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• Process for 2015 
• Additional Analysis 

o Conifer Encroachment  
o Infrastructure 
o Renewable Energy  
o Grazing 

 
• Fire and Invasives Cycle 

o Presentation 
o Discussion 

Goals for Today 



Process Update 
• Species Report 

– Will remain as a draft 
– Timing of outside studies/models precluded 

finalizing 
• Determination 

– Will be a stand alone document 
– To be published in the Federal Register 

 

• Due Date: September 30, 2015 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Process Update:
Due to the timing of outside studies and availability of information, we were not able to complete our Species Report as we had originally intended.

We will incorporate the relevant information into the status determination rather than incorporating by reference materials from the Species Report.

We are still moving towards a due date of September 30, 2015 to make a recommendation of warranted or not warranted.

Due to our timeline and the need to build a robust decision, we have opted to focus our resources on drafting our Federal Register document.



Conifer Encroachment 
• >11.5 million ac (6% 

of the occupied 
range) 

• Pervasive in MZs III, 
IV, and V 

• Locally present 
rangewide 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Conifer encroachment is a concern identified in the 2010 finding and COT report because it reduces the habitat utility for sage-grouse.  Birds are less likely to use habitat where conifers are present.

Approximately 4.7 million ha (over 11.5 million ac) of conifer woodlands occur within the current range of sage-grouse (Table 7-1), comprising over 6 percent of the current occupied range.  

Conifer encroachment is a landscape scale threat in parts of MZ III, IV, and V, affecting millions of acres of habitat, but is present at least locally in all MZs

While pinyon-juniper expansion appears less problematic in the eastern portion of the range (MZs I, II and VII) and silver sagebrush communities (primarily MZ I), conifer encroachment is an impact mentioned in Wyoming, Montana, and Colorado state sage-grouse conservation plans, indicating that this is of some concern in these states as well.



In 2010: 
• Identified as a concern across the range, but particularly 

in the Great Basin 
 

Since 2010: 
• Conifer encroachment has continued 
• ~6% of occupied range 
 

Conservation Efforts 
• Fire and Invasives Assessment Tool 
• Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) 
• > 400,000 ac removed by SGI 
• CED recorded 556 completed projects (>200,000 acres) 

Summary: Conifer Encroachment 
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Take Home Messages
Conifers reduce suitability of habitat (ie birds don’t like trees)
Rate of control is keeping pace with (or outpacing) encroachment (in some areas- Oregon)
NRCS is continuing to do this work
BLM has a specific goals/objectives/actions for their lands 
Risk is reduced

NOTES
BLM Plan Commitments:
For example, common to OR, NV, ID is the following: 
Reduce encroaching conifer cover to 0% within 1 mile of all occupied or pending leks and to less than 5% within 4 miles of such leks at a rate at least equal to the rate of encroachment.

FIAT Plans
7.4 million acres identified for conifer removal in the Great Basin (identified within FIAT plans)

SGI
Since 2010, SGI has cut over 400,000 acres of conifer of which 84% was focused on Great Basin.  Nearly half of those acres were located in Oregon
With current rate of removal, conifer encroachment will no longer be an impact on private lands in PACs in Oregon by 2025.

States
Utah has committed to do conifer removal; Oregon is also doing some of this work.  



 

Direct Disturbance 
• Habitat loss and 

fragmentation 
 
• Potential to create 

movement barriers and or 
functional habitat loss 
 

• Direct mortality related to 
collision 
 

Indirect Area of Influence 
• Increase in predator 

densities, supplemented by 
increased human activity 

 
• Increased risk of incursion 

of invasives species due to 
unsuccessful reclamation, 
or increased introduction 
from impacted areas – 
potential to increase fire 
risk. 

Infrastructure 
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Infrastructure includes: Roads, bridges, transmission lines, power lines.

These impact habitat through direct disturbance and also through indirect effects (increased predators, increased potential for invasives.  Infrastructure may also contribute to habitat fragmentation.  



In 2010: 
• Identified as a substantial contributor to habitat 

fragmentation 
 
Since 2010: 
• Development has continued 
 
Conservation and Regulatory Mechanisms 
• Federal Plans, when finalized, will encourage 

construction outside of priority areas  
• Some State plans (WY, ID, UT) address siting 
• Local plans encourage utilities to bury power lines 

where technically and economically feasible 
 

 

Summary: Infrastructure 
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Additionally, local plans encourage utilities to bury power lines with the caveat of “when technically and economically feasible”
Regulatory mechanisms have encouraged construction outside of PAC/IPA, although there are currently >1,000 miles of high-voltage transmission lines planned to go through PACs across the range.




GEOTHERMAL WIND 

 Renewable Energy 

Presenter
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Planned Wind extent still relatively small, but there is a high potential throughout the west.
Direct habitat loss and fragmentation
Increased human activity and additional anthropogenic structures may attract additional predators to the area which may forage into sage-grouse habitats (Bui et al. 2010)
The aforementioned structures and activities may impact use patterns and demographics while not directly eliminating seasonal habitats
Sage-grouse avoid anthropogenic development and increased density could result in loss of leks and/or seasonal use (Aldridge and Boyce 2007, Wisdom et al. 2011, Knick et al. 2013)

Wind 	Acres Direct	Acres indirect
Energy 	(%)		(%)
Development
MZ I	538 (0.0)		82,890 (0.8)
MZ II	605 (0.0)		127,202 (1.1)
MZ III	0 (0.0)		5,702 (0.1)
MZ IV	33 (0.0)		8,783 (0.1)
MZ VI	0 (0.0)		11,056 (1.0)




In 2010: 
• Concluded that renewable energy was likely to 

increase into the future 
 

Since 2010 
• Renewable energy development increasing 

(primarily in MZs I and II, III)  
 
Conservation: 
• Federal Plans, when finalized, will regulate development 

inside the PAC/IPAs (PHMAs) 
• Some state plans (e.g. ID, UT, WY) include 

regulatory mechanisms 
• BLM Wind- Right of Way Restrictions 
 

 Summary: Renewable Energy 
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Since 2010
Renewable energy development increasing (primarily in MZs I and II, III) tied to tax incentives (ID, CA) and state energy goals (CO, NV) in several states.

Research has shown decreases in nest and brood survival near turbines (Lebeau et al. 2014) 
BLM has restricted Wind ROW inside PAC/IPA in most MZs.  

MZ II still has approx 26% of breeding distribution in PAC that are considered avoidance, not closed.  Additional this accounts for slightly more that 26% of the popl’n index.

With the highest percent still exposed in MZ III (>510,000 ac) and MZ IV (>750,000 ac) which in MZ-3 could impact 39% Occ.Range, 19% Breed.Dist, and 9% PI outside of PAC/IPA (likely close to GHMA… although these designation may have or will be tweaked again based on changes to PC model…?


41% (OR), 19% (BD), and 10% (PI) in MZ III and 10% (OR), 2% (BD), and 2% (PI) in MZ IV

NOTE:  Montana *will* include regulatory mechanisms once it goes into effect.  Oregon has SOME regulatory mechanisms.



• Improper grazing can alter the habitat 
composition and reduce habitat value for 
sage-grouse 
 

• Can cause habitat fragmentation in areas 
where improper grazing occurs 
 

• Provide pathways for invasive species 
 

Improper Grazing 
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IMPROPER grazing is the focus;  In some cases, grazing can be beneficial for sage-grouse.

We have the landowner grazing memo available on website (fws.gov/greatersagegrouse) – it is located under “Resources”  “Documents”  “Landowner Resources” – and it is titled “Rangewide Guidance Memo on Grazing and Sage-Grouse”



In 2010: 
• Improper grazing may impact at local scales 
• Potential for population level impacts 

 
Since 2010 
• Improper grazing remains a concern 
 
Conservation: 
• Federal Management Plans 
• Some state plans (e.g. WY, ID) address grazing 
• SGI, CCAAs/CCAs 

 Summary: Improper Grazing 
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FROM 2010
Livestock management and domestic grazing can seriously degrade sagegrouse habitat. Grazing can adversely impact nesting and brood-rearing habitat by decreasing vegetation concealment from predators. Grazing also has been shown to compact soils, decrease herbaceous abundance, increase erosion, and increase the probability of invasion of exotic plant species. …Although there are obvious negative impacts, some research suggests that under very specific conditions grazing can benefit sage-grouse.
…Although we cannot examine grazing at large spatial scales, we do know that grazing can have negative impacts to sagebrush and consequently to sage-grouse at local scales. However, how these impacts operate at large spatial scales and thus on population levels is currently unknown. Given the widespread nature of grazing, the potential for population level impacts cannot be ignored. 





IMPACT: 
Fire and 

Invasives 
Cycle 

Location of 
burned areas 
from 2000 to 

2014 in the Great 
Basin 
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Take Homes
Invasives and Fire are impacting Great Basin
Fire has always been part of the ecosystem but it is getting worse
In past 25-30 years, burn rates ~1%/year
This Map shows burns and reburn (walk through legend)
Invasives and Fire have synergistic impacts; where cheatgrass is present, areas are more likely to burn hot.  Burned areas are more likely to be invaded by cheatgrass.

Various Sources show similar rates of loss
Discussion (.8-1.1% habitat loss/year)
Reburn Rate is relatively low  (although highest rate of reburn in FIAT Class 3 [lowest resistance/resilience - dry/hot])
We continue to lose unburned habitat 

Change from 2010
2010 rates of loss similar to present rates of loss
2010 Finding “In these three MZs combined, nearly 27 percent of sagebrush habitat has burned since 1980 (Baker, in Knick and Connelly- p 193, Table 2).”
25-30% is anticipated to over next 30 years (range across various predictive models)

Synergistic Impacts
Climate Change and Drought could exacerbate the impacts of Fire and Invasives.  Connection between Improper Grazing and cheatgrass spread.



IMPACT: 
Fire and 

Invasives 
Cycle 

FIAT Classes 
(resilience and 

resistance) in the 
Great Basin 
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In 2010, fragmentation resulting from invasives and fire identified as a primary threat in Great Basin.
Increased frequency and impact of rangeland fire as compared to historic fire regime
Some areas are more vulnerable; some are more resilient and resistant.
If left unchecked, cheatgrass often invades habitat following fire creating conditions for more frequent, intense fires in the future = Fire and Cheatgrass Cycle




• Outlook of fire suppression and 
risk amelioration? 
 

• Risk amelioration provided by  
 State Plans? 
 Federal Plans? 
 Secretarial Order? 

 
• How can we be most 

successful? 
 
 

Fire and Invasives - RISK AMELIORATION 
What’s working? 

Presenter
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TERRY and MIKE can tag team.  The purpose of this slide is to have a discussion with states about effectiveness.

Ask specific questions related to fire and invasives management using the following as prompts.  Elicit discussion from states as needed.

Some of the potential improvements could include:
Limit and mitigate development impacts
Improve grazing practices
Better manage fire and invasive species




Questions 

For more information on 
the greater sage-grouse, 
please visit our national 
sage-grouse website. 
 

https://www.fws.gov/greatersagegrouse/ 
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