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Sally Jewell, Secretary of Intenior:

Dan Ashe, Director USFWS ; g

Neil Kornze, Director Bureau of Land Managemcnt Cat SRR

Department of Interior £ FEERE T S

1849 C Street Northwest i Y+ N

Washmgton DC 20240
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Dear Intenor Secretary J ewell BLM Dlreﬁtm Kornze and Interlor Departmem Officialsy
an

WlldLands Defense is alarmed at the proposal laid out in an October 27, 2014 USFWB

memorandum and map that FWS developed in conjunction with BLM. The Memo is ™

entitled: Greater Sage-Grouse: Additional Recommendations to Refine Land Use W

Allocations in Highly Important Landscapes. The Highly Important Landscapes are

termed Super PACs. The map shows an extraordinarily small area of “Super-PAC” land.

We do not support this latest agency sage-grouse habitat segregation scheme. The land
area identified in the earlier USFWS COT PAC process, and in other habitat segregation
schemes in recent years, was also already much too small to provide for effective
conservation of populations of greater sage-grouse across the species range. "

Now the Super PAC mapping acreage cuts are the latest in a series of USFWS and BL
efforts to reduce acres of habitat of significant importance to greater sage-grouse -

conservation to a very small land area - which will never be sufficient to preserve: the
species. We have:included a series of maps from the FWS COT Report and the > -
SuperPAC map at the end of our letter showing these dramatic cuts. T
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First and foremest, all agencies in Interior must commit to protection of all remaining
populations of sage-grouse within all habitats that are occupied by the birds, and also
protection of lands that are identified for restoratior. The Super-PAC concept, to be of
value to conservation, must be applied to all remaining occupied sage-grouse habitat
and identified restoration habitat for this landscape species.

Habitat Mapping Cuts in the Past 5 Years
The Interior Department is dramatically shrinking and whittling away at habitats of high

concern with each new mapping scheme. This long series of agency efforts to cut back on
habitat protections to benefit industry includes:

wildlandsdefense.org

WildLands Defense'is g 50! (c)3 ‘nenprofit corporanon dedicated to protecting and improving the ecological
and aesthetic quahnes of wildlands and*wildlife communities in the Western United States '



***Doherty & al. 2010 “Core” habitat mapping under former Interior secretary Ken .
Sa'azar. This need the Core Sabitat aproach to “>cus conservation only on the areas)near
leks where sagz-g-ouse were m.ost nurerus — relegating 25% of the population and ...,
large areas of occupied habitats to lesser status for conservation concern.

*#+B[ M PPH/PGH mazppins. In 2011-2012, PLM segregated:occupied habitat into . ..
Priority and General Habitat. This diminished the areas of Key and other habitats whose -
importance had lozg been recognized in many Land Use Plens (MEPs/RMPs) and state .
plans at that time. Th's down-graded managemept concemn and protections for vast areas.”
of Occupied habiiet thal were relegated to the Genexzal categories. s gy
*** The severely flawed USFWS COT PAC habitat mapping of 2012-2013. This = ...+
politics-laden FW'S closed door process significantly cut and down-graded habitats across
southeastern Idaho, portions of Utzh, Oregor: and other occupizd hakitats. i o

*##* The series of BLM Greater Sage-grouse Draft EIS and RMP processes across nearly
all of the species range, with most issued for comment in winter-2013-2014 and the FEIS
still to be finalized;-The PPH and PGH:segregation is now being replaced by lands - .
segregated into three cgtegories; typically tesmed Core, Imporiant, General or some | .
variation on this- But:Core habitat here is not the same as the Doherty 2010 Core.

And once again, land acreage and mapping showing the areas of highest priority for sage-
grouse conservation shrunk — often dramatically. In the BLM EIS process, federal
agencies capitulated to increasing efforts by states to down-grade occupied and: : -
restoration habitats in a seriesof deficient state plans (such as.Idaho’s). Segregating -
habitat into three categories, immediately cutting down on the acres of the highest
Priority habitat. This three category segregation pervades the EIS’s across the species
range. i TR R TR LTSI & PR ,.
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Now, the Izte 2014 Super FAC schems represeiits a'broad-ccale slashing of habitdts of -
Highest impo:tance to'a mere "G5 million acrss. ol L0t 7T Tan e o e
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At this rate, FWS will be recommending zero acres for conservation by the end of 2015!
The sage-grcuse “cmbrelle” coscept for saving species dependent on the sage-grouse ¢ [
biome has been reduced te what can oaly be termed - smidgen of the species former ~ .:
range. Sage-greuse historic range may have encorzpassed nearly 297 million acres.

With the Super-PACs, the habitat segregation cuts have reached an absurd point. These
continued agency habitat segregation and reduction schemes superlatively illustrate the
failure of existing regulatory mechanisms, and demonstrate the need for expeditious
Listing vf sage-grouse under the ESA. : r e ! ;



Thus, SupefPACs help'earve up the landscepe with a ifenagemerit Scheme.that enables
the species’ incremental extinction = #s-ail less speisial habitsts will' bé saerificed. to one
degree or anothéer under agency day-te day “riuftiple use” managément. - ~*on 7 2. i
iz i i Tomes o gy IR & B !
An E& E article describes how Interior in 2014 formed a Dream Team of non-sage-
grouse bielogists to “save” sage-grouse tb) ffwbm °en¢:ws naYstories/1(60009471/print
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Only oné bf the people Interior chose foi the Dream Team had ever seert a sage-groaae‘?
We fear such lack of experience with sage-grouséiand thie sagebrush biome is why they .
were chosen, since biologists mote atttinéed to the néedsof thislandsdaps species: would
not countenance such a drastic shrinking of important habitat as takes place with the

SuperPAC Sehemie.-- "= . = qnemn shided JA% §o 220 f e B dlorsioe w0
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Doherty et al. 20 10 Core Desplte abundant publicity heraldmg the lek -based Core -
mapping in 2010, thére has been'sigrificant conservationconcern about reliance on a lek-
based “core” approach for habitat range-wide. The Core approach was developed in the
relatively continuous and more uniform landscape of Wyoming. It segregated occupied
habitat into areas of lesser importance (including sometimes to please energy interests,
powerful ranchers, etc.). The Core habitat segregation scheme made it easier for agencies
to begin the process of sacrificing habitats to industry in areas where sage-grouse were ...,
less numerous, and at times to favor well-connected sanchers; energy developers mmers
and others. : ; -

The Core scheme especially handicaps conservation of sage-grouse populations in Basin
and Range and other naturally fragmented and heterogeneous topographical settings, as
well: as- the populations that now exist'in shrinking and ewer-imoreisolated poekets due to/
human development and habitat degradatien resultir'gin exbarded-humanscaused 1. o1’
ﬁ'agmentatlon
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The Core habitat mapping effart andrjlt&denvatwes knﬁwm gly wroteoff a pcrcentage ef
the population. This is ecological madness-for-a spesiesiknown ta be in.decline; and ...
facing unprecedented energy development, fire, chronic: livestockgrdzing degradation
and other threats, described as “death by a thousands cuts”. Many of these threats, such as
livestock grazing, are known ta be amphﬁed by chma,te change. - -

USFWS COT PACs. The COT repor* riade ‘arge Cﬂ tsto habltats {ong adernﬁﬁd as bemg
of conservation importance. It then went on to claira that PAGs repsesent: “the. mast..; 11 ]
important areas needed for maintaining sage-grouse representation, redundancy, and
resilience across the landscape.” COT Report at 13. Yet the process by which specific
areas with concentrations of active leks were omitted from PACs in the COT (like the




Big Desert area in Idaho and land areas in southeastern Idaho) is mysterious, and appears
to have o enbega based on pelitizel reasons; hesri g litfls. resermblanice to the bielogicd
nesd: of the spacies. The COT PAC kind areas seleciion pic cess arbitrarily vatisd frez -
staie to state. FWS wrote off small pc pulations in their entirety. FWS appearez to
capitilate to politiczily tainted state plan ctts in'habitat (as in Idaho) in its.delineation of .
the COT PACs. While Nevada did nct suffer immense cuts with the PACs, the new
SuperPAC cuts are devzstaiing and wul lead teo mdespread sage-grouse ex‘rn‘patlm

across much of the Great Basin. T d i a5t &

USF#S-BLM.SuperF2.Cs ‘Both the COT PAC ciits, and now the SuperPAG habitat- - .
slashing omits vast areas of the landscape long-identifie? for sage-grouse conservatior..

The cuts includes large areas where extraordinarily expensive so-called “habitat .- - ..
restoration” efforts have taken place, or are planned. In fact, NRCS just published a new
report touting how it had spent hundreds of millions of taxpayers dollars and hoped to
spend hundreds of millions more — on many of the land areas that the FWS COT PACs
and the Super PACs writes off. So while federal agencies are in the process of spending a
half a billion dollars or more of tax dollars, much of it is being spent in the areas of lesser
conservation concern under the FWS COT PACs and Super PACs

Moreover, these immense sums are being spert by NRCS and other agencies on projects
that closely resemble livestock forage production and infrastructure schemes of the past.
These projects involve even more livestock facility sprawl, and alteration and
“eradication” of native vegetation. These identical practices in past decades drove habitat
fragmentation, and helped push sage-grouse populations towards their current depressed
state.“Thé COT PAC anid SuperPAC mapping shows thése sums-are being wasted on™
lands the agencies have'no intention of managing te priotitize sage-grouse c.esplte '
spendmg hundreds of mlllrons of tax dollara in’ fhese very areas Pl M

By focusing on only the areas where sage-grouse are (or were) -piost numerous (basedson
what in reality are very old lek count data used to determine abundance), FWS gives tacit
approvai for staalier populahom w continue t/deciing aud blink cuc. TWS e fears to L2
wbandoning its inission, and inswad is behaving .ike an overt pawn of IHduStIy, si’u i '{mg
important habitat acreage with each passing year. E % gkt

Concern abom Agendas Drtving Wilderness Pmductlon SuperPACs

Intenor s recent embraee of the stirunken SuperPACS may in part driven by
administration concessions to what has become a large Foundation-funded wilderness-
production machine. Land protection agendas of some conservation groups are often
driver by the foundations that may bezefit from the distraction from integrated public
lands protections that land preservation “campaigns* provide. The flawed end produei '
also diminishes the intrinsic wildness of the so-calied wilderuess, suchas a series- of
recent designations that fail to proteci inherent values of Wilderness. '
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Harmful land uses that threaten sag=-grovse vi'l be shifted and intznsified across the:... -,
non-Super PAC areas. These lands will become incrementally degraded sacrifice areas.
In fact, this nattern is precisely. what-we have been observing with the BLM’s PPH and
PGH segregation scheme;in practice. . .. 20 [ i
Since the PPH and PGH habitat segregation. mapping tock place, BLM hasbeen - 1
justifying. pe"lr_‘tmg additional livestoek facilify sprawl aad other harmful activities m,.
PGH - because it is ms ped as being of less impertance, BLM has ever gone &> great,;
lengths to secregate. hab'tats within PPH irtc areasrof less importance. For. cyamplej see.,
Idaho BLM Owyhee 68 allotment livestock grazing EA processss, where-harmful ...
livestock seasons of use and stocking levels are i uetlﬁc;d in some PPH;babitats that aze .,
supposed to be recovering from fires. BLM maps “PPH Grassland” for exarnple (and de.
facto treats these }ands,,bg,sed on the percent of sage vs. grass}and inartificial barbed wire
pasture conﬁguratlons), asa rplat:lve sacrifice grea. This is despite the need of sage-
grouse for blocks of undisturbed habitat, desperately needed recovery of sage and
understories in PPH “Grasslands” to prevent cheatgrass mvadmg livestock- degraded
sites, apd extepsive;conflicts with nesting habitat-sgcurity. .

All Occupied habitat must be managed as highest Priority habitat. There has already been
a dramatic reduction in occupled habitat. Fragmentation of remammg habitats abounds
and is getting™worse.! (% . ... jeLTRieL MU CLgubne oo
PR L i ceeeefr nTiA : ji s et g
Beyond incessant development pressures and chronic pporly coq,troiled livestoek: ., |
degradation and conflicts --- events in the natural world are highly unpredictable and can
rapidly cause population declines over significant g-eas. Itis-hubris te believe thet -,
climate-dziven wildfires:and other annual invasive.-grags ﬂ,(pfm-*-'lon in «:hrmuca\.llvF grazcd*

habitats “&’lﬂ not get WOorse, arlcl rommue;ta eat away: a’r Fabitat .:u:rossthe s**ecfe,ﬂ»'ang
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crushmg sage G1ven thls slashmg habltax of 1mpg"tanc-e to an e,xtremely srra.l araout J: <
makes even less ecological sense.
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Effective Cansewihon Js Urgently Needed . B s .

Enhanced. conservatlon measures must ehmmate human dlsmrbances and mfrastructure
and restoi‘g sage, grouse habltats movmg forward.

Effective protectlon of ‘federal }aLds must include all occupled habrtats to provide
certainty for long-term sage-grouse perswtence This certainty requires me#ningful
conservation measures across all occ.apled sage-grouse habitat. Threats must be
amehorated across all greater sage grouse habltat : .

3 S ¥ %

vl B g FEE T 3 E . < T W = bt o]
thaad Y A= i -l Lt canet



e e H e R L e G AP 0 SR G RS T I LT GO
T‘Ls same methocl FG*AI]dnthIl-C‘IIV&H. ug;méa now appears to infecting sage-grouse -
habitat conservation. Narrow.ig sagesgrouse-conservatiof: focus o icken areas.gompa:cs;d
to the former expanse of the sagebrush ecosystem and of still oecupied habitats provides -
cover for-some parties to justify looking away from harmful impacts taking place across .
Occupied habitat. The “Just give us this Special Area PAC or.Super PAC areaas '
Wilderness or a Monument - and industry can have the rest” imentality is: bemg

legitimized by the dramatic FWS cuts of the SuperPAC habitat&cheme.. =

The SuperPACS are'the latest bright shiny objecis nsed toridistract e pubho *‘rom carmg

about protections.across Qeeupiedhabitats.c v, oo wery o e egn oy e,
See horexamﬁle* » S b wnegdnembrostrs aade engie i sobinduni elyn wil
ane et g fep A8 o b Lupipie ot v Sunt yeep et on G e pa s

hllD /Avww.counterptinth.orgy/2004/ HP(W’HO“ the-pew- ‘-Lhdﬂtﬂbll.. 1r‘ust 1s-smothering-
the-grdssroots-envirommental-movément/ '+ U G

. i > ¥ ot iy o + = !
httpe//forestcouncil.orgfhow=-pew-( hamdblc tfrusts-sabotages- dt-‘%tr()\% -env uommnm]— if
protection-efforts-what-othefs-are<saving/ .-~ . - 1o

http://wildernesswatch.org/newsroom/guardian/Selling Out Environment.html

https://wildernesswatch.wordpress.com/2014/12/11/so-called-conservation- ~gIOuUps-
betray-wrldcmessf sty :
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It appea:s to be to the beneﬁt of the oarnes mvolved in t:he Foundatmns to finance such
campaigns-that distract from the protection of the larger body of public lands sage—grouse
habitats — where they may be invested in-activities (such as oil and gas or mining) that are
eating into occupied habitats. See Cockburn and Silverstein 1996, describing how the

system worked-atthat tlmﬁ b gy mprgEe gy sty apanoorl s e gl e
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Lend, Mana-ﬁemen.. Ageqcy Cmtjlre Mzans That Identifcation of Sppe;PACs Wil
Diminish-Impertance of PPE/PGH, P2.Cs, aml Bes.ﬁa@otns That Arise from. GRSG
EIS Process and PACs T A T i o ot O 0
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The culture of federal land management agencies s to yiekd swhen faced with
development and pressure from the livestock and other industries. Designating a small
land area as a Super PAC will 1nev1tab1y cause harm to the nom,—Suger P,AC lands and

birds. e i g,
Interior officials certainly must know the realities of. the “multiple use” management

paradigms. The cultyre of public lands.agencies buffeted between politicaily. powerﬁ;]
public lands stockmeny.energy developﬂgs and miners vg.tthe need of wildlifg for: fooa, i
cover and space — is te yield. See Professor Debra Donahue's paper on Lapture

Wi



Amdliotating identified threstsic. grzater sage-gro.se v 2]l Gedupied habitat will requizé!
application of precautionary management and the best available science. o

Vital Lasdscapes and Populations Are Dinitted from SuprPACs - e
Mariy aréas of relatively contiguous federal jand with iigher sagé-grouse porulation’
densities and remaining habitat have been excluded from the éurrent COT PAC. -

This is much*worse in the SuperP4C ‘désignations-The BuerPAC procdss appears
strongly biased against sage-grouise populations decé,fpyiﬁg‘qaﬁdséapeswthfBésin_-and
Range topography.*An example ié'j?.hé1natui‘alljf*_fré[gméﬁﬁdihhbi;ﬁé:bf cerntrhl and ;
sotithern'Neévada and-Utah in the*Sotithén- Grétit Basin Populatibiit- Here; leis are found-
in valleys'sad low-tidge and alluvial i B Ve which rise iigged mowhtairithges’ Thids
the derisity of leks'in any one are# #i areas-with Basi'and Range topographyis naturally
limited by physiographic corétraints. The Core-like approach of merély drafing a circle
with a diameter extending outward from leks with hi gher fumblers of birds will not ~ *
effectively capture how the landscape is used by sage- gtéuse in fulfilling their seasonal -
needs across the landscape. ~+ -1 bl us © g - home g
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Areas of the landscape occupied by theNorthetn Great Biisin popiilation in northein < - -
Nevada are severely degraded by intensive livestock grazing and facilities (fences, water
developments), yet this area passed muster as a SuperPAC. Some SuperPAC lands here
contain extensive crested wheatgrass and/or failed fire rehab areas with annual exotic
invasive grasses and that lack sagebrush shrub cover at present. Yet these areas.are -~ . -
embedded within a large SuperPAC while the more intact Southern Great Basin
population Habitats are cast aside by FWS in this latest scheme, ¢t i

, o i , A : 4 - o

Nearly all pepulations within the Southern Great Basin population are omitted from
SuperPAC:status; This is‘despite the relatively higher degree of intact sagebrush -
corvhunitiés with less wildfire disturbanee in miany areas. The Southern GreatBasin .1
populatiofs, as'identified in the COF PACS in Nevade und areas exparidéd fronithe COT
PACs inlUT must all be managed as SUPBIPACS: ¢ Lo v e it i n i
The southern Great Basin population is threatened in Nevada by incessant grazing
disturbance promoting invasive species, and BLM and’FS' sagebruish treatriéts such as
the Ely BLM Cave Valley and Lake Valley Project. Plus there are large-scale and
growing threats hard £6¢k gold and Gther mines (the mines at¢ Very large grazing
permittees in this area as well) which fragments habitats and causes aquifer drawdown, as
well as the Southern Nevada Water Authority aquifer mining and infrastructure . bid
development proposal, and now even some oil and gas development. ' P

s i

uses must be fully protected — the Weiser Idaho populatitn, the Baker-Oregon”~ "
population, northwestern Colorado, Utah’s Parker Mountain, Hamlin Valley in Utah, the

All lands w.hé.i‘:e“‘s.age-grousé' ]36}3111%1&0115 are lowand are threaﬁéi_l'éd?“Efj?'iqgfon'lﬁa?ft_ible land



Powder Riyer.Bagiz, Larzruie Pleins, Jackson Hele in.Wyoming. hebitats in North.cud - -
South Dakota. Protecting the most at-risk populetions is essentipl io maintain genetic
diversity and population connectivity, and to maximize the potential for the survival of
the species:. TPy e ; TS e R

i
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In Idaho, it is difficult to determine from the scale of the mapping of the lands in the
southern Big Desert population with numerous occupied leks are included. If nct, the area;
should be expanded to include Jands south and east of Craters of the Moon and extending
outside the Monument houndary. It must include exvandad areas in the nerthern Jarbidge
region and include:signiGeently moxve arsa extending sast across southern Idaho (in the ..
northern Great Basin population). A w

In this severely flawed prosecs, F'VS and 37M ' ave delineated SuperPACs based on; ©
sage, grouse pop Xation dersities primarily as mepped in- 2004, with a little tweaking, : i
Agencies are living in the past, including in thg:ir_aqknowled.g;nept.of how much worse .,
habitat conditions and bird numbers are now - for example, the massive Murphy
Complex fire of 2007, the 2008 Mevada fires, the Holloway and Long Dray.fires in NV.
and OR in 2012, all have occurred since then. It is also unclear to what degree agencies
are still relying on the gow outdated Garton. et 3l analysis in Studies 1 Avian Biologys..

whigh.was based-on.2007 and prior lek counts. Current and much more robust population
analysis must be applied using lek and other data up to the present.

Interior Must Focus on Reining in Threats to All Occupied Sage-grouse Habitats
54 s S0 B sAIslEe gl Bl sTER T, Bl SV et e O WERE
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Agency mapping must be provided:that shows the eurrent area of land lease for Oil and
Gas inrall occupied habitats sorthat the magmitude of buy backs or othér conservation
offorts including protective terminations can be understood and funded. There is an
overwhelming body of literafire showing ths acverse impects of energy devélopmert of.

A moratorium must be imposed on issuance of any new leases. . " TRWEE TR
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Mapping that shows th> curreat area of lz-1d with mineral claims and Jeases in all .
occupied habitats is also necessary so that the magnitude of the potential mining footprint
on habitats and popu'zticns cén be understoca. . gl :
Occugicd habitats must be closed to futurz minerzl leasing ané location, and-surface
permits on existing mives must not expand. Mink.  mpats of mining and any other

aq-uifm'-&irawdow:_.ac;tiﬂity (including aguifer miaing) on de-watering or loss of mesic




brood:iearing habitats is 2 sexidus concern! Activity-and vehicie’ ul'r.:.fﬁ@ dignirbance Of
breeding anti wintering'’ nablta;s musf ‘19t ‘beallowed. 8 o o it Lt agil g
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Wind Farms, Geothermal Pfam‘s ard Wells, Transnusswn Lines, Gas Pxpe’me" soive s
Agquifer Mining Water Pipelines, Communication Towers and other Infraszructure

i < Wi gt gr e ;
Occupied habitatsmust be excluded from‘the sitirig of fiew- énergy devélopments, st
othér ROWSs,and- trammisswmmdfpipeh‘ﬂes “As éxistihg Rights-of-way come up for +
renewal; théy should not be réneWé@faﬁdfér Sighificant ne&wrmhg‘atmn padst: Be~requu ed.
The#dvers& footpiitit of existing Facilifiesmiust be'mihimized to the maximuth éxtent

possible. .':ui.‘i}i‘.“‘]”:": tege e sl

Poteritiab geéothermat development ih ardus b the Gredt Basin-and Bi-statt sagé«grouse’
habitats®would:result in transmissioh 14wes#nd industrias d'éveﬁfeﬁmem w:tn a sxgnm#éant
facility, human dxsturbance ahd infrastracturé f'oo‘ﬁpnnt lentiur b
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szesmck Grazmg s Myrmd Habltaf* Degmdaa‘:on af.nd B'murban ce Impacts'

Sage-grouse feqmre la}l‘-fresmual grass cover and’ cempiex sagebms‘l structure for’ -
concealmg nests. Livestock grazing causes chieatgrass and other aggressive annual grass ¥
invasion (Belsky and Gelbard, Reisner dissertation 2010, Reisner et al. 2013). It seriousiy
degrades meadow, spring, seep and stream brood rearing habitats, and can cause their
permanent reduction and loss. Livestock-trampled springs, seep and spring margins, - ..
stock ponds and artificial upland water pipeline and trough systems also can create
conditions favorable for mosquitoes that may transmit rough West Nile Virus.co-¥ .- 3

Upland livestock: water developments expand-the range of nest and egg predators-and
mesopredators, and lead to chronic:long-lasting.degradation of sagebrush uplands over
broad areas. Such water developments, often incrementally expanded across'upland
habitats; result-in significant depletion-of inderstery.cofmpanentsiof sage-grouse habitais
over large surrounding areas. Much of the existing network of unplanned roading on
public lands across occupied habitats stems from this livestock facility and management
infrastructure footprint. - D wun cdn o 0GR G0 DAGUTGE LT DTG LTTO

Livestock water developments are often dug into natural springs, meadows and drajnagé
courses and diminish and/or destroy the areal extent of wetted areas that can support
mesic vegetation. They dlmmlsh brcod rearmg tnbtrat area and vmd’ moist sztc&
leestock u“arnpllng is not controlled by BLM across uplands ys b*"mnp’lmg greatl;f;'
impacts and damages microbiotic crusts. Crusts are a critical part of the sagebrush
ecosystem that serves as a frontline defenseragainst flammable invasive annual grass=s. '’
(Belskyiand Gelbard 2889, Reisrer Li. ertation.2010). Trampling of springs, seeps ang .-
small streams is also rarely monitored-and:controlled. Yettrampling promotés desiccating



hummocks, aezdents end <rosion thaf permonently z1d:irrever:ibl ; shrinks avaiisble-
mesic ha‘:ttat ard acee.erates oa_rller seasoral ’lrym’f..-_-_-_ L

Livestock breaka,ge._ and.browse of sageb:usn :‘la_nts results in the structural alteration and
simplification of nesting and hidirg raver. Over bread er=as of the landscape, grazing
results in an unnaturally simplifie¢ sagebrush habitat with diminished protective cover,
and “see through”’ sageb_i‘ sh, J'lﬁt for nesting and unfit fo- sagebrush obligates like the
pygmy rabbit. ... by o i ‘
Livestock camon, waste and d:sturbance "rom cat‘le and sheep, and upland water, sourc
all promote nesi and egg predatlon and mesopredators
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Fpnoes m'u’e smd ]M 1 cage-gmds“ /—‘treae be?t cut ‘)y lfvestcck neer faricas. serve as travel..
corrides, for meaopredators and zenes of weed infestation. Fence refnoval like lazge-
scale-water development remaval and Labitat restoration;.should be blgh pnomv across
Occup:ed habitats, o= .0 o ¥ g T R e
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Often the only monitoring metrlc tracked by agencies is uplard utllazatton, taken at
cherry-picked sites distant from zones of more intensive livestock disturbance. Utlhzatxon
is often measured on only one or twarlarger-sized grass species, znd often these larger-
sized species that have been depleted Hence utilization as measured by agencies is
completely inadequate in gauging the impacts of livestock use, and the overall amount of
essential remdual Protectwe cover leﬁ for the birds.
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In depleted sagebrush commutities, oftert the pnmazy gras“ species that are present are
small in stature, and can receive 10-15% or even less utthz&ttmn if they are to prov1de
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Oof paramormt concern is the fact that BLM and 'the Forest Serv1ee continueto reﬁlse to.
provide large blocks of habitit free 6f tivestock: disturbaneel during the breeding period-
(lek through early brood rearmg)
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Fire (both natural and human-caused)-along with age.cy “s=atment”/vegetation -
manipulation projects have a major potential to destroy and/or degrade sage grouse
habitats (Beck GL al. "012 Hess andBeszk 2012). :

Constructiod of large sverile fm,lbrv-*-ake creates notter, dner sites for ﬂammabze invasive
grass infestation, and areas for livestock loafing. Clearing large areas of woody :
vegetation alongside roads and smaller two tracks increases potential for off~road use and
catalytlc cor vertu f,res as welfl as dddB su star.uc.tly +o the fragmentation of habltats
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Fuelbreaks and treatmen:s aiso’¢ause tignificant long:ldsting coldteral'damage to many
other species —like pygmy rabbit, and niigratory songbird species thay require taller
sagebrush for nesting- as roads typically follow draws or areas with near drainage
coutses, Or less rocky areas - and these af¢ Ceéper soil s;tes lhﬁt support larges: sub~ w05 Tt
specle:, of big sagebtissh and/or m;ore mbust sage grm'.réh E U L
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In any restoration and rehab seegirig: éfforts agencies must abelafﬂy—‘oeally adapted
native plant ecotypes. Planting of non-native grasses and other non-natives must be
prohibited. bXOtIC crested wheatgrass and other exotics should be a focus for removal and
restoration. R P An bgen siisg ovgf g Lo NG S L 1 N0l D 2
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Vast sums (hundreds of millions of dollars) are bemg spent destroymg native trees, often
with-stineh fahfare 45-4 ‘remendous Yot 1o skge-grouse. Conifer removal projects should
be permitied only where theie is evidénee that conifersiare a significant adverse impact to
the populatid. Only 'selective hand otitting $hould be used if'and when it is shown based
on significant evidence that any conifers need removal. Soil disturbance, flammable weed
infestation and spread, damage to sage in understory, and collateral damage to non-target
Spemes habltats must be mlmn’nzbd -l LIRS : e L
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Sagebrush must not be “tfeated”, as agencies 1nvar1‘a“dly focus on the denSel* more ol s

structurally intact sagebrush that is at a premium in the landscape, and that is essentlal to
the pygmy rabbit and migratory birds.

Mechanical and chemical treatments aimed at killing sage must be prohi:bitéd.: .
Tebuthiuron, Round Up and other non-seleetive herbxcndes must be prohlblted el
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Contmued grazing and tramplmg unpacts to vegetatton, soﬂs and micro b1onc crusts is-
highly likely to render germination inhibiting herbicides claimed to temporarily set back
cheatgrass. invasion:ineffective-over time. Plus these chemicals may inhibit sagehrush
germination 2nd have otherunintended ecological- eonsequcnces it s ] abiieonr,

Increased focus on fungal pathogen control of cheatgrass should be paramount (along
with removing livestock trampling and other distugbance that causes cheatgrass), v«
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Predators Are A Natura’. Cmapom:.t af the Ecosystem i i® et 1; .
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Predation is not identified as a primary threat tQ sage—grouse However wa, include
prudent management actions to preclude claims of a need for predator control. These
claims serveio distract from habitat conservallon actions 1;&1'1:10111&“1)! in relation to 3
livestock grazing. T B T PR prl e aie abiueerd

Poisoning of ravens and other co*‘}ids ;fo id not oc;cu: in a‘n‘,\.‘r habitat nsfﬂaé agehmes
should provide for large blocks of livestock-free habitat during breeding periods (Iek,
nesting, early brood rearing) to minimize disturbance and predation.
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If in a rare circuzistanczs; econtrcl.is necesseiy 91y aov-lethal control should be used. .
There is growing evidence that taste aversion is effective. A series of marbled murrelet
and other corvid studies have used taste aversion effectively..

Removal of apex or bl?hf"‘ 'evel predamrs like. wolwew and coyofgs also may increase | .
mammahan prgdatlon conf'icts with sage-grouse by allmy*ng smaller sized | 3
mesopredatqrs llkf‘ $k1mks and red foxes to thrive, Ius removal of estabhshed panrs of

Ry
coyotes may result in ificreased predation by younger arumais i )

Instead of killing predators, agencies must conserve, enhance and restore habitat. .. . = .

First and foremost, agencies must require common sense preventive measures and
management accountability from livestock permittees to minimize raven and other nest
and egg predation. This management accountability includes removal of dead livestock
and carrion; no lambing, calving, afterbirth on public lands; no artificial upland water
troughs with water throughout the breeding period, etc. See series of Boarman reports on
common sense methods to minimize raven conflicts with desert tortoise, with similar
methods applicable to sage-grouse. A 2015 desert tortoise conference included
presentations on the efficacy of carbachol and other taste aversion to dissuade ravens
from preying on eggs. It also included a presentation of work in the Curlew landscape
showing sage-grouse apparently avoiding areas with livestock present.

Large ACEC Designations Are Essential Across Occupied Habitats :
ACECs are vital as designations to protect Relevant and Important values such as cruc;al
sage-grouse habitats and occupied landscapes, from irreparable harm. BLM is to give

priority to such considerations as described in FLPMA.

“Transcendental” designations such as the highly compromised wilderness bills produced
by many current “campaigns” will not necessarily protect sage-grouse habitats
andpopulations from irreparable harm and disturbance. Wilderness Bills are increasingly
laced with politically compromised language, are the product of backroom deals and
horse-trading that ends up sacrificing important habitats to industry, allow harmful
grazing disturbance to continue, and may take many years to be enacted.

In contrast, ACECs can be evaluated and designated with Land Use Plan Amendments
through a full open public process, and the identified sage-grouse Values must be
protected.

BLM'’s failure to seriously consider protective ACEC designation is vividly on display in
the winter 2013-2014 EIS agency alternatives. This reflects BLM engaging in business as
usual, and caving into industry desires. We understand that FWS may have written to

BLM seeking ACEC designation in the EIS process, but instead what has been developed



is the woefully deficient Super PACs -where the size of the sage-grouse “umbrella” for
bmdiversﬂy consewatlon in the sagebrush biomne has s zk fo nunute.mza: & il
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‘ations are already greatly reduced
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FWS COT REPORT MAFS SHOWING MAPPING CUTS TO SAGE-GROUSE
HABITATS, AND SUPERPAC MAP

Smaced Oy US FTWS Wyome s[5 |

Map e AREO12 5

Source: Sohroeder - WADFN (2002) | WAFNA| FWS . T — =
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- Pigare.. Tue furrem (oovupicd sinoe the latc 1990s) and historic (meximum distribution
from the 1800s to early 1990s) range of the greater sage«grous= {Sciroeder et al. 2004).

Qeoa_ornea denend an a variety nf semiarid chenh-oraccland (chrnh etenne) hahitats thramohont

The map above shows the historic range and what agencies (when convenient to make it
look like there is a lot of habitat left) call the “current occupied habitat”.
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Greater Sage Grouce Reccinniendations for Revised SuperPACs.
) SuperPAC bouindaries based on 7.2 mile buffer around breeding density thresholds
@ 25% Breeding Denisities : i
i 50% Breeding Denshies < gL & dw g
L O ..75% Breeding Densities

D Pacs

Source of breeding density thresholds: Dougherty et al 2010.
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The above map shows the latest catastrophic FWS cuts to habitats, the mere 16.5 million
> gcre Super PAGs:: grnaafl 2ga0t. :
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A great conservation tragedy is about to take place.Likely a billion dollars will be spent
on supposed measures to “save” sage-grouse at the same time as Interior is abandoning

basic common sense management actions that are essential to save the species.
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