Craig Dremann. Box 361. Redwood City. California 94064 - (650) 323-7333

Jennifer O'Brion

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Portland Regional Office
Division of Endangered Species
911 NE. 11th Avenue :
Portland, Oregon 97232-4181

June 28, 2002

Bae
Dear Ms. M,

I mailed four petitions on June 18, 2002, which were received by your office
the morning of June 20, to list two grasses Bromus arizonicus and Nassella
cernua, and one to list the Sage Grouse, and another to upgrade the listing for the
Desert Tortoise from Threatened to Endangered.

[ am re-submitting the four petitions, to add the date to each of them, and to
correct two parts of the Bromus arizonicus petition: a typo in the first paragraph
under rainfall where “(cm)” was accidentally added, and to add the citation under
Literature Cited for the Flora of Kern County.

Do I understand correctly, that the ruling of the U.S. District Judge Vaughn
Walker of San Francisco, on Friday, June 21, 2002, where he decided that Federal
law requires the USFWS to decide within 90 days whether protection is needed
for a petitioned species, and the Service must make a final decision on listing a
year later, also applies to my four petitions and they will be processes within the
legally required response time?

Sincerely 5O
, O ‘Nv ..
a - C ) 32IAN3S 3’;7{5—;,% Ler?s'%agn

Craig C. Dremann
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Petition to list Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus)
as an Endangered Species.

This action is supported by substantial information that warrants this action, by
the data listed in the publication “Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush-Steppe
Ecosystems Management Guidelines” (Barrett, Hugh, et al. 2000), which is quoted
herein:

Sage-grouse populations have exhibited long-term declines throughout North
America, declining by 33 percent over the past 30 to 40 years (Braun 1998). The
species has been extirpated in five states and one Canadian province, and is “at
risk” in six other states and two Canadian provinces. Even in the five Western
states where the species is considered to be more abundant, long-term population
declines have averaged 30 percent (Connelly and Braun 1997, Crawford and Lutz
1985). Various factors affecting sage-grouse populations occur at different
temporal and spatial scales. No single causal factor has been identified for these
declines. Instead, an accumulation of factors described herein are responsible,

Historically, around 220 million acres of sagebrush-steppe vegetation types
existed in ‘North America (McArthur and Ott 1996), making it one of the most
widespread habitats in the country. Much of this habitat, however, has been lost
or degraded over the last 100 years. For example, in the interior Columbia River
Basin, total acreage in sagebrush-steppe habitat has been reduced from about 40
million acres to 26 million acres, representing a loss of about 35 percent since the
early 1900s (Hann et al. 1997). Most remaining sagebrush-steppe ecosystems in
Oregon are on public lands managed by BLM. Sage-grouse have been extirpated
in five states (Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Kansas, and Nebraska) and
British Columbia and is “at risk” in six states (Washington, California, Utah,
Colorado, North Dakota, and South Dakota) and in the Canadian provinces of
Alberta and Saskatchewan. In five states (Oregon, Nevada, Idaho, Wyoming, and
Montana), long-term population declines have averaged 30 percent since 1950.

Threats to the Species As discussed below, numerous activities have
adversely impacted, and continue to have potential to adversely impact, the
distribution and quality of sage-grouse and their habitat. In addition, natural
events and the human response to them could directly impact sage-grouse, as
well as their habitat.

Agricultural conversion. Permanent conversion of sagebrush to agricultural
lands is the single greatest cause of decline in sagebrush-steppe habitat in the
interior Columbia Basin (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). In the northern half of
eastern Oregon, large areas of sagebrush-steppe habitat have been converted to
agricultural lands (Wisdom et al. in press). Although sage-grouse do use some
agricultural lands (such as alfalfa) for brood-rearing habitat, row crops are not
beneficial habitat (Blus et al. 1989).






Rangeland conversion. Prior to the 1980s, herbicide treatment of large tracts of a
rangeland (primarily 2,4-D) was a common method of reducing sagebrush (Braun
1987). In many cases, broad herbicide treatment may have contributed to declines
in sage-grouse breeding populations (Enyeart 1956, Higby 1969, Peterson 1970,
Wallestad 1975). A Utah study suggests that this adverse impact on sage-grouse
was compounded in areas subsequently reseeded to crested wheatgrass
(Agropyron cristatum) (Enyeart 1956). Mechanical treatments (mowing, plowing,
and chaining) of sagebrush have generally been more “local” in nature, but these,
too, have adversely impacted sage-grouse habitat if done on a broad scale
(Swensen et al. 1987). Even small-scale projects to reduce sagebrush can be
damaging if in the wrong location, such as in winter habitat.

Livestock management. Various livestock management practices have altered
sage-grouse habitat over the last century. Livestock facilities such as spring
developments, water pipelines, and fencing have distributed livestock use over
areas formerly used only sporadically or lightly. In many areas, grazing has
contributed to long-term changes in plant communities and reduced certain
habitat components, such as biological crusts that contribute to the health of
sagebrush-steppe habitat (Mack and Thompson 1982, Quigley and Arbelbide 1997,
Wisdom et al. in press). Grazing too soon after disturbances such as fire may lead
to long-term reductions in food plants and nesting cover. Current BLM policy
provides for a minimum rest of two growing seasons following fire. Temporary,
non-renewable use can result in removal of residual grass and the herbaceous
plants needed for nesting cover. Past land treatments have included seedings,
many of which did not include sagebrush, native forbs, and native grasses. This
kind of seeding activity contributes to an increased dominance of exotic species
that are detrimental to sage-grouse habitat. Drought can lead to an increase in
overlapping use among livestock, wild horses, and sage-grouse. Drought can
exacerbate adverse effects of livestock and wild horse grazing on vegetation and
soils (Valentine 1990). In some instances, failure to timely adjust livestock use
during drought has resulted in limited plant regrowth and overuse in wet
meadows and riparian areas, negating gains in rangeland conditions during
higher-precipitation years (Thurow and Taylor 1999). Grazing management is
- guided by land use plans and specific allotment management plans. In addition,
grazing management practices will be applied to attain the Standards for
Rangeland Health. Standard 5 specifically addresses protecting threatened and
endangered and special status species. If it is determined that the rangeland
health standards, including Standard 5, are not being met, appropriate changes in
grazing management will be implemented prior to the next grazing year to
ensure significant progress towards attainment of habitat objectives and the
standards of rangeland health.

Wildfire and prescribed fire. Fire has altered sage-grouse habitat on the
landscape in Oregon. Sagebrush Plants, especially Wyoming big sagebrush plants,






are vulnerable to fire. Existing BLM fire management plans have not, for the
most part, identified sage-grouse habitat as a high priority for protection.
Furthermore, during multiple fire events, which are common in sagebrush-
steppe habitat, prompt access to local BLM resource specialists knowledge-able
about the location of critical sage-grouse habitat areas may be limited. Historical
fire suppression tactics of “burning out” the unburned interior islands within fire
perimeters has resulted in additional loss of habitat and loss of seed sources
within the core area. Repeated wildfires have favored invasion by cheatgrass
(Bromus tectorum) and other exotic species (Pellant 1990, Valentine 1990).
Conversion to cheatgrass alters the fire frequency from the historic 32- 70 years in
sagebrush-steppe ecosystems to 5 years or less (Wright and others 1979). In this
scenario, referred to by Pellant (1996) as the cheatgrass-wildfire cycle, the risk from
wildfire is very high and fire suppression efforts are challenged by very high
spread rates. This situation has increased the potential for large fires, carrying a
threat for additional cheatgrass invasion onto adjacent areas not yet dominated
by cheatgrass. Prescribed fire has also contributed to the decrease in Wyoming big
sagebrush habitat and sage-grouse brood-rearing habitat (Connelly et al. 1994,
Fischer et al. 1996a). The Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program
Review (USDI and USDA 1995) indicates that, consistent with land and resource
management plans, fire must be reintroduced into the ecosystem to restore and
maintain ecosystem health and reduce wildfire risk. Recent budget increases in
fuels management has resulted in the increased use of prescribed fire and other
fuels management treatments.

Fire rehabilitation. The lack of prompt and appropriate fire rehabilitation
following a wildfire can present additional threats to sage-grouse habitat. The
seed supply of native species is generally limited during years of extreme fire
when large acreages burn. Although the planting of brush species is more
common now than in the past, sagebrush may not always be included in all
rangeland fire rehabilitation seeding mixtures. Crested wheatgrass is often
planted in lieu of native species or as a mixture with native species, because it is
readily available and can successfully compete with cheat-grass. If cheatgrass or
any of a number of other exotic plant species are present before a fire occurs, they

are likely to become more dominant afterwards if the area is not properly
rehabilitated. '

Structures. Power lines, fences, roads, and urban development have all had an
adverse impact on sage-grouse habitat and their populations (Braun 1998). Roads
and associated human disturbances can have adverse impacts, especially to lek
and winter habitat areas (Wisdom et al. in press). Power lines and fences provide
perches for birds of prey and may actually cause direct mortality when sage-
grouse fly into them (Connelly pers. comm.). Urban development results in
direct loss due to fragmentation of habitat.






Juniper expansion. Before settlement by Euro-Americans, western juniper
(Juniperus occidentalis) existed in open, savannah-like woodlands maintained by
relatively frequent fires (Nichol 1937 in Miller and Rose 1995, West 1988 in Miller
and Rose 1995) or were confined to rocky surfaces or ridges (Barney and
Frishknecht 1974, Cottam and Stewart 1940, and Johnson and Simon 1987 in
Miller and Rose 1995). These woodlands had an understory that included various
sagebrush species. Since the 1880s, western juniper has expanded into mountain
big sagebrush, low sage brush (A. arbuscula), quaking aspen (Populus
tremuloides), and riparian communities (Miller and Rose 1995). The extent of the
juniper-sagebrush cover type within the Columbia Basin more than doubled
over the past century (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). Increased livestock grazing in
the late 1800s and early 1900s contributed to a reduction in fuels that could carry
fire, thereby decreasing fire frequency (Eddleman and others 1994). In addition,
fire suppression policies have generally lengthened fire-return intervals in
juniper-dominated areas. Although restoring lands dominated by western
juniper could benefit Sage-grouse, certain types of post-treatment management
could result in cheatgrass invasion, which would adversely impact native plant
recovery. Also, while juniper may make poor habitat for sage-grouse and the
reduction of juniper would be beneficial for them, we must be careful to
adequately provide for the habitat needs of juniper-associated sensitive species
such as the gray flycatcher (Empidonax wrightii).

Exotic invasive plants. Although cheatgrass proliferation has been
widespread, increases in other exotic species such as medusahead (Taeniatherum
caput-medusae), knapweed (Centaurea spp.) and yellow starthistle (Centaurea
solstitialis) are also adversely impacting sagebrush-steppe habitat (Quigley and
Arbelbide 1997). Many exotic plants are adapted to the Great Basin climate
(Trewartha 1981 in Mack 1986, Young and others 1972 in Mack 1986). The rapid
rate of expansion is partly attributable to the life history of exotic plants. Exotic
plants are often opportunists, and many are pioneer, colonizing species. They are
frequently one of the first species to arrive and colonize areas that have
experienced soil-surface disturbance or areas that lack plant cover. Their
establishment and spread are aided by disturbance to the soil surface (Baker 1986,
Bazzaz 1986). Spotted knapweed (C. maculosa), yellow starthistle, and leafy spurge
(Euphorbia esula), however, have exhibited the ability to invade relatively
undisturbed sites, including wilderness areas (Asher 1994, Tyser and Key 1988).

Wild horses. Excessive grazing by wild horses has contributed to a decline in
sage-grouse habitat over the last century. In some areas, grazing by wild horses
has contributed to long-term changes in plant communities and reduced certain
habitat components such as biological crusts, which contribute to the health of
sagebrush-steppe habitat (Mack and Thompson 1982, Quigley and Arbelbide 1997,
Wisdom et al. in press). Wild horses are managed by the BLM in 20 Herd
Management Areas encompassing 2.8 million acres of public lands located
primarily in southeastern Oregon. The cumulative Appropriate Management






Level for horse numbers in these areas is 1,351 to 2,650 animals. The
management goals for wild horses are to manage them as components of the
public lands and in a manner that preserves and maintains a thriving natural
ecological balance in a multiple use relationship.

Illegal sowing of exotics after fire. The petitioner add the illegal sowing of
exotics by Federal land Mmanagers after fire, without the writing of the required
NEPA documents , which outlines the impact that the exotics will have on the
wildlife and ecosystem.
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March 19, 2003 ? E

Anne Badgley, Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
911 NE 11th Ave.

Partand, OR 97232-418]

Dear Regional Director Badgley.

‘The Institute understands that the US Fish and Wilc life Service is adopting the
position that chere are no legal subspecias of the Northem (#ircater Sage Grouse). We
believe that this position s incorrect and arc invalved in chullenging that position in
court. However, in order to protect sage grouse in the cver | that a court determines that
the Servica can disallow these designated subspecies, we a ¢ now petitioning the entire
species for listing under the Endangered Species Act. We :ontinue to beljeve that the
listing of sage grouse by subspecics affords the Service manageinent flexibility, but we
will ensure that sage grouse are protected. The Northem o * Greater Sage Grouse
(Centrovercus urophavianus) has been the subject of two f revicus petitions from the
Institute — one for the Western subspecies, and one for the iiastern subsoecies. We
incorporate those previous petitions into the present petitic n for the entire species For
the reasons stated in the previously submitted petitions (incarparated by reference herein)
a6 well as the supplemental information provided below, the Institute is requesting 2
listing as endangered. The previous petitions submitted to you are:

Webb, R. 2001, Status Review of the Western subspecies of the Greater Sage Grouse
(Cenrrocercus urophasianus phaios). Pub). No. 0%4-02 of the Institute for
Wildlife Protection; Office of Species Protection; & 630 Elinor St.; Eugene, OR.

Webb, R. 2002. Status Review of the Eastern subspceies of the Greater Sage Grouse
(Centrocer cus urophdyianus urophasianus). Publ. No. 186-02 of the Institute for
Wildlife Protection; Office of Species Protection; /630 Elinor St.; Eugenc, OR.

To summarize our previous submissions: Sage grcuse have declined from an
estimated 2 millior. or more birds 1o only about 100,000 ¢ * fewer today. Numbers have
not stabilized, and these declines are continuing. Significint declines have taken place in
the last decade. Haubitat has been degraded, highly fragme nted, and drastically reduced.
Climate change will causs aimost complete elimination of all sagebrush in the United
States within the foreseeable future. Agriculture, fire, spriying of pesticidas, cattle
grazing, development, fencing, juniper and pinion pine inl rugion, power lines, raads and
energy develapments threaten sage grouse. The twio prev ous petitions noted above
provide abundant evidence and citation to the scientific lirerature regarding these threats.
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We additionally supplement the information in the previous petitions with the following;

Bascd on a Masters thesis by one of John Crawford'. students at Orcgon State
Univ., there are indications that SG hens will 1ot return to tumed sites for 40 years or
more. This increases the threat to sage grouse viability fract range fires.

Land managcment agencies are not following the gy idelines established by
scientists with expertise on sage grouse, instead, “agencies '1ick and choose which
guidelines to follow and vary their application among state:, districis, and resource areas
or vinually ignore™ the guidalines (Braun, Oedekoven, Aldiidge 2002, p. 13).

The “impacts of oil and gas development have been and we negative for sage-
grouse,” and sage grouse will be “at risk of local extirpatiol. in intensively developec
areas” (Braun, Oedekoven, Aldridge 2002, p. 12, 13).

Viability is rat linear with environmental condition:: Instead, populations ¢an
appear relatively stable over 2 wide range of conditions, an| then “decline rapidly toward
extinction” with only email additional declines” (Adams 2(02).

- Development is a severe threat to sage grouse habit:L. A study by the American
Farmland Trust (2002) shows that 25 million acres of ranct.land will ba threatened by
sprawl and low donsity development in the next 20 years; riorecver, the greatest risk is to
the most productive sage grouse habitas.

Habitat fragmentation from agricuiture strongly inc ‘cased nest predation - nests
in fragmented landscapes are about 9 times more likely to 1ss depredated as those in
continuous landscapes (Vander Haegen, et al, 2002)

The Service must carefully consider inbreeding effi<ts, because {gnoring
“inbreeding depression will substantially underestimate ex inction risk ” and mean time
to extinction can easily diminish by 30% (Braak, et al. 20C2).

Extinction of sage grouse fram the ICBEMP analyis area (Interior Columbia
Basin) is highly likely within 100 years under present man jgement directions (Wisdom,
Rowland, et al, 2002). There is a moderate probability of r:xtinction in the area even if
enviranmental conditions do not deteriorate from those of Jie present (Wisdom,
Rowland, et al. 2002). Local restoration efforts are unlike! v to prevent extinction in the
area (Wisdom, Rowiland, et al, 2002, p. 1230). The risk of extinction will be reduced
only if restoration of habitat is syccessful in a coordinated and comprehensive manuer at
regional scales (Wisdom, Rowland, &t al. 2002, p. 1230).

. Habitat restoration, however, is unlikely to occur. A single factor, the effects of
exatic plants — notably cheatgrass (Rromus tectoron) — mi lces restoration unlikely
directions (Wisdom, Rowland, ¢t a), 2002, p. 1230). The 1 mount of sage grouse habitat
in the ICBEMP analysis arza (Interior Columbia Basin) w !l decline by 17% to 19%
within the next 100 years even with significant reductions in livestock grazing and active
ccosysiem restoration (Hemstrom, et al. 2002). Restoraticn will require *“monumental”
efforts both in terms of the vast spatial extent of restoratio s and in terms of the lengthy
time periods over which restoration will have to be condurled (Hemstrom, et ab. 2002, p.
1253). Thus, restoration is unlikely to succeed and babita witl declines will ve even
worse, Sage grouse habitat is “susceptible to a dramatie axceleration in loss and
degradation” (Hemstrom, et al. 2002, p. 1253), leading to rapid extinction of sage grouse
from the area.

Johnsgard (2002) argues that hunting is a major th-cat to sage grouse. The
Institute has discussed this thoroughly in the petitions refe renced above. The Service
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must carsfully examine this issue in making a listing decisiom, designating critical habitat,

and in its other duties under the ESA. As a first esumate, t Institute believes that
hunting should be prohibited for Gunnison and Mono sage arouse as well as the DPS in
Washington state. Further, hunting should be prohibited or the margins of the range for
all sage grouse; however, limited hunting may be appropriate -~ even after listing - fora
few populations in relatively remote areas with goad reproriuctive output.

We enclose a list of addivional Bibliographic references for your convenience.

You are required to acknowledge receipt of this petition in writing within 30 days, 50
C.F.R.§ 424.14(a).

Sincerely, '

Do WA

Don Webb, Staff Attomey

Enclosure: Additional Literature on Sage Grouse and Thrs its to their Existence
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ADDITIONAL LITERATURE ON SAGE GROUSE AND THRI'AYS TO THEIR EXUSYENCE

Adams, P. A. 2002, Will small population sizes warn us of impending extinctions?
Amer, Natur, 160(3); 293-303,

Aldridge, C. L. Sage Grouse response 10 livestock grazing in SE Alberta. Ph.D. diss.
Untversity of Alberta, Canada.

Aldridge, C, L. and R. M. Brigham. 2002, Sage-grouse n¢sting and brood habitat use in
Southern Canada. J, Wildl, Manage, 66(2): 433-44.1

Aldridge, C. L. and R. M. Brigham. 2002, Status and dist ibution of sage grouse in
Canada. Canadian Field Naturalist, in press

American Farmland Trust. 2002. Stratepic Ranchland in tf & Rocky Mountain West —
Mapping the: Threats to Prime Ranchland jn Seven Vestam States. American
Farmlaad Trust, 1200 18th Street, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036,
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Office of Incemational A ffairs — Olympia, Washington
July 3, 2002

Anne Badgley, Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
911 NE 11th Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-4181

Dear Regional Director Badgley:

Enclosed please find a Status Review and Petition for a Rule to List the Eastern sage
grouse under the Endangered Species Act. Petitioners submit this petition pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act and Administrative Procedures Act. We are requesting a listing as
Endangered. Endangered means in danger of extinction in all or a part of its range. Neither
Congress nor the Service has defined danger; however, it is clear that the Eastern sage grouse are
endangered using the definitions of danger in Webster’s International Dictionary or in Black's
Law Dictionary.

You are required to designate critical habitat at the time of listing. Many ranchers have
expresscd fear regarding the economic consequences to them of a sage grouse listing. You are
not allowed to consider economic effects when listing & species but may do so when designating
critical habitat. The Institute requests that you consider the economic effects of critical habitat
designations on small ranchers. An analysis of federal grazing permits by reporters Paul Rogers
and Jennifer LaFleur of the Sun Jose Mercury shows that the top 10% of grazing-permit holders
control a striking 65% of all livestock on BLM property and 49% of the livestock on USFS lands
(San Josc Mercury, Nov. 7, 1999; Deseret News, Sunday, November 28, 1999). Therefore,
considcration of effects of designating critical habitat on small ranchers will have little effect on
sage grouse. The Institute will monitor critical habitat designations to ensure that they are
adequately protective of sage grousc. As The Descret News put it “wealthy hobby ranchers,
agribusincss giants and corporations” are the major beneficiaries of public lands grazing. Thus,
consideration of effects of designating critical habitat on small ranchers would most likely benefit
the overall US economy by reducing subsidies to thosc that do not need them,

We believe you will find this status review and petition o be extensive, thorough, and
comprehensive. Our Olympia, Washington office.is designated as the lead for this status review
and petition; however, for simplicity please route all your contacts through our Eugene, Oregon
office. In order to reduce the workload on the Service, Institute staff have attemnpted to
encompass all information relevant to a listing in the enclosed status review. We welcome your
prompt attention to this matter. The Institute maintains an extensive library and documents
collection. If you require any documents cited by us in order to complete your Teview, and are
unable to otherwise obtain them, please contact us, as we may be able to supply them, We
assume that the Service has ready access to published sources as wel] as government documents.
These documents were prepared under the direction of Dr. Steven G. Herman at our Olympia
office. However, pleasc contact me (at the address or tclephone number above) if you need any
assistance. We want to do everything possible to help you completc your review as quickly as
possible, and within the statutory time limits. Best wishes for an enjoyable Fourth of July
Celebration.

Sincerely,

Do Wbl

Don Webb
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Abstract

The Eastern sage grouse is a recognized subspecies of the Greater (or Northern) sage
grouse with the scientific name Centrocercus urophasianus phaios. The range of the Eastern
Sage grouse and the number of individuals has decreased alarmingly, and the subspecies has
become isolated into a series of fragments. Sage grouse once numbered in the millions or tens of
millions — today, barely 100,000 birds remain. Although this appears at first glance to be a
relatively large mimber of individuals, sage grouse are spread thinly over vast areas of degraded
habitat, and are subdivided into numerous separate populations. Like water in a large, shallow
skillet, the birds will soon evaporate from the landscape. Two threats are individually capable of
causing extinction: the spread of Juniper trees and cheatgrass invasion. Both these threats are
generated by climate change and by livestock grazing. Junipers serve as raptor perches, creating
kill zones for sage grouse. Juniper is projected to cover almost all current sage grouse habitat
within this century, causing extinction. Cheatgrass is spreading rapidly through the sagebrush
habitat required by Sage grouse, and kills sagebrush by increasing fire frequency.

Introduction

In historical times, sage gfousc were so numerous that their flocks used to datken the
skies (Patterson 1952, P- 19). Vast clouds of the birds extended for miles. Today, the bird has
been extirpated from 5 states, and is “at risk” in 6 other states (Bradiey 1999; Nevada State
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Office, BLM 20003, p. 1) and only remnant populations exist even 1n the center of the range.
Existing populations are highly fragmented, and population trends are downward even among
the largest populations. All remaining habitat has been degraded. Sage grouse inhabit the
sagebrush shrub-steppe areas of North America, a little-loved landscape that has been se verely
damaged by a wide variety of threats. Vast areas of the public’s land has been converted to
pasturage with exotic plant species, water pipes and troughs, and electric pumps —the
infrastructure of industrial agriculture needed to support livestock management. Agriculture
occupies 41% of the areas from which sage grouse have been extirpated in the interior Columbia
River basin (Wisdom, Wales, et al. undated, p. 12) - this simple statistic illustrates the extreme
effect of agro-industrial infrastructure on sage grouse.

Here, I review the status of sage grouse, its vulnerability to extinction, the demise of jts
habitat, and the malfeasant actions of state and federal agencies who were supposed to protect
the puclic’s lands and the public’s wildlife. This Status Review incorporates by reference al|
citations in the Bibliography (Webb and Salvo 2001), as well as the citations in the references
themselves. The Service recognizes that it must examine “information submit{ted) with or
referenced in the petition” (Deibert 1999b). The Bibliography consists of the literature cited and
selected references, which are intended to help the Service in its evaluation of the plight of this
species.

Taxonomy

The two species of sage grouse, the Gunnison sage grouse, with the proposed binomial
Centrocercus minimus, and the Greater (or Northern) sage grouse, Centrocercus urophasianus
(Bonaparte 1827), are referred to the family Phasianidae (formerly to the family Tetraonidae), in
the order Galliformes (AOU 1998, p. 118-119; Sibley and Monroe 1990, 1993, p. 23). The first
written accounts of the species are from the Lewis and Clark expedition in 1805 (Thwaites
1959). The species was formally described in 1827 (Tetrao urophasianus) by C. L. Bonaparte,
and was revised and placed in the monotypic genus Centrocercus by Swainson and Richardson
(1831). Inthe 1990s it became obvious that C. minimus deserved species rank (Braun and
Young 1995; J. R. Young, et al. 2000; summary in Webb 2000). The Greater sage grouse is
divided into two subspecies, the Western and the Eastern. The AQU recently officially
recognized the species status of the Gunnison sage grouse and renamed the Northem sage grouse
to “Greater sage-grouse” (AQU 2000). Scientists working directly with sage grouse intend to
appeal the renaming of Northern to Greater sage-grouse. This report will thus continue using the
common name Northem sage grouse for Centrocercus urophasianus.

’

Common Names

The standardized common narmes are Gunnison sage grouse and Greater or Northemn sage
grouse but the species have also been referred to variously as sage hen, sage cock, spiny-tailed
pheasant, spine-tail grouse, fool hen, cock of the plains, tétras des armoises (French),
Beifusshuhn (German) or sage chicken (Coues 1893; Girard 1937; Patterson 1952c;