. WY-2012-019).

In response to Audubon’s argument that the BLM has violated NEPA, we have carefully reviewed the EA
prepared by the HDD which tiers to the applicable RMP EISs. We find that the record provides ample
information and disclosure for the decision-maker to make an informed decision.

In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council (490 U.S. 332 (1989)), the U.S. Supreme Court found:

NEPA itself does not impose substantive duties mandating particular results but simply
prescribes the necessary process for preventing uninformed — rather than unwise — agency
action. If adverse environmental effects of the proposed action are adequately identified and
evaluated, the agency is not constrained by NEPA from deciding that other values outweigh
environmental costs.

NEPA is an “essentially procedural” statute, meant to ensure “a fully informed and well-considered
decision, not necessarily” the best decision. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Res. Def.
Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519 (1978). .

The intent of preparing an environmental assessment is to briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis
for determining whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI (40 CFR 1508.9).

We find that the BLM has provided “reasoned analysis containing quantitative or detailed qualitative
information” (BLM’s NEPA Handbook at page 131) in the EA and RMP EISs to which it tiers — has
taken a hard look — about the effects of offering the protested parcels, and has satisfied NEPA’s
procedural requirements.

Next, Audubon argues that offering and leasing the protested parcels will “compromise” Audubon’s
vision of “[o]pen spaces rich in birds and wildlife, and citizens who value that richness.” However, the
BLM must consider applicable laws, regulations, and policies that have prompted the BLM to consider
offering the protested parcels; to the extent that Audubon’s vision aligns with the goals and objectives of
the approved RMPs, offering these parcels may not compromise Audubon’s vision. Regardless, the BLM
cannot defer to a single entity’s vision when fulfilling its obligations under FLPMA and the Mineral
Leasing Act (MLA). During the RMP process, Audubon has had (and continues to have) ample
opportunity to provide input to the management goals and objectives for management of public lands.

Next, Audubon argues that offering the protested parcels will violate FLPMA's muitiple use and
sustained yield mandates, and the prohibition of “undue or unnecessary degradation.”

Section 302(a) of FLPMA directs the Secretary of the Interior to manage the public lands under principles
of multiple use and sustained yield “in accordance with the land use plans developed under section
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202 of this Act...” Section 302(b) of the Act states in part, “[i]n managing the public lands the Secretary
shall, by regulations or otherwise, take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation
of the lands.”

As we have described, previously, offering the protested parcels is in conformance with the approved
RMPs, which were prepared pursuant to Section 202(c) of FLPMA, which requires:

In the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary shall- (1) use and observe the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield set forth in this and other applicable law...

Audubon has not provided objective evidence that the approved RMPs do not “use and observe” the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield. Regardless, a challenge of the RMPs is outside the scope
of this protest.

Similarly, Audubon has not demonstrated that offering these parcels (with the stipulations provided as
described in the Notice and in consideration of the Core Area Population strategy and the BLM’s related
policies) will result in injury to sage-grouse. Accordingly, “unnecessary or undue degradation” to the
public lands will not occur, and Audubon has failed to show otherwise. As the IBLA held in Colorado
Environmental Coalition, 165 IBLA 221. 229 (2005):

...to show that an action results in undue or unnecessary degradation of leasehold land, at a
minimum, an appellant would have to show that a lessee's operations are or were conducted in a
manner that does not comply with applicable law or regulations, prudent management practice,
or reasonably available technology, such that the lessee could not undertake that action pursuant
to a valid existing right.

Finally, Audubon argues that by offering these parcels in accordance with the approved RMPs, the BLM
is “at risk” of undermining the public’s trust in the DOI’s stewardship of the public lands. We disagree.
In the BLM’s administration of activities on public lands for multiple-use management (*a deceptively
simple term that describes the enormously complicated task of striking a balance among the many
competing uses to which land can be put...”), the BLM continues to follow applicable laws, our
regulations, and policies to (43 CFR 1601.0-2):

...maximize resource values for the public through a rational, consistently applied set of
regulations and procedures....

For the reasons described above, we deny this portion of Audubon’s protest.
37. “The Purpose and Need section must be changed to recognize that BLM must comply with

all applicable law.... ...[and] must recognize BLM’s goals regarding sage-grouse
recovery....” (Audubon Protest at pages 5-6).

™ Norton v. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 542 U.S, 55, 58 (2004),
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BLM Response

In the EA, the BLM identified the purpose and need, and clearly stated the importance of “protecting
other resource values” subject to (EA at page 2):

...guiding laws, regulations, and Land Use Planning decisions....

While Audubon contends that the BLM did not explicitly “recognize” (Audubon Protest at page 5) that
the BLM must “comply with all applicable law,” we find that the EA adequately discloses the purpose
and need in context with applicable law.

Next, Audubon argues that the purpose and need fails to recognize BLM goals regarding sage-grouse
recovery efforts. The purpose and need as described in the EA “briefly speciffies] the underlying purpose
and need to which the agency is responding” (40 CFR 1502.13). The EA (and the EISs to which it tiers),
the record, and BLM’s public disclosure on its sage-grouse conservation strategy show that the BLM
carefully considered the conservation of sage-grouse and its habitat in developing alternatives for the May
2012 Sale in order to respond to the EA’s stated purpose and need. For these reasons, we deny this
portion of Audubon’s protest.

38. “BLM violated NEPA by failing to consider reasonable alternatives to adequately conserve
sage-grouse and their habitat at this vital planning juncture for federal recovery programs,
specifically providing the option to defer all parcels within sage-grouse core areas. That
reasonable alternative should be considered and adopted.” (Audubon Protest at page 6).

BLM Response

See our response to Issue No. 33, above. In addition, Audubon overlooks BLM’s alternative to defer all
parcels, including those within sage-grouse core areas. The EA (at page 8) included “Alternative A — No
Action” that would “not offer any of the ... parcels available for lease at the May 2012 lease sale.” This
altemative remains available for the decision-maker to select, or a hybrid alternative that selects from
elements of more than one alternative, ” including deferral of all parcels located within Core Areas.
Because the HDD's EA included an adequate range of reasonable alternatives, we deny this portion of
Audubon’s protest.

39. “The stipulations and other conditions in the Lease Sale have been repeatedly shown to be
scientifically inadequate, and inconsistent with the NTT recommendations.” (Audubon
Protest at pages 7-8).

BLM Response
Please see our responses to Issue Nos. 2 and 6, above. We deny this portion of Audubon’s protest.
40. “...deferral of the core area parcels south of Rawlins is essential to ensuring continued

connectivity between Colorado and Wyoming sage-grouse populations.” (Audubon Protest
at page 8).

5 See 43 CFR 46.420(c): “The Responsible Official must not consider altematives beyond the range of alternatives discussed in
the relevant environmental documents, but may select elements from several alternatives discussed.”
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BLM Response

BLM policy for protection of sage-grouse habitat (IM No. WY-2012-019),” under which offering the
protested parcels is consistent, was crafted (at page 1):

...to manage Greater Sage-Grouse seasonal habitats and maintain connectivity in identified
areas in support of the population management objectives set by the State of Wyoming.

The policy includes interim management conservation measures for “connectivity areas” (see pages 3-6,
and this, at page 8):

Within sage-groﬁse connectivity habitats identified by the Governor's EO (2011-5), the BLM's
goal is to maintain or enhance seasonal habitats in support of the connectivity population
management objectives of the State

While the State of Wyoming and the Governor’s Sage-Grouse Implementation Team have identified
“connectivity areas” within the State of Wyoming, the protested parcels are not located in one of these
areas. The BLM, in its management of public lands containing sage-grouse habitat in support of the
population objectives established by the State of Wyoming, has appropriately considered potential
impacts to sage-grouse, including connectivity of populations for genetic exchange. Therefore this
portion of Audubon’s protest is denied.

41. “A landmark federal court ruling regarding BLM management and the Greater sage-
grouse was decided on September 28, 2011 - after the EA and unsigned FONSI were
drafted. Western Watersheds Project v. Salazar, Case No. 4:08-CV-516-BLW (D. Idaho
2011). WWP remanded the Pinedale, Wyoming and Craters of the Moon, Idaho RMPs for
violations of NEPA and FLPMA. The deficiencies in the Pinedale RMP involved both
energy development and grazing analysis in the remanded RMP.” (Audubon Protest at
page 9). “WWP found that BLM had failed to discuss the Western Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies (WAKFWA) report entitled ‘Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation
Assessment (CA)...." It appears that BLM disputed (sic) May 2012 EA similarly failed to
consider the WAFWA Report, a fatal flaw.” (Audubon Protest at page 10).

BLM Response

None of the protested parcels are located within the Pinedale Field Office. In addition, though the EA
does not specifically provide the WAFWA report as a reference, the BLM has considered the WAFWA
report in developing its greater sage-grouse conservation strategy and applicable policies, including those
that have been used in the BLM’s process for reviewing the May 2012 Sale.” Therefore, we deny this
portion of Audubon’s protest.

™ Though the BLM-Washington Office has issued an IM (No. 2012-043, “Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies
and Procedures” dated December 22, 2011) regarding interim management actions in sage-grouse habitats, that policy does not
apply to the fluid minerals program in Wyoming (“The BLM field offices do not need to apply the conservation policies and
procedures described in this IM in areas in which (1) a state and/or local regulatory mechanism has been developed for the
conservation of the Greater Sage-Grouse in coordination and concurrence with the FWS (including the Wyoming Govemor’s
Executive Order 2011-5, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection); and (2) the siate sage-grouse plan has subsequently been
odopted by the BLM through the issuance of o state-Jevel BLM IM.”). Therefore, the applicable BLM policy is provided in 1M
No. WY-2012-019.

™5 Available at http://www.wafwa.org/documents/pdfiGreaterSage-grouseConservationStrategy2006.pdf



42. “Not only oil and gas but other energy development projects are relevant to the instant
dispute. For instance, many of the ‘South of Rawlins’ core area parcels are in close
proximity to the proposed Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Farm Project and
associated TransWest Express transmission line. Those projects will impact sage-grouse
and habitat, and strain the carrying capacity of the landscape....” (Audubon Protest at page
10). “BLM referenced other energy development projects in the High Desert EA at 139, but
unacceptably deferred to other NEPA processes or future analysis to address cumulative
impacts concerns. (Audubon Protest at page 11).

BIMR e
The EA addresses cumulative impacts at pages 142-143, including (at page 142):

Offering the subject parcels for lease, and the subsequent issuance of leases, in and of itself,
would not result in any cumulative impacts. The referenced RMPSs/EISs provide cumulative
affects analysis for oil and gas development based on the reasonable, foreseeable oil and gas
development scenario. This analysis is here by incorporated by reference. The offering of the
proposed lease parcels is consistent with that analysis. ,

Other than pointing to the existence of other projects in the Rawlins planning area (of which the BLM
was already aware), Audubon has not provided data or new information to suggest that the cumulative
impacts analysis provided in the EA and EISs to which it tiers is inadequate. For these reasons, we deny
this portion of Audubon'’s protest.

ISSUES - MEGHAN LALLY

Meghan Lally did not participate in public review of the EA offered by the BLM. Since this protestor did
not provide a mailing address, the WSO is unable to provide a written copy of our response to her.

43. “I would like to protest... parcel WY-1205-008. Battle Mountain has wildlife values that X
believe would be irrevecably harmed by development in this area. I also live adjacent to
some of the approved sites and I am concerned about impacts to the surface water supply of
my home.” (Meghan Lally’s Protest at page 1).

BLM Response

The protestor challenges the BLM's decision to offer Parcel -008 at the May 2012 Sale based upon
concerns related to “development in this area,” presumably of oil and gas resources and not of home sites
or other resources. While the EA acknowledges and discloses (to the extent foreseeable) impacts that
may arise from development actions, there is uncertainty whether (should the lease be issued)
development of lease parcel -008 will be proposed and what the context and intensity of site-specific
impacts may be. In this protest, the BLM was not provided any objective data or information to support
the protestor’s belief that wildlife resources would be “irrevocably harmed.” The EA (and the RMPs to
which it tiers) provides a detailed review of the potential impacts to wildlife (see pages 122-126) and
water resources (see pages 130-133).

Ms. Lally has failed to demonstrate that the offering the pi'otested parcels is not in conformance with the
approved RMPs, or that the May 2012 oil and gas leasing EA’s analysis “was premised on a clear error of



41

law or a demonstrable error of fact, or that the analysis failed to consider an environmental question of
material significance to the action for which the analysis was prepared.” Randy A. Green, 177 IBLA 264
(2009). For this reason, we deny the protest.

DECISION

After a careful review, it was determined that all of the protested parcels described in the Notice of
Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale (as modified by Information Notice #2) will be offered at the
May 1, 2012, sale. The protests to these parcels are denied or dismissed for the reasons described, above.

This decision may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals, Office of the Secretary, in
accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR, Part 4 and Form 1842-1 (Attachment 7). If an
appeal is taken, your notice of appeal must be filed in this office (at the above address) within

30 days from your receipt of this decision. The protestor has the burden of showing that the decision
appealed from is in error.

If you wish to file a petition for a stay of the effectiveness of this decision during the time that your
appeal is being reviewed by the Board, the petition for a stay must accompany your notice of appeal.
A petition for a stay is required to show sufficient justification based on the standards listed below.
Copies of the notice of appeal and petition for a stay must be submitted to each party named in this
decision, to the Interior Board of Land Appeals, and to the appropriate Office of the Solicitor

(see 43 CFR 4.413) at the same time the original documents are filed with this office. If you request
a stay, you have the burden of proof to demonstrate that a stay should be granted.

Standards for Obtaining a Stay

Except as otherwise provided by law or other pertinent regulation, a petition for a stay of a decision pending appeal
shall show sufficient justification based on the following standards: '

1. The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied;
2. The likelihood of the protestor's success on the merits,
3. The likelihood of immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted; and

4, Whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

Sy ayens

Larry Claypool
Deputy State Director,
Minerals and Lands

2 - Attachments
1 - BLM-Wyoming May 2012 Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale — Protested Parcels
2 - Sage-grouse Screening Map of Preliminary Parcel No. WY-1205-069
3 — Sage-grouse Screening Map of Preliminary Parcel No. WY-1205-215
4 —Map 1 of May 2012 Parcels, Adobe Town WSA, Adjacent Units, and Active Wells
5 —Map 2 of May 2012 Parcels, Adobe Town WSA, Adjacent Units, and Active Wells
6 — Map Displaying TU's Protested Parcels and BLM Qil & Gas Field Development NEPA Areas
7 —Form 1842-1
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District Manager, High Desert District

Field Manager, Kemmerer Field Office

Field Manager, Pinedale Field Office

Field Manager, Rawlins Field Office

Field Manager, Rock Springs Field Office

District Manager, High Plains District

District Manager, Wind River/Bighorn Basin District
Deputy State Director, Division of Minerals and Lands (920)
Deputy State Director, Division of Resources (930)

Chief, Branch of Fluid Minerals, Land, and Appraisal (521)
Chief, Branch of Leasing and Adjudication (923) e-mail & final copy on letterhead
Sue Moberly (923) e-mail & final copy on letterhead

Travis Bargsten (921) e-mail & final copy on letterhead



Form 1842-1
{Scptenber 2006)

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

INFORMATION ON TAKING APPEALS TO THE INTERIOR BOARD OF LAND APPEALS

DO NOT APPEAL UNLESS
1. This decision is adverse to you,
AND
2. Yuu belicve it is incorrect

IF YOU APPEAL, THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES MUST BE FOLLOWED

1. NOTICE OF
APPEAL oo

A person who wishes to appeal to the Interior Board of Lond Appeals must file in the office of the officer who
made the decision (not the Interior Board of Land Appeals) a natice that he wishes to appeal. A person served
with the decision being appealed must transmit the Notice of Appeal in time for it 1o be filed in the office where
it is required to be filed within 30 duys after the date of service. I o decision is published in the FEDERAL
REGISTER, a person not served with the decision inust transmit a Notice of Appeal in time for it to be filed
within 30 days after the date of publication (43 CFR 4.411 ond 4.413).

2. WHERE TO FILE

NOTICE OF APPEAL.....ccovmanmece

WITH COPY TO
SOLICITOR...

Nurcaw of Land Management
5353 Yellowsione Rusd, Cheyenne, WY H2009 or P.O. Box 1828, Cheyenne, WY 82003

us. qumu of the Intcrior, Offive of the Soliciter, Rucky Mountain Region, 755 Pasfet St, #151, Lakewood, CO 80215

3. STATEMENT OF REASONS

WITH COPY TO
SOLICITOR......commsismassaiasasnss

Within 30 days ofter filing the Notice of Appeal, file o complete stalement of the reasons why Jmu are appealing.
This must be filed with the United States Depantment of the Interior, Office of Hearings and Appeals, Interior
Board of Land Appeals, 801 N. Quincy Street, MS 300-QC, Arlinglon, Virginio 22203. If you fully stated
your reasuns for appealing when [iling the Notice of Appeal, no additional statement is necessary

(43 CFR 4.412 and 4.413).

U.5. Depunment of the Interior, Office of the Solicilor, Rucky Mountain Region, 755 Parfer Si., #151, Lokewoed, CO 80215

4. ADVERSE PARTIES......rennneee

Within 15 doys after each document is filed, each adverse party named in the decision and the Régional
Solicitor or Field Solicilor having jurisdiction over the Stale in which the appeal arose must be served with 2
E-D];y of: (u) the Nutice of Appeal, (b) the Stutement of Reusons, and (c) any other documents filed

43 CFR 4.413). :

S. PROOF OF SERVICE..............

Within 15 days after any documen is served on an odverse party, file proof of thet service with the United Stales
Department of the Interior, Office of Hesrings and Appeals, Interior Boand of Land Appeals, 801 N. Quincy
Street, MS 300-QC, Arlington, Virginia 22203. This may consist of a certified or registercd moil "Return Receipt
Card" signed by the adverse party (43 CFR 4.401(c)). .

6. REQUEST FOR STAY.........

Except where program-specific regulations place this decision in full force and effect or provide for an
automatic stay, the decision becomes effective upon the expiration of the time allowed for filing an appeal
unless a petition for o slay is timely filed together with a Nutice of Appeal (43 CFR 4.21). If you wish to lile
a petition for a stay of the effectivencss of this decision during the time that your nppeul is being reviewed by
the Interior Board of Land Argmu!s. the petition for a stoy must nccompuny your Notice o Appeal (43 CFR 4.2
or 43 CFR 2801.10 or 43 CFR 2881.10). A pctition for n stay is required to show sufficicnt justification
bascd on the standords listed below. Copics of the Novice of Appeal and Petition for a Stay must also be submitied
1o cach purty named in this decision and Lo the Intcrior Board of Land A; Is and 1o the nppropriate Office of the
Sulicitor (43 CFR 4.413) at the same time the original decuments ore filed with this office. 1f you request a
stay, you have the burden of proofl to demonstrale that a stay should be granted.

Standards for Obtaining a Stay. Except os olherwise provided by law or other pertinent regulations, a
petition for o stay of a decision pending appeal shall show sulTicient justification bused on the following
standards: (1) the relative harm to the purties if the stay is granted or denied, (2) the likelihood of the appellant's
success on the merils, (3) the likelihood of iminediote und irrepurable harm if the stay is not granted, ond (4)
whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

Unless these procedures ure followed, your appeal will be subject to dismissal (43 CFR 4.402). Be certain that all communications are
identificd by serial number of the case being appealed.

NOTE: A ducumnent is not filed until it is actually received in the proper office (43 CFR 4.4D1(a)). Sec 43 CFR Part 4, Subpart B lor gencral rules
relating to procedures amd practice involving appeals.

(Continued on page 2)



Attachment 1

May 2012 Oil and Gas Lease Sale Parcel Review (1205)

Lease In Entirety (with applicable LNs and special lease stipulations)

Defer or Delete in Entirety
Defer or Delete in Part
By: TDB L=Lease, D=Defe r, P=Pa rtial, X=Delete 3/25/2012
Parcel No. Fols) i : Protested - % s
Preliminary | Final sea/imw | woc | tws | we | u | wea

-001 -001 RFO 320,00
-002 -002 RFO 1,088.60
003 -003 RFO 639.94
-004 -004 RFO ¥ X X 320,00
-005 -005 RFO Y 5 X 2,355.65
006 | 005 |  RFO y 1,98460
007 | -007 REO. | N ' 1,400.00
008 -008 RFO Y 740.19
-009 -009 RFO ¥ 72356
-010 010 RFO Y 2,232.15
-011 011 REO Y 1,135.76
-012 -012 RFQ Y _ 2,156.31
-013 013 | RFO Y X =
014 014 RFO ¥ 787 439,53
015 .015. RFO ¥ A 1,571.03
016 -016 RFO ¥ X R L
017 017 RFO Y X :
018 -018 fFO y X 2
‘p19 RFO ¥
020 019 RFO 1,158.22
021 -020 RFO ¥ 2,449.64
022 021 RFO v 2,221.95
-023 -022 RFO §39.12
2024 -023 RFO £80.15
.025 -024 RFO y 1,305.28
026 L025 RFO | 1,159.23
027 026 RFQ ¥ 260.87
028 027 RFO ¥ X X -
029 RFO ¥
-030 -028 RFO Y X 1,755.36
-031 .029 RFO 2,004.27
.032 -030 RFO ¥ I X% 720.00
-033 031 RFO ¥ iy ] s X 540.52
-034 -032 RFO el = ; £00.00
-035 033 RFO 207.03
-036 -034 RFO SXe f 320.00
037 REQ Y WfEE’
038 | 035 | RFO_ N ol | i 1
039 - RFO '
040 | -036 RFO Y 7 112815
041 037 RFO 39.68




May 2012 Qil and Gas Lease Sale Parcel Review [1205)

Lease In Entirety (with applicable LNs and special lease stipulations)

Defer or Delete in Entirety
Defer.or Dalete in Part .
By: TDB L=Lease, D=Defer, P=Partial, X=Delete 3/29/2012
Parcel No. N 'Protested
- FO[s) Core? — I T Acres
Praliminary Final BCA/AMW | WOC | TWS | LLC | TU | WRA

-042 -038 RFO X [ X T 80.00
-043 .039 RFO 40.00
-0as -040 RFO 160,00
-045 081 RFO X e e 920.00
046 042 REOQ X wyi £30.00
-047 RFO Y
-048 RFO ¥
049 RFO Y
-0s0 RFO y
-051 RFO Y
-052 -043 RFO Y Xl £40.00
-053 044 RFO Y X | 643.36
-054 045 REQ 1,285.22
055 | -046 RFO £40.00
-056 -047 RFO £40.00
-057 RFO ¥
-058 RFO ¥
-059 RFO Y
-060 RFO ¥
-061 038 RFO Y X Pis X 636.50
-062 -049 RFO X X x|} 1,721.59
-063 -050 RFO % X X 2,365.26
-064 -051 RFQ X! s R (B 2,360.00
-085 -052 RFO % | X0 2,493.16
-086 -053 RFO 5 | 1,884.27
-067 -054 RSFO 500.23
-068 -055 RSFO 2,560.00
-069 -056 RSFO ¥ X C LB 1,288.66
070 -057 RSFO 1,712.22
a7 -058 RSFO 537.70
-072 -059 RSFO Y E 1,317.92
073 | 060 | @sFo Y 94623
o074 ASFO y
075 /5FO ¥
76 061 RSFO ¥ % AR 2,175.56
077 -062 RSFO 640.00
-078. RSFO % )
079 RSFO Y
080 RSFO %
-081 RSFO ¥
-082. RSFO Y
-083' RSFO Y
084 RSFO ¥




May 2012 Oil and Gas Lease Sale Parcel Review (1205)

Lease In Entirety (with applicable LNs and speclal lease stipulations)

Defer or Delete in Entirety

Défer of Delete in Part

By: TDB L=Lease, D=Defer, P=Fartial, 3/29/2012
Parcel No. " Pre
' - FO[s) Core? = Acres
Preliminary Final BCA/AMW. | WOC Tu WRA
085 RSFO. v
-086 RSFO Y |
-087 RSFO Y
088 RSFO Y
-089 'RSFO Y
-090 RSFO. Y
-091 ASFO Y
092 (RSFO. ¥
083 RSFO ¥ L
094 RSFO ¥ X
-095 RSFO Y
096 RSFO Y
-097 ASFO Y
‘098 RSFO Y ]
099 RSFO Y
4100 RSFO Y
-101 RSFO Y
-102 RSFO Y
-103 RSFQ Y
-104 RSFO Y
-105. RSFO v
-106 RSFO ¥
-107 RSFO Y
-108 RSFO Y
-109 RSFQ Y
-110 RSFO Y
-111 RSFO i
112 RSFO Ve
-113 RSFO v I
-114 RSFO Y s I
-115 RSFO Y
-116 RSFO Y
117 RSFO ¥
-118 RSFO Y
-119 RSFO Y
-120 RSFO. Y
121 RSFO Y,
122 IRSFO. Y -
123 RSFO. Y )
-124 RSFO. Y
125 RSFO. Y ]
4126 RSFO Y
-127 'RSFO Y




May 2012 Oil and Gas Lease 5ale Parcel Review [1205)

Lease In Entirety (with applicabla LNs and special lease stipulations)

Defer or Delete in Entirety
Defer.or Delete in Part

By: TOB L=Lease, D=Defer, P=Partial, X=Delete 3/29/2012
Parcel No. T  Protested’ ?
- FO[s) Core? 2 . Atres

Preliminary Final BCA/AMW | WOC | TWS | LLC | TU | WRA

-128. ASFO Y
=129 RSFO i
-130. RSFO Y i
31 RSFO Y.
137 RSFO Y
133, RSFO Y
-134. RSFO Y
-135, RSFO Y [ =
136 RSFO Y
-137. RSFO Y
138 RSFO Y |
-139 RSFO ¥
-140 RSFO y
-141 RSFO ¥
142 RSFO v
143 RSFO Y
-144 RSFO Y
145 RSFO Y
-146 RSFO Y
-147. RSFO Y
143 RSFO %
-149 ASFO Y
-150 RSFO Y
151 RSFO Y —I%
4152 ASFO. Y
-153 RSFO Y )
-154 RSFO Y
-155 RSEO Y
-156 -063 RSFO X 2,560.00
-157 064 RSFO ' = 1,758.29
-158 -065 RSFO % i ! - 2,560.00
-159 -066 RSFO . il 1,675.20
-160 -067 RSFO -_ [ T 882.62
-161 -068 RSFO X | | 2,560.00
-162 -069 RSFO [y | |l 2,520,00
-163 070 | RsfO [ 5% T 1. 2,556.44
-164 071 RSEC e | [ o 2,560.00
-165 -072 RSFO X i 2,559.60
-166 -073 RSFO 1,244.43
-167 -074 RSFO X el | 1,600.00
168 | RASFO v |
-169 RSFO Y |
170 075 | Rsfo 1 x 1576.02
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May 2012 Ol and Gas Lease Sale Parcel Review (1205)

Lease In Entirety {with applicable LNs and special lease stipulatians)

Defer or Delete in nlireg_
Defer ar Delete in Part

By: TDB L=Lease, D=Deler, P=Partial, X=Dalete 3/25/2012

i Bascel No. J Fals) Core? | IR protested” < — Acras

Prefliminary Final BCAJAMW | WOC | TWS | LLC | TU | WRA

172 076 RSFO SRR | D e sa23
172 077 | rsFo el ] B 1,600.00
173 078 RSFO 2,083.28
-174 -079 RSFO 2,220.11
175 -080 RSFO 2,400,00
-176 -081 RSFO 2,552.94
477 -082 RSFO 2,520.00
178 -083 RSFO 2,556.68
179 -084 RSFO 2,556.72
-180 -085 RSFO == | x| 2,560.00
-181 -086 RSFO e | [ | I 1T x 2325.76
-182 037 RSFO 2,559,84
-183 -088 RSFO 2.080.40
-184 089 RSFO "] i e 2,560.00
-185 -090 RSFO [ X | = | 2,560.00
-186 -091 ASFO 2,522.80
-187 .03z RSFO. 2,560.00
-188 092 RSFO Sy s (e | s 1,120.00
-189 -094 ASFO [ ] 2,560.00
180 | -095~| RSO | LN ARG AN 7 120,00
181 -036 RSFO 2,252.71
.192 -087 RSFO 1,942.54
-193 -098 RSFO i 1,520,00
194 099 RSFO 1,839,24
-195 100 RSFO 1,880.00
-195 -101 RSFO | xa 227321
157 -102 RSFO - 2.138.71
-198 -103 RSFO 1,480.74
-199 -104 RSFO 2,557.49
200 105 | RSFO S | S | A | [T | R 2,389.61
201 -106 | RsfO | | )| e 2.520.00
-202 107 | RsfO [ | | o <y | 2,518.88
203 | -108 | kro B A 2 % 7 e
-204 -109 KFO Y (| s 160,00
-205 -110 KFO 400.95
| -0 11 KFQ 540.00
L a2m 112 ASFO 1,398.47
| 208 113 RSFO 1,960.00
| 209 -114 RSFO 160.00
|  -210 -115 RSFQ 87.00
211 116 KFO Y 1,186.56
212 117 | KFO/RSFO Y 1,400.00
213 118 KFO 1,922.46




May 2012 Oil and Gas Lease Sale Parcel Review [1205)

Lease In Entirety (with applicable LNs and special lease stipulations)

Defer or Delete in Entirety.
Defer or. Delete in Part ; .
By: TDB L=Lease, D=Defer, P=Partial, X=Delete 3/29/2012
Parcel No. Protested’
FO(s) Core? - Acres
preliminary | Final sca/RMw | woc | Tws | wc | Tu | wra

-214 -119 KFO ' 2,481,54
-215 -120 KFO ¥ X )| 2,399.64
-216 -121 KEO 640.00
217 -122 KFO ¥ X 23 960.00
-218 -123 KFO 200.00
-219 -124 KFO 2,080.00
-220 KFO. b

221 | | ko ¥ 12000
222 KEO. ¥
-223 4126 KFO ¥ X ' X 640.00
-224 -127 KFO 2,441.87
-225 28| ko, Yo 68000
226 KFO v sl
227 KEQ.
-228 -129 KFQ 640.00
-229 -130 KEQ 2,188.95
-230 131 KFO 2,383.24
-231 -132 KFQ 1,101.96
-232 -133 KFO X X 625.30
-233 -134 KFQ ¥ X X 641.98
-23¢ 135 KFO 1,276.19
-235 -136 KFO 1,759.31
-236 -137 KFO 2,560.00
-237 -138 KEO 1,255.72
-238 -139 KFO 2,126.87
-239 -140 KFO 1,800.00
240 141 KEO X | 2,437.87
-241 -142 KFO | 2,553.20
-242 -143 KFO B ' 1,914.14
243 -144 KFQ 2,240.00
-244 -145 KED 1,868.23
-245 -146 KEO 1,278.62
-246 -147 KFO Sl Bl 2,370.06
-247 -148 KFO B | | % 2,320.00
248 _140 KFO || x| | 1,707.17
-249 -150 KFO | ) | 1232
-250 -151 KFO o | HETHE x| l 348.25
-251 -152 KFO | 38.37
252 -153 RFO y | s | e [ X | x 879.60
252 153 252 143 65 12 7 24 a2 222,643.31

61% Actual: 58 12 7 2 23 42
Actual (All): | ol 85 |
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BLM's Balancing Act
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The BIM ard Sage-grouse Consarvation

The BLM's Balancing Act: BiM's Balancing Act

Managing the Needs of People and Breeding Bird Dansty Map

Sage-grouse on Public Lands Protecting Habzat n Fire-Prone Areas

Telemetry Aids Restoration
Mare Informatian on Sage Grouse

As the wide open spaces of the West continue Lo shrink, people increasinaly seek access to public lands for all types of
commerclal and ricreatianal uses. Wildlife specles, such as the sage-grouse, depend an these undeveloped spaces too.
This puts the BLM at the center of a precarious balancing act, as managers must decide what lands can accommodate
which combination of uses while also protecting habitat for a wide range of wildlife species, '

When It comes to sage-grouse conservation, | ) ) |
the BLM is taking a strategic approach in
coordination with numercus state and other
federal partners. New studies on the
seasonal movements and needs of
sage-grouse are helping State wildlife
agencies and BLM identify the most important
habitat areas needed by the specles for
long-term conservation. Once these priority
habitat areas are identified, BLM mtanagers
can then begin to determine what land uses
- and Intensity of land uses -- may be
compatlble with sage-grouse conservation
within and outside of these areas. An
increased emphasls an sage-grouse research
has produced a grawling body of infarmation
to help guide and Inform these land use
decisions. Interim measures to protect
sage-grouse based on scientific research are
now being implemented across BLM-managed
lands and will be made a part of the BLM's
land use plans governing sage-grouse habitat
areas,

These plans, also called resource Wyoming Greater Sage Grouse Core Areas N
management plans or RMPs, provide a LEGEND - ,+‘
* Pruden g O & Gas Wols LW Menaged Lamd ' = - b

“blueprint” for how the BLM will manage
public lands In a particular ares over a period
of time (generally 10 - 15 years). More than
160 land use plans cover all 245 million acres |
of BLM-managed public lands; about 73 of
these address lands containing sage-grouse
priority habitat areas and many are being

[ Cowr St e e
O i i L] ooy Comn Airwas’ e I e

1 ot T phrpeey ¥

Ninety-five percent of current oil and gas production is outside of
the Core Areas for shge-grouse in Wyoming, shown in green, The
black dots representing oil and gas wells are not to scale; they

Updated to evajuate and jmplement new \ were enlarged to make them more visible. Click here to view a
sage-grouse conservation practices. BLM 's larger version of the map.

RMPs are developed, amended and revised at sk e —
the field office level through an epen, collaborative and public process.

Energy and Sage-grouse

The BLM manages vast oil and natural gas resources important to the nation, as well as significant renewable resources
such as wind energy. But at the same time, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife has [dentified energy development, Including wind,
as a significant threat to sage-grouse habitat In some areas, The challenge for the BLM is to now consider appropriate
levels of energy development In the context of protecting important sage-grouse habitat needed to support sustainable
sage-grouse populations,

This Is of particular relevance in Wyoming and Montana, where intense energy development pressures exists in areas
directly overlapping impaortant sage-grouse habitats. In both states, the BLM has implemented innovative new approaches
with State Office palicles and directives that are aimed at avoiding or minimizing Impacts of oll, gas and other types of
energy development within priority habltat areas.

Energy and Sage-grouse in Wyoming

Wyoming Is hame to approximately 40 percent of the entire range-wide population of greater sage-grouse and the BLM
manages about elght million acres of priority sage-grouse habitat (n the State. BLM-managed lands in Wyoming also
support vast energy resources. The BLM has participated in a team approach with the State of Wyoming, U.5. Fish and
Wildlife Service, private landowners, industry, and a diverse set of additional partners to develop a balanced approach to
leng-term sage-grouse conservation In light of the intense pressure for development of the state’s abundant natural
resources,

The approach relies on the establishment of priority habitat areas (the State of Wyoming calls them "Core Areas”), that
encampass high-density breeding, brood rearing and other seasonal habitats of the greater sage-grouse. The focus of the
strategy Is to maintaln habitats and populations within the priority habitat by restricting or prohibiting activities that may

5/29/2012 3:30 PM



BL.M's Balancing Act http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-gr...

cause habitat loss or fragmentation. The good news is that proactive efforts have already resulted In ever 95 percent of
currently producing oil and gas wells occurring outside of priority habitat in Wyoming, while 84 percent of Wyoming
Sage-grouse attend leks within priority habitat.

-~
Last year, the BLM released a sage-grouse habitat leasing screen that is helping its field offices determine if leasing should
be deferred in particular areas of sage-grouse habitat. The screen relies on up-to-date GIS mapping of priority habitat
arens and helps the BLM Identify oppoartunities to conserve large contiguous blocks of habitat on public lands before
making leasing decislons.

The goal is to support population objectives set by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department. The new approach also
supports the Core Population Area Strategy of the Governor's Sage-Grouse Implementation Team (SGIT) and the
Governor's Executive Order an sage-grouse, (Governor Mead's Order 2011-5 reaffirms the direction established by
previous Wyoming EOs on sage-grouse, )

Within priority habitat, the new strategy Is to consider and evaluate the limitation of surface disturbance to no more than
five percent habitat loss and an average of no more than ane disruptive activity per 640 acres; projects must also avoid
active leks by 0.6 mile. 1n some cases, no activity would be permitted, pending evaluation of the full strategy which s
occurring as BLM amends or revises its RMPS in Wyoming.

BLM-Wyoming Issued guidelines in 2010 that contain meéasures considered for implementation on a case-by-case basis
until RMP amendments and revisions are completed, The BLM is amending 6 of Wyoming's 10 resource management
plans under a single Environmental Impact Statement, covering approximately 15 milllon acres of public land surface and
20 million acres of federal mineral estate in order to Incorporate the new sage-grouse policies; The remaining four plans
willl be revised so that all 10 Wyomitig Plans will 2ddress the BLM's approach to implementing the statewide strategy,
consistently incorporating measures for management of priority habitats and associated support for State population
management objectives and strategles,

Industry partners continue to make substantial contributions to sage-grouse conservation both financially and through
support of the statewide conservation strategy in Wyoming, For example, in the Powder River Basin, ConacoPhillips, Noble
Energy, and EnCana are funding » study using 40 GPS radio recelvers to track sage-grouse habitat use in an area
undergoing intensive oll and gas development. The results will be used to develop a management plan for field
development. Devon Energy volunteers monitor several leks to collect population data. ConocoPhillips and Devon Energy
are assisting with reclamation studies and techniques for sage-grouse habitat as well,

Energy and sage-grouse in Montana and the Dakotas

Because of Montana's highly fragmented land o

ownership patterns, and a relatively small

paortion of federal ownership in sage-grouse

habitat, a collaborative approach Is

considered essential in protecting and

enhancing sage-grouse habitat. (For

comparison, the BLM in Wyoming manages

more than half of the Important breeding

habitat for sage-grouse, whereas In Montana, —
the BLM manages about a quarter; in South

Dakota, It is 1.4 percent.) At the same time,

Montana and the Dakotas support relatively

large and stable populations of sage-grouse

on a large portion of its historic range. The

BLM has an important opportunity to

malntain, protect and enhance vast areas of

existing habitat by using the most recent

research to guide management.

Since 2008, the BLM has deferred leasing for et MantanyDatstas Greater Sage Groune Distribution _
energy development in priority sage-grouse A o -+'
habitat in Montana untll resource T ot Bage Oruons Drptnsas’ = L
management plans are revised. The revisions A S ——
will take into account new information on el T O i o et s o
sage-grouse habitat needs inorder to protect

this priority habitat and provide for Greater sage-grouse populations are found on BLM-managed
connectivity between habitats. The approach | PUblic lands in Montana and the Dakotas, yet their distribution
bullds en the “core areas” developed by the | €xtends well beyond BLM jurisdiction, as this map illustrates,
State and offers a suite of stipulations and | Click here to view a larger version of the map.

restrictions for all uses, not just energy o = — —i ==
development. The RMP revisions address the majority of BLM-managed sage-grouse habitat In the three states (Montana
and the Dakotas), update the BLM's approach to sage-grouse conservation and guide on-the-ground decision-making for
sage-grouse habitat conservation and restoration.

The effectiveness of the appraach will be evalyated by » menitoring pregram, and through adaptive management,
modifications to achieve sage-grouse goals will be undertaken. The approach bullds in flexibility and coordination across
all lield offices and has been coordinated with other agencles responsible far sage-grouse conservation in the region. This
will aid in more effective sage-grouse conservation measures in an area with fragmented land ownership patterns. The
goal for all the partners Is not only to maintain existing habitat but to expand functional hobitat to promote greater
movement and genetic diversity of greater sage-grouse,

National Guidance

Some of the Innovative conservation strategles modeled by Wyeming and Montana have been incorporated Into new
national policy for managing energy development in sage-grousa habitat.on public lands across the West. This 2010
supplemental policy to the BLM's Natlonal Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy  instructs field offices to limit
proposed oil, ol shale, and gas development as well as wind, solar and gesthermal development and transmission rights
of way in priority habitat areas until land use planning efforts can further evaluate proposed actions. It is designed to
allow BLM State and Field Offices the NMexibility they need to design and implement appropriate protective measures,
working with their State-and other partners, because threats to sage-grouse may vary geographically or from region to —_

reglon.
In fact, all uses permitted on BLM-managed lands are subject to consideration and evaluation in light of potential impacts

to sage-grouse. For example, the BLM is evaluating certain recreational activities, particularly off road vehicle use, and
livestock grazing to address potential impacts. Again, as these activities cross jurisdictions, the BLM works with State

20f3 5/29/2012 3:30 PM
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wildlife agencies and other partners to ensure conservation of priority sage-grouse habitat,

In respanse to requests from state and local governments to facilltate ways to conserve greater sage-grouse and protect
its habitat, BLM scientists and managers met with state wildlife management officials July 16, 2011 to brief them on the
agency's National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy. The meeting took place at the Western Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies summer canference in Big Sky, Montana. The BLM strategy emphasizes a cooperative approach and
provides a framework to advance efforts to implement timely conservation measures for sage-grouse and Its habitat.

As part of the strategy, the BLM will incorporate science-based conservation measures into Resource Management Plans
across regions where the greater sage-grouse are found. It will address principal threats to the sage-grouse identified by

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within differant portions of the range and work closely with Western state fish and

wildlife agencies. For mare Information, click hare.

) ) !w‘_ynmtng‘l Powder River Basin holds
Core areas take Ilil_to account habitat needed important energy resources as well as.
by sage-grouse year-round. ;:ruclal sage-grouse habitat.

The BLM is taking a colfaborative appreach and updating its resource rmanagement plans where
sage-grouse and energy development occur. For more (nformation cn BLM's current planning
efforts, and planning maps in Montana, refer to the BLM Montana State Office’s planning page
here. '

USA.GOV | Mo Fear Act | DOI | Diichimer | About BLM | Notkes | Get Adobe Reader®
Prazacy Boky | FOIA | Kics Polcy | ComtactUs | Accessibity | SteMap | Home
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Bureau of Land Management
National Greater Sage-Grouse
Planning Strategy

Charter
August 22, 2011

. Introduction

In April 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) published its listing decision for the
greater sage-grouse as “Warranted but Precluded.” Inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms was
identified as a major threat in the USFWS finding on the petition to list the greater sage-grouse.
The USFWS has identified the principal regulatory mechanism for the Bureau of Land
Munagement (BLM) as conservation measures in Resource Management Plans (RMPs). For the
purpose of this document, the acronym RMP applies to all BLM land use plans. Based on the
identified threats to the greater sage-grouse and the USFWS’s timeline for making a listing
decision on this species, the BLM needs to incorporate explicit objectives and adequate
conservation measures into RMPs within the next three years in order to conserve greater sage-
grouse and avoid a potential listing under the Endangered Species Act. The planning strategy
will evaluate the adequacy of BLM RMPs and address, as necessary, revisions and amendments
throughout the range of the greater sage-grouse (with the exception of the Gunnison population,
the bi-state population in California and Nevada, and the Washington state distinct population
segment, which will all be addressed through other planning efforts).

Greater sage-grouse habitat covers 73 BLM land use planning units (not including the excepted
populations noted above). Within these areas, 22 are managed under Management Framework
Plans or RMPs completed before 2000 and 21 are managed under RMPs completed since 2000.
Currently, the BLM has 28 plans under revision. Twenty of these plans are in the Pre-Draft
stage; five are between the Dralt and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); and two are
between the Final EIS and the Record of Decision. In addition, BLM Wyoming is currently
undertaking a programmatic EIS specific to the greater sage-grouse that will amend six
completed plans and that will be incorporated into the revisions of four other plans.

. Objective

The BLM's objective for chartering this planning strategy effort is to develop new or revised
regulatory mechanisms, through RMPs, to conserve and restore the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat on BLM-administered lands on a range-wide basis over the long-term.




lIl. Purpose

This Charter establishes the teams, team membership and team operating procedures for the
BLM’s National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy.

IV. Teams — Membership, Roles and Responsibilities

A. National Policy Team

The National Policy Team (NPT) will provide overall national policy guidance throughout the
planning process. The NPT members (or their official designee) are composed of the
Washington Office (WO) Assistant Directors (AD) from Renewable Resources and Planning,
Minerals and Realty Management, Fire and Aviation Management, and National Landscape
Conservation System and Community Partnerships, Division Chiefs for Decision Support and
Planning, Rangeland Resources, Fish, Wildlife and Plant Conservation, Fluid Minerals, Solid
Minerals, Lands, Realty and Cadastral Survey, the Manager of the Renewable Energy
Coordination Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Representatives, a Director of a state fish
and wildlife agency within the range of the greater sage-grouse, and the State Directors serving
as the East and West Regional Management Team Leaders. The team is co-chaired by the AD
for Renewable Resources and Planning, the AD for Minerals and Realty Management, and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Deputy Regional Director Mountain-Prairie Region. The team
serves as a Washington-level leadership forum to:

* Provide consistent national policy and guidance on the conservation of greater sage-
grouse in the form of clear goals, objectives, and management considerations for
planning.

* Oversee the development of consistent regulatory mechanisms across the range of the
greater sage-grouse.

¢ Issue, through a national Instruction Memorandum (IM), interim direction to the field
pending the completion of planning.

e Secure and allocate Bureau resources (staff and funding) to implement the national
greater sage-grouse strategy.

¢ Ensure a direct interface between the BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

¢ Ensure Bureau-wide communication and coordination both internally and externally
throughout the planning process.

After the initial planning effort, the NPT will continue to monitor the planning process and
development of Records of Decision as well as implementation of the regulatory mechanisms.

B. National Technical Team
The National Technical Team (NTT) serves as an independent, technical and science-based team

to ensure the best information related to greater sage-grouse management is fully reviewed,
evaluated and provided to the BLM for consideration in the land use planning process. Non-

2



BLM members of the NTT serve in an advisory capacity only, and their participation does not
constitute endorsement of final agency recommendations or decisions. The team lead for the
NTT will be the BLM Nevada, Deputy State Director for Resources. Meetings of this team will
be on an as-needed basis and at the request of either the NPT or the Regional Management
Teams (RMT). Members of the NTT will be composed of subject matter experts who have
extensive technical expertise in their disciplines. Members include BLM representatives from
the states within the range of greater sage-grouse, the BLM’s National Operations Center (NOC),
Fire and Aviation Management Directorate, state wildlife agencies, other Federal agencies (such
as the Agricultural Research Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, and the U.S. Geological Survey). The membership of this team is

expected to vary in response to specific issues or topics which may surface during the course of
the planning effort.

Consequently, NTT work is anticipated to be of short-duration and high-intensity at various
stages of the planning process. Overall, the NTT will serve as a scientific and technical forum
to: '

e Understand current scientific knowledge related to the greater sage-grouse.
e Provide specialized sources of expertise not otherwise available.

e Provide innovative scientific perspectives concerning management approaches for the
greater sage-grouse.

e Provide assurance that relevant science is considered, reasonably interpreted, and
accurately presented; and that uncertainties and risks are acknowledged and documented.

e Provide science and technical assistance to the RMT and Regional Interdisciplinary
Team, on request.

e Articulate conservation objectives for the greater sage-grouse in measurable terms to
guide overall planning.

e Identify science-based management considerations for the greater sage-grouse (e.g.,
conservation measures) that are necessary to promote sustainable sage-grouse
populations, and which focus on the threats in each of the management zones.

C. Regional Management Teams

The Regional Management Teams (RMT), East and West are established to reflect the uniquely
different threats to the greater sage-grouse across its range. The role of the RMTs is to provide
overall leadership and guidance for the planning process to ensure that adequate conservation
measures are developed and incorporated into RMP amendments/ revisions. East RMT members
(or their official designee) include the BLM State Directors from Wyoming (Team Leader),
Montana/Dakotas, Colorado, and Utah, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Deputy Regional
Director Mountain-Prairie Region, the state wildlife agency Directors for Wyoming Game and
Fish, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and Colorado
Division of Parks and Wildlife.

West RMT members (or their official designee) include the BLM State Directors from Nevada
(Team Leader), Idaho, Oregon/Washington, California, Utah, and Montana/Dakotas, the BLM
Assistant Director for Fire and Aviation Management, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Regional Directors Pacific Region and Pacific Southwest Region, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Deputy Regional Director Mountain-Prairie Region, the state wildlife agency Directors
for the Nevada Department of Wildlife, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, California Department of Fish and Game, Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources, and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. These RMTs provide regional
leadership forums to:

Develop shared goals, objectives, priorities, and direction across the states and Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agency (WAFWA) management zones within the
region.

Coordinate planning, analyses, and plan implementation to ensure consistency within
each WAFWA management zone across the region.

Build regional awareness to facilitate the sharing of effective practices and strategies.
Secure and allocate agency resources (staff and funding) across each region.
Interface directly with the National Policy Team and the Executive Leadership Team.

Facilitate partner engagement in the BLM planning process and foster broad
collaboration for sage-grouse conservation.

The immediate focus of the RMTs for the development of RMP amendments/revisions will be as
follows:

The RMT Team Leaders will finalize RMT membership by August 31, 2011. Team
Leaders may adjust RMT membership to ensure appropriate representation of federal,
state or other cooperating agencies.

Provide overall direction for initiation of the planning effort, including the establishment
of sub-regional planning area boundaries by September 1, 2011.

Evaluate the adequacy of current plans and ongoing revisions to determine the level of
revision or amendment needed.

Provide direction for a consistent Purpose and Need statement (for revisions underway,
the teams should determine whether they can be synchronized with the regional effort or
supplemented through the regional effort).

Provide direction for the planning alternatives developed.

Provide direction for analysis of the alternatives.

Provide direction for a regional cumulative effects analysis of the plan decisions.
Coordinate the selection of the Preferred Alternative for each Environmental Impact

. Statement.

Appoint Regional Project Managers.

After the planning effort is completed, the RMTs will monitor implementation of the final plan
decisions and will coordinate direction on emerging issues.



D. Regional Project Managers

The Regional Project Managers (PM) will lead the Regional Interdisciplinary Teams (RIDT) and
attend sub-regional public and cooperator meetings to ensure consistency across their respective
regions. The PMs will also act as advisors and consultants to their respective Regional
Management Teams (RMT) and ensure that RMT direction and decisions are incorporated into
the planning efforts. The PMs will call RIDT meetings, consulting with members in regard to
the agendas. They will also closely monitor the planning efforts of the two regions throughout
the process to maintain an appropriate level of consistency between the two regions.
Additionally, the PMs may call upon Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Team members to
collaborate on various issues throughout the process.

E. Regional Interdisciplinary Teams

The Regional Interdisciplinary Teams (RIDTs), East and West are also established to reflect the
uniquely different threats to the great sage-grouse across its range. The primary role of the
RIDTs is to ensure consistency between the Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Teams (SIDT) (e.g.,
use of information, data, mapping, analyses, management actions and assumptions), to the
maximum extent practical. It is expected that any inconsistencies within and between regions
will be based on distinct ecological differences that are recognized and supported by RIDT
experts. It is expected that RIDTs would be formed at the direction of the RMTs and composed
of a representative staff from the SIDTs within each of the regions. The RIDTs will propose, for
Regional Management Team (RMT) approval, the mechanics for incorporating direction and
policy provided by the RMTs and National Policy Team into sub-regional analyses (for RMP
amendments/ revisions) to ensure consistency within WAFWA management zones across the
region. For RMP amendments, this may involve similar versions of Chapter 1 (Introduction,
including Purpose and Need), Chapter 2 (Proposed Action and Alternatives), and cumulative
effects analyses within a region or across the range of the greater sage-grouse.

F. Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Teams

The role of the Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Teams (SIDT) is to provide the sub-regional
analyses to transform goals, objectives, management planning considerations, and conservation
measures into the necessary regulatory mechanisms to conserve the greater sage-grouse on
BLM-administered lands within and across the respective states and WAFWA management
zones within their respective regions. The SIDTs will complete the required National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis (EISs) to develop the new or revised regulatory
mechanisms, through RMPs, in order to conserve and restore the greater sage-grouse and its
habitat on BLM-administered lands on a range-wide basis over the long term. The SIDTs will be
composed of BLM staff from each of the sub-regions, as well as representatives of state wildlife
agencies and the USFWS. Team members will be selected by each BLM State Office based on
planning needs. The teams would generally include the Deputy State Director for Resources or a
Branch Chief, and appropriate Program Leads from the BLM State Offices, as well as BLM
District/ Field Office staff. These interdisciplinary teams are expected to operate collectively
and separately during various stages of the planning process, as appropriate. The Regional
Project Managers will provide overall leadership and direction to the SIDTs.



G. Team Operating Procedures

National Policy Team (NPT) Meetin

The NPT will meet regularly on a schedule jointly developed by the Assistant Directors
for WO-200, and WO-300. Meetings will address a wide range of topics, focusing on
critical, policy related issues.

The first meeting of the NPT will be held the week of September 5, 2011.

Regional Management T Meetin

The individual RMTs will convene together in one location a minimum of two times
during the year.

Spring meetings will be held in Reno, NV (West RMT) and Cheyenne, WY (East RMT).
A winter meeting will rotate among the states within each region. To the extent possible,
meetings will be scheduled one year in advance.

Regional Management Team meetings will focus on strategic issues, business issues, and
the exchange of information.

The hosting office will arrange administrative and logistical support for the Regional
Management Team meetings.

The East and West RMT leaders will chair the meetings and approve agendas. The RMT

leaders will also provide an Executive Secretary to provide administrative support
functions for the RMTs.

Regional Management Team agenda items will be submitted to the Executive Secretary
using a standard format. Each agenda item will have a RMT sponsor who will be
responsible for the item being presented to the RMT.

Agendas and advanced reading materials will be distributed by the Executive Secretary at
least two weeks prior to each meeting.

Meeting minutes will be summarized in sufficient detail to capture all items discussed,
and recommendations, decisions, and assignments made.

Attendance at meetings is critical and expected. When a member cannot attend, an acting
member will be prepared and present with the appropriate authority to represent the
member in discussions and decision making,.

Regional Management Team Conference Calls

In the initial phases of the planning process, the East RMT conference calls will be held
each Monday at 3:00 pm, Mountain Time. West RMT conference calls will be held each
Thursday at 9:00 a.m., Pacific Time. The conference call schedule may be adjusted
during the course of the planning process as appropriate.

Regional Management Team Leaders will chair the meetings and approve the agenda.

The RMT Executive Secretary will solicit agenda items and distribute agendas and
advance reading materials for each conference call.

Meeting minutes will be summarized in sufficient detail to capture all items discussed,
and recommendations, decisions, and assignments made.



Attendance at conference calls is critical and expected. When a member cannot attend,
an acting member will be prepared and present with the appropriate authority to represent
the member in discussions and decision making.

National Technical Team (NTT) Meetings

[ ]

The NTT meetings will focus on technical and scientific issues, and the exchange of
information.

Meetings of the NTT will be held as needed (issue or topic-based) and coordinated by the
team leader (BLM Nevada, DSD for Resources). Requests for NTT meetings will be sent
to the NTT leader for review and approval by either the National Policy Team or the
Regional Management Teams, as appropriate. Concurrence between the East and West
RMTs is required.

Agendas and advanced reading materials will be distributed by the team leader at least
one week prior to each meeting.

Meeting minutes will be summarized in sufficient detail to capture all items discussed
(including different perspectives), recommendations, and assignments made.

Members will be allowed to review, amend and approve meeting minutes before they are
finalized.

The first meeting of the NTT will be held on August 29, 2011 in Denver, CO.

Regional Interdisciplinary Teams (RIDT) and Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Teams (SIDT)

The Regional Project Managers in conjunction with the RIDTs and SIDTs will be
responsible for establishing their own meeting and conference call schedules.

The RIDT meetings should primarily focus on topics or issues related to consistency
between the SIDTs (e.g., use of information, data, mapping, analyses, management
actions and assumptions). Any identified inconsistencies between analysis areas should
be addressed and an action plan developed (if necessary) to resolve or validate these
inconsistencies. Inconsistencies should be documented and based on distinct ecological
differences that are recognized and supported by RIDT experts.

The SIDTs will complete the required NEPA analysis (EISs) for their respective sub-
regions to develop new or revised regulatory mechanisms, through land use plans
(RMPs), in order to conserve and restore the greater sage-grouse and its habitat on BLM-
administered lands on a range-wide basis over the long term.

Decision Making

Teams will operate using the consensus decision-making model. When consensus cannot
be reached, the topic may be elevated to the next highest level in the organization for
review and final decision. Issues will be presented to the next highest level in writing
using a Decision Memo format. Issues raised will be clearly framed, will fully articulate

different perspectives and will include a full range of options, solutions and desired
outcomes.

The RIDT and SIDTs do not have delegated authority for making final agency decisions.
However, these teams are expected to formulate substantive recommendations for
decisions which may be made by either the RMTs or the NPT. As such, the RIDT and
SIDTs will use the consensus model for making their team recommendations and the
same issue elevation process described above.



Consensus is a process that encourages critical discussion, leading to a broader, clearer
perspective; the result is a decision constituting substantial agreement within a group. In this
context, consensus is further defined as a decision whose implementation will be actively
supported by all team members. In addition, consensus includes benefits of contributing to
teamwork, encouraging trust, and engendering commitment from those making the decision. The
person(s) who usually makes the decision must participate as an equal and accept the decision
reached by the group for the process 1o be true consensus.

V. Funding

Funding for the Greater Sage-Grouse National Planning Strategy will be contained in the annual
budget allocation supplied to each BLM State Office. The funding covers the salary for the
BLM team members and includes funding to cover travel expenses for all BLM team members
and State wildlife agency team members. Project planning, implementation and monitoring may
be funded by existing and future program areas, initiatives and strategic funds.

VI. Charter Establishment

The establishment of the National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy is effective upon

signature of the Deputy Director of Operations.
&é 3% s il

Mike Pool, Deputy Director of Operations - / Date



