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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.

USA.GOV | No FearAct | DOI | Dischimer | Aboul BLM | Notices | Gat Adoba Readerd
Privacy Polity | FOIA | Mids Polcy | Contact Us | Accessioity | Ste Map: | Home

See where the

|Greater-sage Grouse are

found »

Planning Strategy
Flowchart

S

How the teams are
structured =

The BLM and
Sage-grouse

Where the 8LM and
Sage-grouse overlap »

5/29/2012 8:01 PM



Rocky Mountain

hitp://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/eastern.html

1of2

National

'+ What We Do

4 Visit us

#! Information Center
W Get Involved

' Our Offices/Centers
& Contact Us

Mare B5LM Programes>Sage Grouse»Rocky Mountain Region

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



Federal Register | Notice of Intent To Prepare Environmental Impact...  https:/www.federalregister.gov/articles/2011/12/09/2011-31652/noti...

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.
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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.
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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.
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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. F