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[. Introduction

The decline of the greater sage-grouse (GRSG) and its sagebrush steppe habitat has been the
focus of conservationists’ concerns for more than two decades. As early as 2002, the FWS
received petitions under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) to list the GRSG as threatened or
endangered. In 2005, the FWS issued a decision that listing the GRSG for protection under the
ESA was not warranted, however that determination was ruled “arbitrary and capricious” in a
court challenge and the FWS was ordered to revisit their decision.

In 2010, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) determined that the GRSG warranted ESA
protection but that listing was precluded by higher listing priorities. Since that time, federal
agencies, states, and stakeholders have initiated efforts to address identified threats to the GRSG.
States have developed strategies to reduce habitat fragmentation; partnerships with ranchers and
private landowners have reclaimed millions of acres from invasive pinyon-juniper; and federal
land management agencies have partnered to minimize the impacts of development and protect
remaining habitat areas. The resulting, unprecedented conservation strategy, forms a three-
legged stool: strong federal plans to protect and restore habitat on federal lands, conservation
efforts to protect habitat on state and private lands, and a more efficient and effective strategy to
combat rangeland fire.

Critical to this effort is the strong management plans on federal lands that are home to more than
half of GRSG habitat. This report focuses on the conservation strategy for and the anticipated
conservation benefit of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service
(Forest Service) proposed Land Use Plans (LUPs) which are currently in the administrative
protest and Governor consistency review processes. While reference is made to federal efforts to
assist in the conservation of private lands for the benefit of GRSG and to the Integrated
Rangeland Fire Management Strategy recently announced by Secretary Jewell, further
information on each is available from other sources.

This report makes the case for the effectiveness of the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs
for conserving the GRSG in two ways: by identifying the specific conservation measures
adopted in the plans to address threats to the GRSG identified in the 2010 FWS “warranted but
precluded” decision and the 2013 Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report, and in detailing
how the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs provide additional protection for important
GRSG habitat above the baseline in place when the Service made its 2010 finding that the GRSG
warranted ESA protection.
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A. WAFWA Conservation Strategy Identified Threats (2006)

In 2006, the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) completed a Greater
Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy, with the assistance of the BLM, the Forest
Service, and other contributors. The overall goal of the WAFWA Conservation Strategy was to
maintain and enhance populations and the distribution of GRSG by protecting and improving
sagebrush habitats that sustain those populations. The WAFWA Conservation Strategy outlined
the critical need to develop the associations among local, state, provincial, tribal, and federal
agencies, non-governmental organizations, and individual citizens to design and implement
cooperative actions to support robust populations of GRSG and the landscapes and habitats upon
which they depend. The justification for this effort was widespread concern for declining
populations and reduced distribution of GRSG. The WAFWA Conservation Strategy proposed
establishment of seven biologically-based GRSG and sage brush management zones - Sage-
Grouse Management Zones - which typically crossed geopolitical boundaries. (See Figure A.)
http://www.wafwa.org/documents/pdf/GreaterSage-grouseConservationStrateqgy2006.pdf

B. FWS Listing Decision and Identified Threats (2010)

Upon further review of the best available science and commercial information, the FWS
concluded in 2010 that the GRSG warranted protection under the Endangered Species Act. Two
factors leading to the decision to list the species as “warranted but precluded” were threats to
habitat and the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms.

1. Threats to Habitat

Primary threats affecting GRSG habitat on Forest Service and BLM-administered lands include
infrastructure (power lines, communication towers, fences, roads, and railroads), and energy
development (traditional oil and gas, mining, renewable energy, transmission corridors) within
WAFWA GRSG Management Zone I, Il and VII; and Fire, Invasive Weeds, and Pinyon-Juniper
Encroachment within WAFWA GRSG Management Zone IlI, IV, V and VI. Improper grazing
(livestock and wild horse) and climate change may be a threat across all management zones, and
all threats exist to some degree across the range of the species. Differences in ecological
conditions within each MZ affect the susceptibility of these areas to the various threats facing
sagebrush ecosystems and its potential for restoration. (FWS FRN 2010).

2. Existing Regulatory Mechanisms

In addition, the Service found that existing local, state and federal regulatory mechanisms were
not sufficient to address threats to the habitat. For the BLM and the Forest Service, which
manage a majority of the habitat, regulatory mechanisms are the agencies’ Resource
Management Plans and Land Resource Management Plans, respectively.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA\) is the primary Federal law
governing most land uses on BLM-administered lands, and directs development and



http://www.wafwa.org/documents/pdf/GreaterSage-grouseConservationStrategy2006.pdf
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implementation of Resource Management Plans (RMPs) ! which direct management at a local
level. As a designated sensitive species under BLM Manual 6840, GRSG conservation must be
addressed in the development and implementation of RMPs on BLM lands. RMPs are the basis
for all actions and authorizations involving BLM administered lands and resources. They
authorize and establish allowable resource uses, resource condition goals and objectives to be
attained, program constraints, general management practices needed to attain the goals and
objectives, general implementation sequences, intervals and standards for monitoring and
evaluating RMPs to determine effectiveness, and the need for amendment or revision (43 CFR
1601.0-5(k)).

Management of activities on National Forest System lands are guided principally by the National
Forest Management Act (NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1600-1614, August 17, 1974, as amended 1976,
1978, 1980, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1988, and 1990). NFMA specifies that the Forest Service must
have a Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)* (16 U.S.C. 1604) to guide and set
standards for all natural resource management activities on each National Forest or National
Grassland. All of the LRMPs that currently guide the management of GRSG habitats on Forest
Service lands were developed using the 1982 implementing regulations for land and resource
management planning (1982 Rule, 36 CFR 219).

C. National Technical Team Report

The GRSG National Technical Team (NTT), comprised of BLM, FWS, USGS, NRCS, and State
specialists, completed A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures in
December, 2011. The charge of the NTT was to identify science-based management
considerations for the GRSG (i.e., conservation measures) necessary to promote sustainable
GRSG populations, and which focused on the threats (75 FR 13910) in each of the regional
WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones. The NTT Report proposed conservation measures
based on habitat requirements and other life history aspects of the GRSG and described the
scientific basis for the conservation measures proposed within each program area. The Report
also provided a discussion and emphasized the importance of standardizing monitoring efforts
across the WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones.
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech
%20Team%20Report.pdf

D. Sage-grouse Task Force and State/Federal Commitments

In 2011, then-Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, Wyoming Governor Matt Mead, and
Colorado Governor John Hickenlooper formed the Sage Grouse Task Force (SGTF) to identify

! Throughout this report, BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and Forest Service Land and Resource
Management Plans (LRMPs) will simply be referred to as Land Use Plans or LUPs.



http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech%20Team%20Report.pdf

http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech%20Team%20Report.pdf
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and implement high priority conservation actions and integrate ongoing actions necessary to
preclude the need for the GRSG to be listed under the ESA by:

. Identifying those actions with the greatest potential to conserve and restore GRSG
populations and habitats where such actions would have the greatest benefit;

. Cooperating in efforts to secure the financial and other resources needed to carry
out such actions on a scale commensurate with the threats to GRSG and its
habitat;

. Clarifying as much as possible the actions and outcomes that would likely be

needed to support a future decision that listing the GRSG under the Endangered
Species Act is not necessary; and

. Reviewing and improving mechanisms to provide as much regulatory
predictability for private landowners and public land users as is possible in the
event of a future listing of GRSG or other sagebrush-associated species.

The SGTF includes designees from the 11 western states as well as representatives from the
FWS, BLM, NRCS, Forest Service, USGS, and Department of the Interior. The federal-state
working group has met regularly to identify a cooperative conservation approach. The SGTF has
worked closely with the BLM and the Forest Service on the development of the proposed land
use plans and provided a conduit to consider local and state issues in the proposed plans.

E. Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report

The FWS sought to work in advance of its 2015 listing decision to develop conservation
objectives for the GRSG that could help direct conservation actions for the species. In 2012, at
the request of the SGTF, FWS convened a Conservation Objectives Team (COT) of state and
federal representatives to produce a report that identified the most significant areas for GRSG
conservation, the principal threats within those areas, and the degree to which such threats need
to be reduced or ameliorated toconserve the GRSG so that it would not be in danger of
extinction or likely to become so in the foreseeable future. The final, peer-reviewed COT Report
provided a brief overview of the threats to the GRSG’s survival based upon the FWS 2010
findings and an assessment of the extent to which these threats affected remaining GRSG
populations. (See Table A.) The COT report also identified Priority Areas for Conservation
(PACs) identified by state GRSG conservation plans (or by other means where no plan existed).
(See Figure A.) The COT emphasized that “Maintenance of the integrity of PACs ... is the
essential foundation for sage-grouse conservation”. 2
http://www.fws.gov/greatersagegrouse/documents/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-

Letter.pdf

2 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013. Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) Conservation Objectives:
Final Report. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver, Co. February 2013. P. 36.



http://www.fws.gov/greatersagegrouse/documents/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-Letter.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/greatersagegrouse/documents/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-Letter.pdf
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Data Sources:

Management Zones: WAFWA Data, 2006

PACs: COT Report GIS data files provided to the Wildlife Habitat
Spatial Analysis Lab by the USFWS on Mar. 28th, 2013.
Populations 2014: Provided by the COT, revised by State Wildlife
Biologists and modified for consistency across the GRSG range
by Wildlife Habitat Spatial Analysis Lab March 2014.

WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones,
COT Greater Sage-Grouse Populations and Priority Areas for Conservation

C3 WAFWA Sage-grouse Management Zones . @ v
- €

“ Greater Sage-grouse Priority Areas for Conservation (PAC)

Miles
% WAFWA Revised Sage-Grouse Populations 2014 o s 200
1 Dakotas %e NW Colorado 17 Baker OR 30 ‘Warm Springs Valley NV
2 Northern Montana 10a  Strawberry Valley 18 E-Central ID 3 Western Great Basin
3 Powder River Basin 10b  Carbon 19-22 SW Montana 32a  Moses Coulee
4 Yellowstone watershed 1 Sheeprock Mountains 23 Snake, Salmon 32b  Crab Creek
5 Eagle/S Routt CO 12-13a Parker Mountain-Emery Beaverhead 33a  Yakama Indian Nation
6 Middle Park CO 13b  Panguitch 24 Belt Mountains MT 33b  Yakima Training Center
T4 Laramie WY 13c  Bald Hills 25 Weiser ID 34 Parachute Piceance Roan
8 Jackson Hole WY 14 NW-Interior NV 26a Northern Great Basin 35 Meeker - White River
9a Wyoming Basin 15a  Ibapah 26b  Box Elder 36 N Mono Lake CA/NV
9 Rich-Morgan-Summit 15b  Hamlin Valley 27 Sawtooth ID 37 S Mono Lake CA
9c Uintah 15¢  Southern Great Basin 28 Central OR 38 Pine Nut NV
9d North Park 16 Quinn Canyon Range NV 29 Klamath OR/CA 39 White Mountains NV/CA

Figure A. Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report GRSG Priority Areas for Conservation, GRSG
populations boundaries (and names), and WAFWA Sage-grouse Management Zones.
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Table A. Threats to GRSG in the Rocky Mountain Region as identified by the Conservation Objectives
Team (COT; 2013). Threats are characterized as: Y = threat is present and widespread, L = threat present
but localized, and U = unknown.?
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* Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013. Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) Conservation
Objectives: Final Report. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver, Co. February 2013.
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Table A. (cont.) Threats to GRSG in the Great Basin Region (Utah) as identified by the Conservation
Objectives Team (COT; 2013). Threats are characterized as: Y = threat is present and widespread, L =
threat present but localized, and U = unknown.
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Table A. (cont.) Threats to GRSG in the Great Basin Region (OR, CA, NV, ID, SWMT) as identified by the
Conservation Objectives Team (COT; 2013). Threats are characterized as: Y = threat is present and
widespread, L = threat present but localized, and U = unknown.
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[I. GREATER SAGE-GROUSE
CONSERVATION STRATEGY

A. Conservation Objectives

For over a decade, state and federal scientists and wildlife managers have articulated common
conservation objectives for management of GRSG populations and sagebrush habitat. These
objectives emphasize the maintenance of and increase in populations through understanding
and addressing the impacts of land uses on GRSG survival. This can be achieved by
developing a range-wide conservation strategy integrating individual conservation plans to
achieve these objectives through collaboration and cooperation among federal and state
agencies, organizations, landowners, and key stakeholders.

The 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy stated goal for
management of the GRSG was to “maintain and enhance populations and distribution of GRSG
by protecting and improving sagebrush habitats and ecosystems that sustain these populations”.*
The NTT report also endorsed this goal “as a guiding philosophy against which management
actions and policies of BLM should be weighed” And, in establishing the COT, with the
backing of the SGTF, FWS Director Dan Ashe affirmed the commitment to the goal for GRSG
conservation originally articulated in the 2006 WAFWA report -- reversing negative population

trends and achieving a neutral or positive population trend -- and emphasized the following,

“The Service interprets this recommendation to mean that actions and measures should
be put in place now that will eventually arrest what has been a continuing declining
trend. Conservation success will be achieved by removing or reducing threats to the
species now, such that population trends will eventually be stable or increasing, even if
numbers are not restored to historic levels.”®

Also important to note, the WAFWA conservation strategy included identification of seven
biologically-based sage-grouse and sagebrush management zones intended to provide a
framework for judging the success of conservation actions based on long-term population trends
in each of the zones.

* WAFWA 2006 Strategy. The 2006 objectives built on an initial framework and commitment made by the WAFWA
directors, the BLM and the FWS in 2000 with the signing of an interagency sagebrush/sage-grouse conservation
MOU.

> Sage-grouse National Technical Team. “A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures”.
December 21, 2011.
®cot report. Dan Ashe letter to interested readers. March, 2013.
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The COT Report refined these objectives which, as articulated below, have guided the
BLM/Forest Service GRSG Conservation Strategy.

1. Stop population declines and habitat loss. Arresting population and habitat loss
results from “eliminating activities known to negatively impact sage-grouse and their
habitats, or re-designing these activities to achieve the same goal.... Implementing an
avoidance first strategy should minimize continuing declines in the species and its
habitats, as well as limit further reduction in management options.” In addition, to
achieve this goal the COT recommended, “[E]ffectively conserve all current PACs.”
This is achieved by minimizing threats in PACs to maintain and enhance GRSG
populations consistent with objectives articulated in the 2006 WAFWA report.

2. Implement targeted habitat management and restoration. The COT emphasized not
only the elimination or reduction of anthropogenic threats but also improving
populations through habitat restoration. Examples included post-fire restoration of
sagebrush landscapes and the elimination of pinyon and juniper trees encroaching on
GRSG habitat. The COT also emphasized that restoration activities must be
“demonstrated” prior to crediting mitigation for habitat losses.

3. Develop and implement state and federal sage-grouse conservation strategies and
associated incentive-based conservation actions and regulatory mechanisms. The
COT emphasizes the need to develop a plan, including any legal or regulatory tools --
or “use an existing plan, if appropriate” -- for addressing threats to GRSG within
PACs. The COT further states, “Federal land management agencies should work with
states in developing adequate regulatory mechanisms.”

4. Develop and implement proactive, voluntary conservation actions. In this regard, the
COT recognized the importance of programs implemented by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) and efforts such as Candidate Conservation
Agreements with Assurances (CCAAS) to aid in habitat conservation and
emphasized, “[T]he combination of voluntary efforts and active management by state
and federal agencies via habitat improvements and governmental regulatory
mechanisms could have a significant influence on the Service’s upcoming listing
determinations.”’

5. Develop and implement monitoring programs to track the success of state and federal
conservation strategies and voluntary conservation actions. The COT emphasized
that “a robust range-wide monitoring program must be development and
implemented. ... Without this information, the actual benefit of conservation activities
cannot be measured and there is no capacity to adapt if current management actions
are determined to be ineffective.”®

6. Prioritize, fund, and implement research to address existing uncertainties.

’coT report. Page 35
8 cot report. Page 35
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Central to a comprehensive conservation strategy for the GRSG, the COT emphasized the need
to protect and restore PACs. The COT stated, “Maintenance of the integrity of PACs (i.e.,
maintenance of a healthy sagebrush shrub and native perennial grass and forb community
appropriate to local site ecological conditions, which conserves all essential habitat
components for sage-grouse) is the essential foundation for sage-grouse conservation.
Threats in PACs must be minimized as part of the effort to meet the objectives of the
2006 WAFWA Conservation Strategy.” (emphasis added)

The COT reinforced this message in specifying management objectives for PACs:

1. “Retain sage-grouse habitats within PACs. This must be a priority.”’

added)

(emphasis

2. If PACs are lost to catastrophic events, implement appropriate restoration efforts;
3. Restore and rehabilitate degraded sage-grouse habitats in PACSs;
4. Identify areas and habitats outside of PACs which may be necessary to maintain the

viability of sage-grouse;

5. Re-evaluate the status of PACs and adjacent sage-grouse habitat at least once every 5
years. PAC boundaries should be adjusted based on new information;

6. Actively pursue opportunities to increase occupancy and connectivity between PACs;
and

7. Maintain or improve existing habitat conditions in areas adjacent to burned habitat.

At the same time, the COT also acknowledged the important role that habitats outside of PACs
play in conserving the GRSG. “Sage-grouse habitats outside of PACs may also be essential.”
Specifically, the COT emphasized, “Conservation of habitat outside of PACs should include
minimization of impacts to GRSG and healthy native plant communities. If minimization is not
possible due to valid existing rights, mitigation for impacted habitats should occur.”?

B. Key Concepts in the Proposed Land Use Plans

To adequately address the reasons for the 2010 “warranted” determination by the FWS —and
specific threats summarized in the COT report -- it was clear to BLM and Forest Service land
and resource managers that additional regulatory measures on federal public lands would be
necessary to deal with present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of habitat
or range. These measures would need to be incorporated into LUPSs that guide management
actions on lands within the remaining range of the GRSG administered by the agencies to
conserve GRSG such that listing under the ESA was no longer necessary.

°coT report. Page 37
% cot report. P 36
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In December 2011, the BLM and the Forest Service published a Notice of Intent to prepare
Environmental Impact Statements and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements to
incorporate GRSG Conservation Measures into Land Use Plans and Land and Resource
Management Plans across the range of the species. A total of 15 subregional LUPs would amend
or revise 78 BLM RMPs and 20 Forest LRMPs across the range of the species.

The federal public land conservation strategy reflects several key concepts:

Landscape-level: The planning effort focuses on the remaining habitat of the GRSG on
BLM and Forest Service lands, covering 10 western states in the Great Basin and Rocky
Mountain regions.

Best Available Science — The proposed LUPs are grounded in the best available science,
drawn from published literature and input from recognized experts, state agencies, the US
Geological Survey, the FWS and other sources. The COT report provided a “blueprint”
for GRSG conservation by identifying specific threats to each remaining GRSG
population and recommending measures to address each category of threat and the NTT
report, prepared by the BLM, provided options for dealing with the most significant
threats to the GRSG. A series of reports on how to improve efforts to reduce the threats
of rangeland fire and invasive species prepared in collaboration with the Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies also provided crucial guidance in formulating
the conservation strategy.

Targeted, Multi-Tiered Approach — The proposed LUPs were designed to incorporate a
layered management approach to avoid or minimize additional surface disturbance in the
most valuable habitat, known as Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA), which are
largely consistent with PACs identified in the COT Report. Within PHMA, the proposed
LUPs provide an added level of protection to limit or eliminate new surface disturbance
through the delineation of Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA), derived from areas identified by
the FWS as “strongholds” essential for the species’ survival. In General Habitat
Management Areas (GHMA), the proposed LUPs seek to minimize disturbance while
providing greater flexibility for land use activities.

Coordinated: The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs were developed through a
joint planning process led by the BLM with the Forest Service as partners. The USFWS
provided guidance and input throughout the process to aid land managers in
understanding the threats and the certainty and effectiveness of proposed land
management actions in addressing those threats. The USGS and NRCS also provided key
technical and scientific support.

Collaborative: The proposed LUPs reflected the input of states and local stakeholders
from the outset and were developed with the benefit of input from the individual states
and cooperators who signed formal agreements with the BLM to provide input into the
planning process. The Sage Grouse Task Force (SGTF) was particularly useful in
facilitating this kind of collaborative input. The proposed LUPs reflect state and
stakeholder developed approaches and economic priorities where consistent with
conservation objectives.
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The BLM and the Forest Service proposed LUPs also incorporate mechanisms for monitoring
and adaptive management strategies (as recommended in the 2006 WAFWA strategy), reflect
standards to mitigate unavoidable impacts to GRSG habitat, consistent with guidance provided
by FWS,*! and incorporate mitigation mechanisms in development by individual states.

In order to protect the most important GRSG habitat areas, the conservation strategy began with
mapping areas of important habitat across the remaining range of the GRSG and within each
state. In collaboration with state fish and wildlife agencies, the BLM and Forest Service
identified areas as preliminary priority habitat (PPH) and preliminary general habitat (PGH).
Maps were revised and refined as further mapping was conducted and state fish and wildlife
agencies — often in collaboration with GRSG experts and researchers — provided more detailed
analysis of habitat characteristics and populations. The proposed LUPs reflect this input. Priority
Habitat Management Areas (PHMAS) largely coincide with identified Priority Areas for
Conservation (PACs) in the COT Report. Final general habitat areas are identified as General
Habitat Management Areas (GHMAS). Some states developed additional habitat categories
which can be found in specific state plans.

The proposed LUPs also identify Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFASs) on a portion of the landscape.
SFAs are a subset of PHMAS. SFAs correspond to the areas identified by the FWS as GRSG
“strongholds™ as detailed in an October 27, 2014 memo from FWS Director Ashe to BLM
Director Kornze and Forest Service Chief Tidwell in response to a request to “identify a subset
of priority habitat most vital to the species persistence within which we recommend the strongest
levels of pro‘[ec‘[ion”12

(http://www.fws.gov/greaterSageGrouse/documents/ESA%20Process/ GRSG%20Strongholds%2
0mem0%20t0%20BLM%20and%20USFS%20102714.pdf)

The SFAs reflect a subset of these strongholds, since the FWS map included areas that are not
administered by the BLM or Forest Service or were outside the planning area. The FWS memo
advised that “[s]trong, durable, and meaningful protection of federally administered lands in
these areas will provide additional certainty and help obtain confidence for long term sage grouse
persistence.” The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs mapped approximately 66 million
acres of PHMA and GHMA. Of this, approximately 35 million acres are identified as PHMA and
31 million acres are GHMA. SFAs consist of 11 million acres of BLM and Forest Service-
administered lands in PHMAs. (See Figure B.)

This tiered habitat framework provides for a nested or layered conservation design with the
greatest protections and limited new surface disturbance in SFAs, a high degree of certainty that
the integrity of PHMAs can be maintained through land allocations to avoid or minimize

" Greater Sage-Grouse Range-wide Mitigation Framework: Version 1.0. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. September
3,2014.

2 Memorandum from Dan Ashe to Director, BLM and Chief, USFS, “Greater Sage Grouse: Additional
Recommendations to Refine Land Use Allocations in Highly Important Landscapes. October 27, 2014.
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additional surface disturbance, and protection of remaining habitats in GHMAs, with more
flexibility for land use activities that would be designed to minimize impacts on existing GRSG
leks. In all GRSG habitat areas, anthropogenic surface disturbing activities would be mitigated
and, fire-impacted landscapes would be actively restored and protected with a priority on SFAs,
then PHMAs, and GHMAs.

To avoid or minimize further surface disturbance in PHMAS the proposed LUPs either exclude
or avoid major new surface disturbing activities. In SFAs, in addition to PHMA decisions,
proposed LUPs also apply a no surface occupancy stipulation with no exceptions for oil and gas
leasing and recommend these areas for withdrawal from future locatable mineral entry (the
Forest Service Records of Decision will address the issue of mineral withdrawals on Forest
Service-administered lands). To further protect and enhance habitat in SFAs and PHMAs, BLM
and Forest Service would prioritize rangeland fire management (either through appropriate pre-
suppression activities, suppression or post-fire restoration), gathers of wild horses and burros,
and review of grazing permits for compliance with land health standards, vegetative objectives
and permit terms and conditions that incorporate GRSG habitat management objectives in these
areas.

The combination of habitat classifications and land allocation decisions proposed for inclusion in
the proposed LUPs would provide the greatest protection for those areas identified as SFAs and
meet the stated objective for these areas “where it is most important that the BLM and Forest
Service institutionalize the highest degree of protection to help promote persistence of the
species” and target habitat protection and restoration activities to those areas of highest
importance. The proposed LUPs also largely avoid or exclude major development in PHMAS, in
areas without an implemented all lands regulatory approach,** through avoidance for
transmission, and exclusion for other major surface disturbing activities (e.g., solar and wind
energy development).

In GHMAs, further disturbance would be minimized through various land allocations and the
application of science-based buffers at the project implementation stage to ensure no more than
minimal impacts by authorized activities to leks. All activities and authorized actions under the
proposed LUPs require mitigation to a net conservation gain in both PHMA and GHMA, except
in Wyoming where net conservation gain applies to PHMA only.

In addition, the proposed LUPs direct the BLM to prioritize oil and gas leasing and development
outside of identified SFAs, PHMAs, and GHMA s in order to encourage new development in
areas that would not conflict with GRSG and thus maximize the potential to limit disturbance to
GRSG habitat.

B USFWS memorandum. Greater Sage Grouse: Additional Recommendations to Refine Land Use Allocations in
Highly Important Landscapes. October 27, 2014.

" An all lands regulatory approach refers to a management strategy in which certain activities likely to affect the
conservation of GRSG, including activities on state and private lands, are regulated, such as through the Wyoming
Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan, Greater Sage Grouse Core Area Protection Executive Order.
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Figure B. Proposed Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA), General Habitat Management Areas
(GHMA), Idaho Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMA) and Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFA).
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[II. LAND USE ALLOCATIONS AND
ASSOCIATED CONSERVATION ACTIONS

The land allocations and other conservation management actions contained in the proposed LUPs
are described in more detail in the following section.

The threats to GRSG and its habitat are briefly described, followed by a brief summary of the
COT Report guidance regarding means to address the threat, and the relevant management
actions included in the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUP direction to address that threat.

The magnitude of change in PHMA and GHMA between the No Action Alternative and
Proposed LUPs, by decision, is represented in maps, pie charts, and tables contained in Appendix
A for each planning subregion (i.e., the Great Basin and Rocky Mountain regions). For the most
part, the management actions italicized in this section are applicable to all of proposed LUPs to
provide consistent management across the federal lands to the extent possible. Variations from
consistent management actions are highlighted in each of the regional response tables following
the description for each threat and description of the regional response.

This approach to synthesizing the plan decisions and comparing the current condition to the
condition that will be in effect when the proposed LUPs are final, is largely accurate, but does
not completely address every difference between the plans or the map, chart, and table
representations of the two alternatives. However, it allows for a general comparison of the
change in management direction within habitat across a planning region. The individual
proposed LUPs constitute the sole source of BLM and Forest Service proposed LUP decisions
and should be referred to for specific decisions and to appropriately guide implementation
actions.

A more detailed description of data sources, variances, and inconsistencies is included in
Appendix A.

A. Habitat Conversion to Agriculture

THREAT description: Agricultural conversion is typically defined as the conversion of
sagebrush habitats to tilled agricultural crops or re-seeded exotic grass pastures, resulting in
habitat loss and fragmentation.

COT guidance: None directly applicable to BLM and Forest Service activities.
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Proposed LUP action: The actions which the BLM and the Forest Service will take to
ameliorate this threat consist of the following:

In most of the proposed LUPs, lands classified as PHMA and GHMA will be retained in federal
management unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal of the lands will provide a net
conservation gain to the GRSG or (2) the agency can demonstrate that the disposal of the lands
will have no direct or indirect adverse impact on conservation of the GRSG. In Colorado and
Wyoming, small areas of GHMA would be suitable for disposal; In Idaho, Important Habitat
Management Areas (IHMA) would also be retained; and in Nevada, the majority of Other
Habitat Management Area (OHMA) lands would also be retained.

In addition to retention of Federal lands, the BLM and the Forest Service have developed a
landscape-scale mitigation strategy that allows for impacts to GRSG or GRSG habitat to be
offset through restoration of agricultural lands (see Mitigation Strategy in Section V) and habitat
objectives have been set to maintain or improve GRSG habitat.

(See Figures 1/2 a - h and Tables 1/2 a— b in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP
regional comparisons.)

B. Urbanization

THREAT description: Urban and exurban development results in direct and indirect negative
effects on GRSG including direct and indirect habitat losses, disturbance, and introduction of
new predators and invasive plan species.

COT guidance: Limit urban and exurban development in GRSG habitats and maintain intact
sagebrush plant communities.

Proposed LUP action: The actions that the BLM and the Forest Service will take to ameliorate
this threat consist of the following:

In most of the proposed LUPs, lands classified as PHMA and GHMA will be retained in federal
management unless: (1) the agency can demonstrate that disposal of the lands will provide a net
conservation gain to the GRSG or (2) the agency can demonstrate that the disposal of the lands
will have no direct or indirect adverse impact on conservation of the GRSG. In Colorado and
Wyoming, small areas of GHMA would be suitable for disposal; In Idaho, Important Habitat
Management Areas (IHMA) would also be retained; and in Nevada, the majority of Other
Habitat Management Area (OHMA) lands would also be retained. The BLM and the Forest
Service are also addressing the threat of urbanization through restrictions on infrastructure
including roads, power lines, and other features that result in direct and indirect negative impacts
on GRSG and its habitat. The management actions associated with restrictions on infrastructure
are described in a following subsection.
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Table 1/2A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Agricultural Conversion and Urbanization Threats

EISs Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

ALL GRSG habitat will be retained in federal management.

Table 1/2B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Agricultural Conversion and Urbanization Threats

EISs Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
Billings, HiLine,

Lewistown, Miles GRSG habitat will be retained in federal management.
City, ND, SD

WY AMDs,

Bighorn, Buffalo, Retain the majority of PHMA in federal management.
Lander

NWCO PHMA: Retain in federal management.

(See Figures 1/2 a - h and Tables 1/2 a— b in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional
comparisons.)

C. Infrastructure

THREAT description: Development of infrastructure (e.g., roads, pipelines, power lines, cellular
towers) results in habitat loss and fragmentation and may cause GRSG habitat avoidance.
Additionally, infrastructure can provide sources for the introduction of invasive plant species and
predators. On BLM-administered land, the primary method for permitting infrastructure is
through authorization of rights-of-way. The Forest Service grants special use authorizations for
infrastructure development on National Forest System lands.

COT guidance: There should be no new development of infrastructure corridors in PACs; power
transmission corridors that cannot avoid PACs should be buried; if not possible, consolidate
corridors within existing features and replace lost habitat function; enforce restrictions limiting
road use; remove duplicative or non-functional transmission lines or roads; reduce or eliminate
nesting and perching areas on transmission line towers; mitigate impacts to habitat from
development of these features.

Proposed LUP action: To ameliorate the threat from new land authorizations for infrastructure,
the proposed LUPs provide that major pipeline and transmission line development will be
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avoided in all GRSG habitats through restrictions on land use authorizations(except in GHMA in
Wyoming, Utah and ldaho). Exceptions would be limited and based on rationale that explicitly
demonstrates that adverse impacts will be avoided or that residual impacts could be mitigated.

GHMA in Wyoming, Utah and Idaho would be available to rights-of-way for infrastructure due
to the extent and quality of the habitat as well as the percentage of GRSG contained in PHMA in
those states. An additional consideration in Wyoming is the extent of the protections for GRSG
on private and state land. These factors gave BLM confidence, after input from FWS, that
conservation objectives can be met with this additional flexibility provided in GHMA.

In the proposed LUPs, minor rights-of-way (including roads) are avoided in PHMA. Travel
Management is discussed further in the Recreation section below.

Table 3A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threats (Rights-of -Way)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

(Major Rights-of-Way)* PHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for major

ALL ROWs with special stipulations)

(Major Rights-of-Way) GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for major

NVICA, OR ROWs with special stipulations)

ID/SWMT (Major Rights-of-Way) GHMA in Montana: Avoidance area (may be available for
major ROWSs with special stipulations)

ID/SWMT (Major Rights-of-Way) IHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for major ROWs
with special stipulations)

ALL (Minor Rights-of-Way) PHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for minor
ROWs with special stipulations)

ALL (Minor Rights-of-Way) GHMA: Open area (may be open for minor ROWs, but still
requires special stipulations)

ID/SWMT (Minor Rights-of-Way) IHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for minor ROWs

with special stipulations)

*Major Rights-of-Way are HV Transmission Lines over 100kV and Large Pipeline ROWs

23





BLM/Forest Service GRSG Comprehensive Landscape —Level Conservation Strategy: Summary Report
Attorney Client & Attorney Work Product-Do Not Disclose
Internal Draft Document — Do Not Distribute

Table 3B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threat (Rights-of-Way)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

(Major Rights-of-Way)* PHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for major

ALL ROWs with special stipulations).
E(LU\;?S%(SMT]'LI\'/HES (Major Rights-of-Way) GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for major
City, ND S’D ROWs with special stipulations).
ALL (Minor Rights-of-Way) PHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for minor

ROWs with special stipulations).

Billings, HiLine,  (Minor Rights-of-Way) GHMA: Avoidance within two miles of leks. Winter range
Lewistown, Miles would be avoidance areas (may be available for minor ROWs with special
City, ND, SD stipulations).

(Minor Rights-of-Way) GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for minor

NWCO ROWs with special stipulations)

*Major Rights-of-Way are HV Transmission Lines over 100kV and Large Pipeline ROWs

(See Figures 3a—h and Tables 3 a — b in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional
comparisons.)

D. Recreation, Commercial use, and Travel Management

THREAT description: In the 2010 decision, the FWS found no evidence suggesting that
commercial or direct recreational use of GRSG (including gun and bow sport hunting or
poaching) has been a primary cause of range-wide declines of GRSG in the past or that it poses a
significant threat to the species. However, recreational activities within GRSG habitats can result
in habitat loss or fragmentation (e.g., creation of off-road trails, camping facilities) and both
direct and indirect disturbance to the birds (e.g., noise, disruptive lek viewing, dog presence, and
dispersed camping).

COT guidance: Maintain healthy native sagebrush communities based on local ecological
conditions with consideration for drought conditions and manage direct and indirect human
disturbance (including noise) to avoid interruption of normal GRSG behavior. Close important
GRSG use areas to off-road vehicle use; avoid development of recreation facilities in GRSG
habitats.

Proposed LUP actions: Infrastructure, including roads, fences, and recreation facilities would be

managed to minimize impacts to GRSG and its habitat. New recreation facilities will not be
approved unless the development results in a net conservation gain to GRSG or its habitat.
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To ameliorate the threat from recreational activities, new facilities or expansion of existing
facilities (e.g., roads, trails, campgrounds) will not be authorized on BLM-administered and
National Forest System land unless the development results in a net conservation gain to GRSG
its habitat. During renewal, amendment, or reauthorization, terms and conditions in existing
permits and operating plans will be modified to protect and/or restore GRSG habitat.

In PHMA and GHMA (except only in PHMA in Northwest Colorado), travel would be limited to
vehicle routes. Initially, vehicles would be limited to existing routes until implementation travel
management planning could be completed to designate routes; on Forest Service lands travel is
limited to the Forest Service travel management system. Travel management plans, including
route inventories, NEPA analysis, and route designation will be completed in a subsequent
public planning process.
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Table 4A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threat (Recreation and Travel

Management)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

ALL PHMA & GHMA: Limit OHV travel to designated routes.

NV/CA PHMA: Do not construct new recreation facilities.

uT PHMA: Allow special recregtion permits only if the_ir effects on GRSG and its
habitat are neutral or result in a net conservation gain.

IDISWMT PHMA and IHMA: Do not construct new recreation facilities.

NV/CA, OR, GHMA: Allow special recreation permits only if their effects on GRSG and its

IDISWMT habitat are neutral or result in a net conservation gain.

Table 4B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threat (Recreation and Travel

Management)
EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
ALL PHMA & GHMA: Limit OHV travel to designated routes.
NV/CA PHMA: Do not construct new recreation facilities.
Lewistown Allow special recreation permits in PHMA only if their effects on GRSG and its
habitat are neutral or beneficial for GRSG habitat.
ND Allow special recreation permits only if their effects on GRSG and its habitat are
neutral or beneficial for GRSG habitat.
SD Deny special recreation permits that would adversely impact GRSG or its habitat.

(See Figures 4 a—h and Tables 4 a — b in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional

comparisons.)
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E. Fire

THREAT description: Rangeland fire can lead to the conversion of previously healthy sagebrush
habitat into non-native, cheatgrass-dominated landscapes. Experts have identified wildfire as one
of the greatest threats to sagebrush habitat, particularly in the Great Basin region of Idaho, Utah,
Nevada, Oregon and California.

COT guidance: Restrict or retain fire within normal range of fire activity; eliminate intentional
fires; immediately suppress fires in all sagebrush habitats; place additional firefighting resources
and establish new Incident Attack Centers in or adjacent to PACs; ensure close coordination with
firefighters from other management agencies and local fire departments; manage land uses to
minimize the spread of invasive species; design and implement restoration of burned sagebrush
habitat.

Proposed LUP action: To ameliorate the threat from fire, the proposed LUPs seek to fight the
spread of cheatgrass and other invasive species, position wildland fire management resources for
more effective rangeland fire response, and accelerate the restoration of fire-impacted landscapes
to native grasses and sagebrush. Prescribed fire will not be used unless necessary to facilitate site
preparation for restoration of GRSG habitat. If prescribed fire is used to facilitate site preparation
for restoration the associated NEPA analysis must identify how the project would move towards
GRSG desired conditions, why alternative techniques were not selected, and how potential
threats to GRSG habitat would be minimized.

Through both the proposed LUPs and the final report to the Secretary on an Integrated
Rangeland Fire Management Strategy™>(see section VI for more information), changes in land
management practices and fire management policies and practices to prevention, suppression,
and restoration landscapes impacted by fire have been adopted. Section VI further details the
activities and actions that the BLM and the Forest Service will conduct to ameliorate the threat to
GRSG and its habitat from rangeland fire. The BLM/Forest Service are involved in several west-
wide efforts with other Federal, state, and private partners to address the threat of rangeland fire.

In addition, Secretarial Order 3336 on Rangeland Fire made clear that “protecting, conserving,
and restoring the health of the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem and, in particular, priority
GRSG habitat, while maintaining safe and efficient operations, is a critical fire
management priority for the Department”. (emphasis added) The strategy places a
Departmental priority on activities to prevent, suppress, and restore fire-impacted landscapes in
areas identified by the Fire and Invasives Assessment Tool (FIAT) in priority habitat, using
recent information derived from a report prepared by WAFWA to assist in addressing the threat
of rangeland fire. The FIAT process, applying recent science, identified highly resistant and
resilient landscapes to target fire management activities to these most important lands. In

BAn Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy: Final Report to the Secretary. Department of the Interior.
May 1, 2015.
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addition, through the issuance of a Leaders’ Intent letter, signed by the Secretaries of Agriculture
and the Interior, rangeland fire was identified as an “additional priority” for the firefighting
community in making strategic decisions with regard to the allocation of resources for
firefighting in 2015. Additional resources have been allocated and will be targeted to fuel
treatments (including invasive species control), suppression (through the prepositioning of fire-
fighting resources and the training of additional Rural Fire Protection Associations, local
volunteer firefighters, and veteran fire fighters), and habitat restoration in these areas.
Firefighting assets (aircraft, firefighters and related equipment) will be located near areas of high
priority for rangeland fire. Native seed stocks have been expanded to increase their availability to
aid in the restoration of native vegetation in burned sagebrush areas.'® In collaboration with the
USDA and western governors, a new seed strategy has been developed to increase the capacity
to collect, store, and allocate native seed for to improve habitat restoration in priority habitat
areas. Finally, the Wildland Fire Departmental Manual will be revised to incorporate direction to
identify rangeland fire as a critical priority in the Department and to ensure that resource
allocations reflect this priority. For example, in the Manual, Emergency Stabilization (ES) and
Burned Area Rehabilitation (BAR) funds for restoration of lands damaged by fire will be made
available for 2 years and 5 years respectively (currently limited to 1 and 3 years respectively) to
aid in ensuring effective restoration of burned areas.

Table 5A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Fire Threat

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

ALL Design fuel treatments to restore, enhance, or maintain GRSG habitat. (Forest
Service only)

ALL Identify and prioritize areas that are vulnerable to wildfires and prescribe actions
important for GRSG protection. (BLM only)

ALL Prioritize post-fire treatments in PHMASs and GHMAs. (BLM only)

ALL Protection of GRSG habitat should receive high consideration, along with other

high values, when positioning resources. (Forest Service only)

Table 5B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Fire Threat

'® Also addresses specific concerns raised in the NTT report. p 27
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EIS

Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Lewistown, ND

PHMA: Prioritize post-fire treatments.

H_|L|ne,_ Miles PHMA: Prioritize suppression immediately after life and property to conserve the
City, Bighorn, .
habitat.
Buffalo
sD PHMA: Prioritize aggressive suppression techniques immediately after life and
property to conserve the habitat.
Billinas PHMA: Only treatments that conserve, enhance, or restore GRSG habitat would be
g allowed.
PHMA: Fuels treatments would be designed and implemented with an emphasis on
WY AMDs protecting existing sagebrush ecosystems and enhancing and protecting future
sagebrush ecosystems. (BLM only)
NWCO PHMA and GHMA: Prioritize post-fire treatments. (BLM only)
HiLine, Miles
City, Bighorn, GHMA: Prioritize suppression where wildfires threaten PHMA.
Buffalo
sD GHMA: Within 3 miles of leks, prioritize aggressive suppression techniques
immediately after life and property to conserve the habitat.
Lewi Identify and prioritize areas that are vulnerable to wildfires and prescribe actions
ewistown . .
important for GRSG protection.
Identify and prioritize areas that are vulnerable to wildfires and prescribe actions
ND . .
important for GRSG protection.
WY AMDs, Protection of GRSG habitat should receive high consideration, along with other
NWCO high values, when positioning resources. (Forest Service only)
Design fuel treatments to restore, enhance, or maintain GRSG habitat. (Forest
NWCO ;
Service only)
NWCO Identify and prioritize areas that are vulnerable to wildfires and prescribe actions

important for GRSG protection. (BLM only)
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F. Invasive Plants

THREAT description: Loss of available sagebrush due to introduction of invasive annual
grasses and other invasive plant species is facilitated by ground disturbances, wildfire, and
improper grazing. Management of this threat is accomplished by either controlling or stopping
the spread of new and by reducing or eliminating established invasive annual grasses and other
invasive plant species.

COT guidance: Increase in mean fire frequency has been facilitated by the incursion of
nonnative annual grasses in sagebrush ecosystems: control or stop the spread of invasive annual
grasses and reduce or eliminate established annual grasses; restore altered ecosystems such that
non-native invasive plants are reduced; remove pinyon-juniper stands which are highly
flammable.

Proposed LUP action: All proposed LUPs include the following vegetation objective:

In all Sagebrush Focal Areas and Priority Habitat Management Areas, the desired condition is
to maintain a minimum of 70% of lands capable of producing sagebrush with at least 10 to 30%
sagebrush canopy cover. The attributes necessary to sustain these habitats are described in
Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (BLM Tech Ref 1734-6)."’

Through guidance in the proposed LUPs supplemented by the Integrated Rangeland Fire
Management Strategy (see Section VI for more information), a commitment has been made to
address the invasion and expansion of cheatgrass, medusa head, and other invasive grasses
through expanded efforts to treat impacted acres and to accelerate and expand efforts to restore
lands impacted by fire with native grasses and sagebrush seedlings. Efforts are underway to
increase the acreages to be treated with chemical and biological agents to kill and stem the
spread of invasive species and to accelerate the registration of other biologicals useful in
addressing the threat of cheatgrass invasion. Section V1 further details the activities and actions
that the BLM and the Forest Service will conduct to ameliorate the threat to GRSG and its
habitat from invasive plants. Currently, discussions are underway to convene a conference later
in 2015 to bring together a wide range of experts, practitioners, and stakeholders to discuss and
develop a strategy to improve the efficiency and efficacy of efforts to address the threat of
invasives in the Great Basin, modeled after the highly successful Next Steppe conference on
rangeland fire convened in November 2014. Resources have already been committed by the
Forest Service, FWS, and BLM to develop the conference agenda and begin planning.

Section VI contains additional information about actions completed and planned to address
invasive plants.

v Descriptions of Land Use Plan actions in italics represent the specific language included in each plan.
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Table 6A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Nonnative, Invasive Plant Species Threat

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
ALL Improve GRSG habitat by treating invasive annual grasses.
ALL Treat sites in GRSG habitat that contain invasive species infestations through an

integrated pest management approach.

Table 6B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Nonnative, Invasive Plant Species Threat

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

PHMA and GHMA: Monitor for and treat invasive and noxious weed species

Lewistown, ND . - L . .
associated with existing range improvement projects.

HiLine, Miles

City, SD, Treat sites in PHMA and GHMA that contain invasive species infestations through
Bighorn, Buffalo, an integrated pest management approach.

Lander, NWCO

Use Integrated Pest Management to make progress towards a healthy plant

Billings community.

Noxious and invasive weed control would not occur within 0.5 mile of nesting and
Billings brood rearing areas for special status species during the nesting and brood rearing
season.

HiLine, Bighorn,

Buffalo, NWCO Improve GRSG habitat by treating invasive annual grasses.

Integrated vegetation management would be used to control, suppress, and

Lewistown, ND 2 . . . . .
eradicate, where possible, noxious and invasive species.

Improve GRSG habitat by restoring native (or desirable) plants and create

Lewistown, ND landscape patterns that most benefit GRSG.

Integrated vegetation management would be used to control, suppress, and
WY AMDs eradicate, where possible, noxious and invasive species. Manage weed treatments to
maintain and improve GRSG habitat.
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G. Pinyon and/or Juniper Encroachment

THREAT description: GRSG are negatively impacted by the expansion of pinyon and/or juniper
in their habitat and avoid. As the pinyon and/or juniper increases in abundance and size, the
habitat quality for GRSG diminishes and the overall availability of sagebrush is reduced.
Additionally, pinyon and/or juniper can provide habitat for predators, increasing mortality of
GRSG, and increase the potential for rangeland fire.

COT guidance: Remove pinyon-juniper at a rate that is at least equal to the rate of pinyon-
juniper incursion; focus initially on areas within PACs.

Proposed LUP actions: The BLM and the Forest Service proposed LUPs include management
actions to remove invading conifers and other undesirable species, and prioritize vegetation
treatments closest to occupied GRSG habitats and near occupied leks.

In addition, the BLM Greater Sage Grouse Invasive Annual Grasses & Conifer Expansion
Assessment (FIAT 2014) modeled conifer expansion for PACs to provide an initial stratification
to determine where conifer removal would benefit important sagebrush habitats. This
information is being used to identify and design projects to change vegetation composition
and/or structure to modify potential fire behavior for the purpose of improving fire suppression
effectiveness and limiting fire spread and intensity due to invasive grasses and conifer
encroachment.

In addition since 2010, through NRCS’ Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI), over 400,000 acres of
private lands have been treated for removal of pinyon-juniper targeted in PACs and BLM has
additionally treated over 400,000 acres of public lands. The SGI is a successful partnership with
federal and state agencies, ranchers, and private landowners has been a model of cooperation and
collaboration consistent with the recommendations of the authors of the 2006 WAFWA report as
well as those of the COT and NTT. Additional details on the SGI and actions taken by BLM and
Forest Service are included in Section V1. See also www.sagegrouseinitiative.com for additional
information on SGI).

Table 7A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Pinyon and/or Juniper Encroachment Threat

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Remove conifers encroaching into sagebrush habitats. Prioritize treatments closest
to occupied GRSG habitats and near occupied leks, and where juniper

ALL encroachment is phase 1 or phase 2. Use of site-specific analysis and tools like
VDDT and the FIAT report (Chambers et. al., 2014b) will help refine the location
for specific areas to be treated.
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Table 7B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Pinyon and/or Juniper Encroachment Threat

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Remove conifers encroaching into sagebrush habitats. Prioritize treatments closest
to occupied GRSG habitats and near occupied leks, and where juniper
encroachment is phase 1 or phase 2. Use of site-specific analysis and principles like

ALL those included in the FIAT report (Chambers et. al., 2014b) and other ongoing
modeling efforts to address conifer encroachment will help refine the location for
specific priority areas to be treated.

H. Grazing

1. Livestock

THREAT description: Livestock grazing is the most widespread type of land use across the
sagebrush biome and almost all sagebrush areas are managed for livestock grazing. Improper
livestock management, as determined by local ecological conditions, may have negative impacts
on GRSG seasonal habitats. In addition, range management structures, if not properly sited and
developed may be detrimental to GRSG.

COT Guidance: Ensure that allotments meet ecological potential and wildlife habitat
requirements; incorporate GRSG habitat needs or characteristics into relevant resource and
allotment management plans with the understanding that these desired conditions may not be
fully achievable; conduct habitat assessments and make adjustments to achieve habitat
characteristics as appropriate; give priority to PACs and adjacent habitat in conducting
assessments.

LUP Actions: To address this threat, all BLM proposed LUPs include the following management
actions for livestock grazing:

e The BLM will prioritize (1) the review of grazing permits/leases, in particular to
determine if modification is necessary prior to renewal, and (2) the processing of grazing
permits/leases in Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAs) followed by PHMAS outside of the SFAs.
In setting workload priorities, precedence will be given to existing permits/leases in these
areas not meeting Land Health Standards, with focus on those containing riparian areas,
including wet meadows. The BLM may use other criteria for prioritization to respond to
urgent natural resource concerns (ex., fire) and legal obligations.

e The NEPA analysis for renewals and modifications of livestock grazing permits/leases
that include lands within SFAs and PHMAs will include specific management thresholds,
based on GRSG Habitat Objectives Table, Land Health Standards (43 CFR 4180.2) and
ecological site potential, and one or more defined responses that will allow the
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authorizing officer to make adjustments to livestock grazing that have already been
subjected to NEPA analysis.

e Allotments within SFAs, followed by those within PHMAs, and focusing on those
containing riparian areas or wet meadows, will be prioritized for field checks to help
ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of the grazing permits. Field checks
could include monitoring for actual use, utilization, and use supervision.

e At the time a permittee or lessee voluntarily relinquishes a permit or lease, the BLM will
consider whether the public lands where that permitted use was authorized should
remain available for livestock grazing or be used for other resource management
objectives, such as reserve common allotments or fire breaks.

The Forest Service has established specific desired conditions of the composition and structure
of seasonal GRSG habitats. Specific grazing guidelines will be applied in upland and
riparian/wet meadow habitats to maintain or achieve desired conditions of sagebrush, forbs and
perennial grasses. Upland vegetation guidelines will be applied seasonally and within 4-6.2 miles
from leks (depending on findings of research completed in individual States). Because of their
disproportionate importance to GRSG brood-rearing, riparian/wet meadow guidelines will be
applied in all GRSG habitats. Forest Service units will seek to modify term grazing permits
within two grazing seasons of signing the Record of Decision to incorporate proposed LUP
direction including desired conditions and specific grazing guidelines. Incorporating these
desired conditions and specific grazing guidelines in the term grazing permit provides the
authority for the agency to manage to these objectives. Priority will be given to modification of
term grazing permits and allotment management plans in SFAs and then PHMAs. Within 2 years
of signing the Record of Decision, Forest Service units will evaluate and assess the need to
modify existing livestock grazing improvements. Within 5 years of signing the Record of
Decision, Forest Service units will mitigate effects from livestock grazing improvements to
ensure they are neutral or conserve GRSG habitat. Priority will be given to modification of term
grazing permits and allotment management plans first in SFAs then PHMAs.
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Table 8A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Grazing Threat (Livestock)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Prioritize field checks in SFAs followed by PHMA to ensure compliance with the
ALL o . .

terms and conditions of grazing permits. (BLM only)
ALL Prioritize the review and processing of grazing permits/leases in SFAs followed by

PHMA. (BLM only)

The NEPA analysis for renewals and modifications of grazing permits/leases will
ALL include specific management thresholds, based on the GRSG Habitat Objectives

Table, Land Health Standards, and ecological site potential, to allow adjustments to

grazing that have already been subjected to NEPA analysis. (BLM only)
ID/ISWMT, Adjust grazing management to move towards desired habitat conditions consistent
NV/CA, UT with ecological site capability. (Forest Service only)

Consider closure of grazing allotments, pastures, or portions of pastures, or
ID/SWMT, managing the allotment as a forage reserve as opportunities arise under applicable
NV/CA, UT regulations, where removal of livestock grazing would enhance the ability to

achieve desired habitat conditions. (Forest Service only)

Table 8B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Grazing Threat (Livestock)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
The NEPA analysis for renewals and modifications of grazing permits/leases would

ALL include specific management thresholds, based on the GRSG Habitat Objectives
Table, Land Health Standards and ecological site potential, to allow adjustments to
grazing that have already been subjected to NEPA analysis. (BLM Only)

W.Y.AMDS’ Prioritize the review and processing of grazing permits/leases in SFAs followed by

HiLine,

X PHMA. (BLM only)

Lewistown

Billings, Miles

City, ND, SD, Prioritize the review and processing of grazing permits/leases in PHMA:s.

Buffalo, Bighorn

\If|vi\|_(i)r?;M Ds, Prioritize field _checks in SFAs follow_ed by PHMA to ensure compliance with the

. terms and conditions of grazing permits. (BLM only)

Lewistown

Billings, Miles

City, ND, SD, Prioritize field checks in PHMAs to ensure compliance with the terms and

NWCO, Buffalo, conditions of grazing permits.

Bighorn
Consider closure of grazing allotments, pastures, or portions of pastures, or

WY AMDs, managing the allotment as a forage reserve as opportunities arise under applicable

NWCO regulations, where removal of livestock grazing would enhance the ability to
achieve desired habitat conditions. (Forest Service only)

WY AMDs, Adjust grazing management to move towards desired habitat conditions consistent

NWCO with ecological site capability. (Forest Service only)
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2. Range Management Structures

THREAT description: Structures which support range management activities can have negative
impacts on GRSG habitats by increasing fragmentation (e.g., fences and roads) or diminishing
habitat quality (e.g., concentrating ungulates in winter habitats). Fences can have both a positive
and negative impact on GRSG and their habitats.

COT guidance: Range management structures should be designed and placed to be neutral or
beneficial to GRSG,; structures currently contributing to negative impacts to either GRSG or their
habitat should be removed or modified to remove the threat.

Proposed LUP actions: Through required design features, buffers, and other management
actions, proposed LUPs allow range developments which do not impact GRSG, or which provide
a conservation benefit to GRSG such as fences for protecting important seasonal habitats. The
NV/CA and OR proposed LUP removes livestock ponds built in perennial channels that are
negatively impacting riparian habitats and do not permit new ones to be built in these areas
subject to valid existing rights.

Management actions and required design features will ensure that the impact of fences on GRSG
is minimized. Methods to be applied include marking fences in high-risk areas for collision and
locating fences to limit or eliminate the impact on GRSG.

Table 8C Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threat (Range Management Structures)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
Allow range improvements which do not impact GRSG, or which provide a
ALL conservation benefit to GRSG such as fences for protecting important seasonal
habitats.
Remove livestock ponds built in perennial channels that are negatively impacting
NV/CA riparian habitats. Do not permit new ones to be built in these areas subject to valid

existing rights.

Table 8D. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Infrastructure Threat (Range Management

Structures)
EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
Allow range improvements which do not impact GRSG, or which provide a
ALL conservation benefit to GRSG such as fences for protecting important seasonal
habitats.
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3. Free-Roaming Equids

THREAT description: Free-roaming equid grazing is considered separately from livestock
grazing due to the different impacts on sagebrush ecosystems and the different management
authorities. Horses consume more forage per capita body mass than cattle or sheep, potentially
reducing shrub canopy and resulting in a greater abundance of annual invasive grasses. In
addition, sites grazed by free-roaming equids have a greater abundance of annual invasive
grasses, reduced native plan diversity and reduced grass density.

COT guidance: Protect GRSG from the negative influences of grazing by free-roaming equids.
Develop, implement, and enforce adequate regulatory mechanisms to protect GRSG habitat from
negative influences of grazing by free-roaming equids. Manage free-roaming equids at levels
that allow native sagebrush vegetative communities to minimally achieve Proper Functioning
Condition (for riparian areas) and Rangeland Health Standards (for uplands). Determine if the
current appropriate management levels (AML) maintains suitable GRSG habitat; Manage to
AMLs within Horse Management Areas (HMA) on federal lands. Until research on AMLS is
completed, manage for AMLs within horse management areas on federal lands. Make
adjustments in horse and burro management numbers or their distribution as necessary.

Proposed LUP actions: To address the localized threat due to negative influences of grazing by
free-roaming equids (wild horses and burros (WHB)), the BLM will complete rangeland health
assessments for HMAs containing GRSG habitat using an interdisciplinary team of specialists
(e.g. range, wildlife, and riparian). The BLM will prioritize gathers and population growth
suppression techniques in HMAs in GRSG habitat, unless removals are necessary in other areas
to address higher priority environmental issues, including herd health impacts — placing
emphasis on addressing conflicts with WHBs in SFAs, PHMAs, and GHMASs. In SFAs and
PHMA, the BLM will assess and adjust AMLs through the NEPA process within HMAs when
WHBs are identified as a significant causal factor in not meeting land health standards, even if
current AML is not being exceeded. The BLM will develop or amend herd management area
plans to incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations for all HMAs
within GRSG habitat, with emphasis placed on SFAs and PHMA:s.

The BLM will focus on maintaining HMASs in GRSG habitat within established AML ranges to
achieve and maintain GRSG habitat objectives and consider removals or exclusion of WHB
during or immediately following emergency situations (such as fire, floods, and drought) to
facilitate meeting GRSG habitat objectives where HMAs overlap with GRSG habitat. When
conducting NEPA analysis for WHB management activities, water developments, or other
rangeland improvements for WHB, the BLM will address the direct and indirect effects to GRSG
populations and habitat. The BLM will coordinate with professionals from other federal and state
agencies, researchers at universities, and others to utilize and evaluate new management tools
(e.g., population growth suppression, inventory techniques, and telemetry) for implementing the
WHB program.
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Table 8E. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Grazing Threat (Free-Roaming Equids)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Manage Herd Management Areas (HMAs) in GRSG habitat within established
ALL Appropriate Management Level (AML) ranges to achieve and maintain GRSG

habitat objectives.

Prioritize rangeland health assessment, gathers and population growth suppression
ALL techniques, monitoring, and review and adjustment of AMLs and preparation of

Herd Management Area Plans in GRSG habitat.

Table 8F. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Grazing Threat (Free-Roaming Equids)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
PHMA: Review and consider amending BLM Herd Management Area Plans to
WY AMDs incorporate GRSG habitat objectives and management considerations for all BLM
herd management areas.
Bighorn Update Herd Management Area plans to include GRSG objectives.
Prioritize rangeland health assessment, gathers and population growth suppression
NWCO techniques, monitoring, and review and adjustment of AMLs and preparation of
Herd Management Area Plans in GRSG habitat.
Manage Herd Management Areas (HMAS) in GRSG habitat within established
NWCO Appropriate Management Level (AML) ranges to achieve and maintain GRSG
habitat objectives.
Billings, HiLine,
Lewistown, Miles . . . . . .
City, ND, SD, Not Applicable; Free-roaming equids do not occur within the planning area.
Buffalo
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I. Energy Development (Fluid Minerals)

THREAT description: The primary potential risks to sage-grouse from energy and mineral
development include direct disturbance, displacement or mortality, direct loss of habitat,
fragmentation, and cumulative, landscape-level impacts. The COT emphasized that the
increasing demand for renewable and non-renewable energy resources is resulting in continued
development within the GRSG range, resulting in habitat loss, fragmentation, direct and indirect
disturbance. Development results in GRSG population declines. They emphasized that energy
development should be designed to ensure that it will not impinge upon stable or increasing
GRSG population trends. The primary potential risks to sage-grouse from energy development
include direct disturbance, displacement or mortality, direct loss of habitat, fragmentation, and
cumulative, landscape-level impacts.

COT guidance: Avoid energy development in PACs; If not possible due to pre-existing rights,
development should occur in non-habitat areas with adequate buffers to preclude impacts to
GRSG habitat from noise and other human activities, or, where no reasonable alternative exists,
in the least suitable habitat by: reducing the density of energy structures, consolidating structures
and infrastructure, mitigating impacts (as opposed to minimize), and minimizing tall structures
and other features associated with development.

Proposed LUP actions: To ameliorate the threat to GRSG and its habitat from energy
development and mining, the BLM and the Forest Service will limit energy development in
PHMAs. Specifically, with the exception of Wyoming (which includes a 0.6 mile NSO buffer
around leks coupled with density and disturbance limits within 5.3 mile buffers in PHMA) and
Nevada for geothermal leasing (projects may be considered, in coordination with FWS and
Nevada Department of Wildlife specialists, with appropriate mitigation measures and consistent
with lek buffer distances and disturbance management protocols), all PHMA will be managed as
No Surface Occupancy (NSO) without waivers or modifications for fluid mineral leasing.
Exceptions could be granted with unanimous concurrence from a team of agency GRSG experts
from the FWS, BLM/Forest Service and State wildlife agency if there would be no direct,
indirect, or cumulative effects to GRSG or their habitats or granting the exception provides an
alternative to a similar action occurring on a nearby parcel and the exception provides a clear net
conservation gain to GRSG. SFAs are also NSO and there will be no waivers, exceptions, or
modifications for fluid mineral leasing.

GHMAs are also protected through controlled surface use allocations, primarily timing
limitations, for leasing fluid minerals, which would ensure that habitat is protected during
seasonal use. Oregon also applies a NSO stipulation within 1 mile of leks, Wyoming applies a
NSO stipulation within 0.25 of an occupied lek in GHMA, and Billings, Hiline, and Miles City
apply a NSO stipulation wthin 0.6 miles of an occupied lek in GHMA. The agencies will also
protect leks through application of buffers where needed at the project implementation stage.
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In Northwest Colorado, in addition to the decisions described above, areas within one mile of
active leks in PHMA and GHMA would not be available for leasing and in GHMA areas within
two miles of active leks would be NSO.

For existing leases, the authorized officer will work with the lease holder at the project
implementation stage to reduce impacts of the project to GRSG populations to the maximum
extent possible within the conditions of the lease. Thus BLM and Forest Service staff should
encourage efforts to develop on non-habitat acres in PHMA, to co-locate drilling rigs and
infrastructure with existing development, and encourage development outside of PHMA where
possible.

As an additional measure to reduce surface disturbance in GRSG habitat, the proposed LUPs
include language to prioritize future leasing and development in areas outside of PHMA and
GHMA.

Allocations to protect habitat also exist for renewable energy. In all proposed LUPs except
Wyoming and southeastern Oregon, PHMAs are an exclusion area for solar and wind
development, and in all areas except Wyoming, Idaho, and Utah (for wind only), GHMAs are an
avoidance area. Development in avoidance areas would not be permitted unless it could be
demonstrated that potential projects had no impact or that residual impacts could be mitigated. In
Wyoming, wind energy development will only be allowed in PHMAs if it can be shown that
there will be no impacts to GRSG, consistent with the Wyoming Core Area Strategy.

Additionally, the agencies will not issue new discretionary authorizations in PHMA unless all
existing discrete anthropogenic disturbances cover less than 3% (See Disturbance and Density
Cap discussions in section 1V below for exceptions to the disturbance and density overview
provided here) of the total GRSG habitat within the Biologically Significant Unit*® (not in WY)
and the proposed project area, regardless of ownership, and the new use will not cause
exceedance of the cap. The BLM and the Forest Service will also restrict density of facilities to
one per 640 acres to encourage consolidation of structures and to reduce habitat fragmentation.
(See Disturbance and Density Cap discussions in section IV below for further information and
exceptions.)

18 geographical/spatial area within GRSG habitat that contains relevant habitats that is used as the basis for
comparative calculations to support evaluation of changes to habitat. A biologically significant unit or subset of the
unit is used in the calculation of the anthropogenic disturbance threshold and in the adaptive management habitat
trigger.
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Table 9A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Fluid Minerals)

EIS

Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

IDISWMT,
NV/CA, OR

PHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to No Surface Occupancy
(NSO) stipulation without waiver or modification, and with limited
exception. In SFAs, NSO without waiver, modification, or exception.
Except in NV, where geothermal projects may be considered in
coordination with FWS and Nevada Department of Wildlife specialists,
with appropriate mitigation measures and consistent with lek buffer
distances and disturbance management protocols.

uT

PHMA (BLM and Forest Service-Utah Proposed LUPS): Open to fluid
mineral leasing subject to No Surface Occupancy (NSO) stipulation without
waiver or modification, and with limited exception. In SFA, NSO without
waiver, modification, or exception.

uT

PHMA (Forest Service-Wyoming Proposed LUP): Open to leasing subject
to NSO stipulation within 0.6 mile of occupied leks, with TL stipulations
during certain times of the year and within all PHMA and SFA.

IDISWMT

IHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO stipulation without
waiver or modification, and with limited exception.

IDISWMT,
NV/CA

GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to Controlled Surface Use
(CSU) and Timing Limitation (TL) stipulations.

OR

GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to Controlled Surface Use
(CSU) and Timing Limitation (TL) stipulations. Areas within 1.0 miles of a
lek are subject to NSO stipulations.

uT

GHMA (BLM and Forest Service-Utah Proposed LUPSs): Open to fluid
mineral leasing subject to existing planning decisions, which include closed
to fluid minerals leasing, NSO, Controlled Surface Use (CSU) and Timing
Limitation (TL) stipulations, and open to leasing subject to standard
stipulations.

uT

GHMA (Forest Service-Wyoming Proposed LUP): Open to leasing subject
to NSO stipulation within 0.25 mile of occupied leks, with TL stipulations
up to 2 miles from an active lek during certain times of the year.
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Table 9B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Fluid Minerals)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
Billinas. HiLine PHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to No Surface Occupancy
111ngs, " (NSO) stipulation without waiver or modification, and with limited
Miles City, ND, . ilable for leasi hi ile of ive lek
SD NWCO exceptlorj. In_NWCO, unavai ab'e or leasing wit In '1m|' eofan actlvg ek.
’ In SFAs in HiLine only, NSO without waiver, modification, or exception.
WY AMDs, PHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to No Surface Occupancy

Bighorn, Buffalo,
Lander

(NSO) stipulation within 0.6 miles of an occupied lek, and Timing
Limitation (TL) stipulation from March 15 to June 30.

PHMA and GHMA: Apply COA:s to existing fluid mineral leases. Note: oil

Lewistown and gas leasing will not be addressed in this RMPA/EIS.
GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO within 0.6 miles of
Billings an occupied lek and Timing Limitation (TL) stipulation from March 1 to
June 15 within 3 miles of a lek.
HiLine GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO within 0.6 miles of
an occupied lek and Timing Limitation (TL) stipulations.
GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO within 0.6 miles and
Miles City Controlled Surface Use (CSU) stipulation within 2 miles of an occupied
lek.
GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to Controlled Surface Use
ND . )
(CSU) stipulation.
GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO stipulation within 0.6
SD miles of an occupied lek. Open with CSU stipulation within two miles of
leks. Winter range in GHMA would be open subject to NSO stipulation.
WY AMDs,

Bighorn, Buffalo,
Lander

GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO within 0.25 miles of
an occupied lek and TL stipulations.

NWCO

GHMA: Open to fluid mineral leasing subject to Timing Limitation
stipulations. Unavailable for leasing within 1 mile of active leks. Open to
fluid mineral leasing subject to NSO with waiver, modification, or
exception within 2 miles of active leks.

(See Figures 9 a—h and Tables 9 a— b in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional

comparisons.)
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Table 9C. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Renewable Energy- Solar)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
ID/SWMT, PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for solar energy development under any
NV/CA, UT conditions). In Nevada, OHMA is also an exclusion area.
PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for solar energy development under any
OR conditions), except avoidance area in Harney, Lake and Malheur counties outside of
SFA.
ID/SWMT IHM_A: A_vmdapce area (may be available for solar energy development with
special stipulations)
ID/SWMT GHMA in Montana: Avoidance area
GHMA: Exclusion area (not available for solar energy development under any
NVI/CA .
conditions)
OR GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for solar energy development with
special conditions)
uT GHMA: (BLM and Forest Service-Utah Proposed LUPSs): Exclusion area (not

available for solar energy development under any conditions)

Table 9D. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Renewable Energy- Solar)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Billings, HiLine,

Lewistown, Miles PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for solar energy development under any
City, ND, SD, conditions)

NWCO

B|II|_ngs, H|L|n_e, GHMA: Avoidance Area (may be available for solar energy development with
Lewistown, Miles special stipulations)

City, ND, SD P P

NWCO GHMA: Exclusion area (not available for solar energy development under any

conditions)

(See Figures 9 i —p and Tables 9 ¢ — d in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional

comparisons.)
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Table 9E. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Renewable Energy- Wind)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs
ID/SWMT, PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for wind energy development under
NV/CA any conditions)
PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for wind energy development under
OR any conditions), except avoidance area in Harney, Lake and Malheur
counties outside of SFA.
PHMA (BLM and Forest Service-Utah Proposed LUPSs): Exclusion area
uT \ . .
(not available for wind energy development under any conditions)
uT PHMA (Forest Service-Wyoming Proposed LUP): Avoidance area (may be
available for wind energy with special stipulations)
ID/SWMT II—_|MA: A_vmdgnce area (may be available for wind energy development
with special stipulations)
ID/ISWMT GHMA in Montana: Avoidance area
GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for wind energy development
NV/CA - o .
with special stipulations)
OR GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for wind energy development

with special stipulations)

Table 9F. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Energy Threat (Renewable Energy- Wind)

EIS Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPs

Billings, HiLine,

Lewistown, Miles PHMA: Exclusion area (not available for wind energy development under
City, ND, SD, any conditions)

NWCO

WY AMDs,

Bighorn, Buffalo,
Lander

PHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for wind energy development
with special stipulations)

Billings, HiLine,
Lewistown, Miles
City, ND, NWCO

GHMA: Avoidance area (may be available for wind energy development
with special stipulations).

SD

GHMA: Exclusion areas one mile from leks and in winter range and
avoidance in other parts of GHMA.

(See Figures 9 g — x and Tables 9 e — f in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional

comparisons.)
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J. Mining

THREAT description: The COT stated that “Surface mining and appurtenant facilities within
GRSG habitats result in the direct loss of habitat, habitat fragmentation, and indirect impacts
from disturbance (e.g., noise, dust).” They recommended that conservation actions “maintain
stable to increasing GRSG populations and no net loss of GRSG habitats in areas affected by
mining.”

COT guidance: Avoid new mining activities and or any associated facilities within occupied
habitats, including seasonal habitats; avoid leasing in GRSG habitats until other suitable habitats
can be restored to habitats used by GRSG; reclamation plans should focus on restoring habitats
to healthy sagebrush ecosystems, including evidence of use by GRSG; and reclamation of
abandoned mine lands should focus on restoring areas to healthy sagebrush ecosystems where
possible.

Proposed LUP actions: To address the threat to GRSG habitat posed by mining activities, the
BLM and the Forest Service proposed LUPs include the following direction:

e Mineral Materials: Except in Wyoming, PHMAs are closed to new mineral material
sales except for free use permits and the expansion of existing active pits if the following
criteria are met — the proposed activity is within the disturbance cap; the activity is
subject to the mitigation framework; all required design features are applied.

e Leasable Minerals (non-energy): Except in Wyoming, PHMAs are closed with some
exceptions for expansion of existing operations.

e Coal (with the exception of OR, NV, and ID where coal is not present): the BLM will
determine at the time of a new coal lease or lease modification whether the lease
application area is "unsuitable” for all or certain coal mining methods pursuant to 43 CFR
3461.5. Under the suitability criteria, set forth at 43 CFR 3461.5(0)(1), PHMA would be
considered essential habitat for maintaining GRSG.

e Locatable Minerals: A portion of the SFAs within the planning area are currently
withdrawn from mineral development and the BLM proposed LUPs recommend that the
Secretary withdraw the remaining SFA lands (with some exceptions in Wyoming) from
locatable mineral development, subject to valid existing rights (Forest Service will
recommend this withdrawal in the RODs). All other lands not previously withdrawn will
remain open to locatable mineral development in accordance with the 1872 Mining Act,
as amended.

Additionally, the agencies will not issue new discretionary authorizations in PHMA unless all
existing discrete anthropogenic disturbances cover less than 3% (see Disturbance and Density
Cap discussions in section IV for exceptions to the overview provided here) of the total GRSG
habitat within the Biologically Significant Unit (not WY and the proposed project area,
regardless of ownership, and the new use will not cause exceedance of the cap.
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Separately, the BLM and FWS negotiated an agreement with Barrick Gold Company to provide
for advance mitigation should the company seek an expansion of current mining operations. The
Barrick enabling agreement provides for the protection or restoration of GRSG habitat and for
credits to be granted using a valuation tool developed by The Nature Conservancy — to be
updated on a periodic basis — to offset unavoidable impacts to GRSG habitat in the event of
future mine development.

Table 10A. Great Basin Region: Key Responses to Mining Threat

EIS Type Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPSs
ID/SWMT, . i .
NV/CA., OR Coal Not applicable in the planning area
uT Coal PHMA is essential habitat for maintaining GRSG for purposes
of the suitability criteria set forth at 43 CFR 3461.5(0)(1)
Locatable SFA: Recommend withdrawal from the Mining Law of 1872,
ALL .
Minerals as amended
Non-energy PHMA: Closed area (not available for non-energy leasable
ALL Leasable minerals) with limited exception to allow for expansion of
Minerals existing operations.
PHMA: Closed area (not available for salable minerals) with a
ALL Mineral Materials limited exception (may remain open to free use permits and

expansion of existing active pits if criteria are met)
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Table 10B. Rocky Mountain Region: Key Responses to Mining Threat

EIS Type Key Components of the Sub-regional Proposed LUPSs

PHMA is essential habitat for GRSG for purposes of the

ALL Coal suitability criteria set forth at 43 CFR, Part 3461.5(0)(1).
SFAs: 252,160 acres would be recommended for withdrawal
from the General Mining Act of 1872, as amended, subject to
valid existing rights. 894,060 acres would be considered for

WY AMDs Locatable future recommendation for withdrawal from mineral entry,

Minerals based on risk to GRSG and its habitat from conflicting
locatable mineral potential and development. Additional
restrictions, including 0.6 mile buffers around leks and timing
and noise restrictions are included (WY Core Area Strategy).

Lewistown, Locatable SFA: Recommend withdrawal from the Mining Law of 1872,

HiLine Minerals as amended.

Billings, Miles

City, ND, SD, Locatable Apply RDFs to locatable minerals consistent with applicable

Bighorn, Buffalo, Minerals law.

Lander, NWCO

Billings, HiLine,  Non-energy
Lewistown, Miles Leasable
City, ND, NWCO Minerals

PHMA: Closed area (not available for nonenergy leasable
minerals).

ND Mineral Materials PHMA: Closed area (not available for salable minerals).

Billings, HiLine, PHMA: Closed area (not available for saleable minerals) with a
Lewistown, Miles Mineral Materials limited exception (may remain open to free use permits and
City, SD, NWCO expansion of existing active pits if criteria are met)

(See Figures 10 a— x and Tables 10 a — f in Appendix A for “no action” and proposed LUP regional
comparisons.)

K. Climate Change

THREAT description: The COT report did not address directly the effect of climate change on
the viability of the GRSG. However, the FWS 2010 finding (75 FR 13910-14014) did
acknowledge that “the invasion of Bromus tectorum and the associated changes in fire regime
currently pose one of the significant threats to greater sage-grouse and the sagebrush-steppe
ecosystem.” The FWS determination emphasized that “if current projections are realized”,
climate change is “likely to exacerbate the existing primary threats to greater sage-grouse of
frequent wildfire and invasive nonnative plants....”

COT guidance: No specific guidance on response to climate change.
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Proposed LUP actions: The proposed LUPs set goals and objectives and describe actions
intended to build resilience in the sagebrush steppe landscape to the impacts of climate change
through habitat conservation and restoration measures. The coordinated landscape approach to
addressing rangeland fire and invasive species described in the Integrated Rangeland Fire
Management Strategy will further this effort. The FIAT assessments that supported the
development of the Fire Management Strategy are specifically designed to identify landscapes of
high resistance and resilience based on research by Chambers (Chambers et al, 2014b). (See
Section V1 for further information).Additionally, by limiting or eliminating anthropogenic
surface disturbance, especially in the contiguous SFAs, and restoring habitat through mitigation
efforts, connectivity and availability of sagebrush habitat are expected to increase thus
contributing to increased climate resilience.

L. Disease and Predation

West Nile Virus is a significant mortality factor for GRSG when an outbreak occurs, given the
bird’s lack of resistance and the increase of water sources associated with development
throughout the range of the species. Where habitat is not limited and is of good quality, predation
is not a significant threat to the species. Landscape fragmentation increases the effects of
predation on this species, potentially resulting in a reduction in GRSG productivity and
abundance in the future. Neither the threat of disease nor predation is a significant threat to the
species such that the species requires listing under the Act as threatened or endangered. (FWS,
2010)

The BLM and the Forest Service do not have primary management authority for either disease or
predator management related to wildlife resources, including GRSG. However, as a part of its
land management authority, BLM has developed and will implement Required Design Features
and Best Management Practices including project design features to reduce habitat that supports
disease vectors, and to minimize opportunities for predation events. Limiting disturbance will
also reduce new opportunities for avian predator perches and nesting structures. In addition, the
BLM and Forest Service will continue to collaborate with state agencies and other partners when
efforts focused on GRSG disease or predation reduction are implemented.
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[V. Additional LUP Management Actions
to Address Threats to GRSG

A. Minimizing Habitat Disturbance

The proposed LUPs include additional requirements intended to minimize disturbance in
PHMAs and to limit disturbance to leks in PHMASs and GHMAs. These requirements will be
applied to authorized uses across the landscape as described below.

1. Disturbance Cap

In addition to the management actions and allocations discussed in detail in the sections above,
the proposed LUPs also limit the amount of anthropogenic disturbances in PHMASs through the
use of disturbance caps. If the 3% or 5% (depending on state) anthropogenic disturbance is
exceeded on lands (regardless of land ownership) within PHMA in any given Biologically
Significant Unit (BSU), no further discrete anthropogenic disturbances (subject to applicable
laws and regulations, such as the Mining Law of 1872, as amended, valid existing rights, etc.)
will be permitted by the BLM and Forest Service within PHMASs in that Biologically Significant
Unit. In Wyoming, a different process, which does not include an analysis at the Biologically
Significant Unit, is used as described below. If the disturbance cap is exceeded on all lands
(regardless of land ownership) within a proposed project analysis area in a PHMA, then no
further anthropogenic disturbance will be permitted by the BLM and the Forest Service until
disturbance in the proposed project analysis area has been reduced to be under the cap (subject to
applicable laws and regulations, such as the Mining Law of 1872, as amended, valid existing
rights, etc.). Most proposed plans will implement a 3% disturbance cap, with a few
modifications. Oregon does not allow more than 1% new anthropogenic disturbance per decade,
not to exceed 3% disturbance at any time. In Nevada, exceeding a 3% disturbance cap can occur
at the BSU and/or the project level as long as the outcome results in a net conservation benefit
and is approved by a cadre of high-level federal and state managers. Wyoming proposed plans
are consistent with the State of Wyoming’s Core Area Strategy, which limits all disturbances,
including wildfire and vegetation treatments, within a project area (referred to as the Density and
Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT) analysis area) to 5% within PHMAs.

The DDCT is a spatially based tool used in Wyoming that calculates both the average density of
disruptive activities and total surface disturbance within the area affected by the project, or
DDCT assessment area. The DDCT assessment area is created based on buffers around proposed
projects (first buffer) in protected GRSG core areas, and subsequent buffers around any
occupied, core area leks within the first buffer. A four mile buffer is used to identify 75% of the
GRSG use around a lek. All activities will be evaluated within the context of maximum
allowable disturbance (disturbance percentages, location and number of disturbances) of suitable
GRSG habitat within the DDCT assessment area. In Montana, if the BLM determines that the
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State of Montana has adopted a GRSG Habitat Conservation Program that contains comparable
components to those found in the State of Wyoming’s Core Area Strategy including an all lands
approach for calculating anthropogenic disturbances, a clear methodology for measuring the
density of operations, and a fully operational density and disturbance calculation tool (such as
the DDCT), the 3% disturbance cap would be converted to a 5% cap for all sources of habitat
alteration, including wildfire and vegetation treatments, within a project analysis area.

2. Density Cap

The proposed plans have also incorporated a cap on the density of energy and mining facilities to
encourage consolidation of structures and to reduce habitat fragmentation. The cap is set at an
average of one facility per 640 acres in PHMA in a project authorization area, consistent with
guidance contained in the NTT report. If the disturbance density in the PHMA in a proposed
project area is on average less than 1 facility per 640 acres, the analysis will proceed through the
NEPA process incorporating mitigation measures into an alternative. If the disturbance density is
greater than an average of 1 facility per 640 acres, the proposed project will either be deferred
until the density of energy and mining facilities is less than the cap or co-located into an existing
disturbed area (subject to applicable laws and regulations, such as the 1872 Mining Law, valid
existing rights, etc.). The one facility per 640 density decision does not apply to Nevada. In
Wyoming, the proposed LUPS are consistent with the State of Wyoming’s Core Area Strategy,
which limits oil and gas development density to an average of one pad per 640 acres and uses the
Density and Disturbance Calculation Tool described above.

3. Buffers

With the exception of proposed LUPs in Wyoming, where the state plan is considered adequate
to conserve GRSG, all proposed plans will evaluate impacts to leks from actions requiring NEPA
analysis. In addition to any other relevant information determined to be appropriate (e.g. State
wildlife agency plans), the BLM will assess and address impacts from the following activities
using the lek buffer-distances as identified in the USGS Report Conservation Buffer Distance
Estimates for GRSG — A Review (Open File Report 2014-1239). The Forest Service has
incorporated the buffers as guidelines in the plan amendments. The BLM and Forest Service will
apply the lek buffer-distances specified as the lower end of the interpreted range in the report
unless justifiable departures are determined to be appropriate (see below, and as subject to
applicable laws and regulations, such as the Mining Law of 1872, as Amended, valid existing
rights, etc.). The lower end of the interpreted range of the lek buffer-distances is as follows:

e Linear features (roads) within 3.1 miles of leks

e Infrastructure related to energy development within 3.1 miles of leks.

e Tall structures (e.g., communication or transmission towers, transmission lines) within 2
miles of leks.

e Low structures (e.g., fences, rangeland structures) withinl.2 miles of leks.
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e Surface disturbance (continuing human activities that alter or remove the natural
vegetation) within 3.1 miles of leks.

e Noise and related disruptive activities including those that do not result in habitat loss
(e.g., motorized recreational events) at least 0.25 miles from leks.

Justifiable departures to decrease or increase from these distances, based on local data, best
available science, landscape features, and other existing protections (e.g., land use allocations,
state regulations) may be appropriate for determining activity impacts. The USGS report
recognized “that because of variation in populations, habitats, development patterns, social
context, and other factors, for a particular disturbance type, there is no single distance that is an
appropriate buffer for all populations and habitats across the sage-grouse range”. The USGS
report also states that “various protection measures have been developed and implemented. ..
[which have] the ability (alone or in concert with others) to protect important habitats, sustain
populations, and support multiple-use demands for public lands”. All variations in lek buffer-
distances will require appropriate analysis and disclosure as part of activity authorization. In
determining lek locations, the BLM will use the most recent active or occupied lek data available
from the state wildlife agency.

For BLM and Forest Service actions in PHMAs (not including Wyoming), the BLM will apply
the lek buffer-distances identified above as required conservation measures and the Forest
Service as guidelines to fully address the impacts to leks as identified in the NEPA analysis.
Impacts should be avoided by locating the action outside of the applicable lek buffer-distance(s)
identified above. If the action cannot be located outside of the buffer-distance, the BLM and
Forest Service may approve actions in PHMASs that are within the applicable lek buffer-distance
identified above only if:

e The BLM, and the Forest Service, with input from the state fish and wildlife agency,
determines, based on best available science, landscape features, and other existing
protections, that a buffer distance other than the distance identified above offers the same
or greater level of protection to GRSG and its habitat, including conservation of seasonal
habitat outside of the analyzed buffer area.

For BLM and Forest Service actions in GHMAs (not including Wyoming), the BLM and Forest
Service will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required conservation measures to
fully address the impacts to leks as identified in the NEPA analysis.

e Impacts should first be avoided by locating the action outside of the applicable lek buffer-
distance(s) identified above.
e The BLM and Forest Service may approve actions in GHMAs within the applicable lek
buffer distance only if:
o Based on best available science, landscape features, and other existing protections,
(e.g., land use allocations, state regulations), the BLM or Forest Service (as
appropriate) determine that a lek buffer distance other than the applicable distance
identified above offers the same or a greater level of protection to GRSG and its
habitat, including conservation of seasonal habitat outside of the analyzed buffer
area; or
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o The BLM or Forest Service (as appropriate) determine that impacts to GRSG and its
habitat are minimized such that the project will cause minor or no new disturbance
(ex. co-location with existing authorizations); and

o Any residual impacts within the lek buffer-distances are addressed through
compensatory mitigation measures sufficient to ensure a net conservation gain.

The State of Wyoming’s Core Area Strategy was developed by buffering leks by 5.3 miles and is
designed to protect birds and habitat within core areas using a suite of tools and mechanisms that
work in concert to conserve GRSG by reducing habitat loss and fragmentation through lek
buffers, disturbance limits, excluded activities, and a sophisticated mapping utility to monitor the
amount and density of disturbance. The combined effect of these overlapping and reinforcing
mechanisms gives FWS confidence that the lek-buffer distances in the Core Area Strategy will
be protective of breeding GRSG.

4. Required Design Features

Required Design Features (RDFs) are required for certain activities in all GRSG habitat,
including PHMA, GHMA, IHMA in Idaho and OHMA in Nevada (see Appendix B for RDFs for
all proposed LUPs except Wyoming where the RDFs apply to PHMA only and BMPs apply to
GHMA). RDFs establish the minimum specifications for certain activities to help mitigate
adverse impacts. However, the applicability and overall effectiveness of each RDF cannot be
fully assessed until the project level when the project location and design are known. Because of
site-specific circumstances, some RDFs may not apply to some projects (e.g., a resource is not
present on a given site) and/or may require slight variations (e.g., a larger or smaller protective
area). All variations in RDFs would require that at least one of the following be demonstrated in
the NEPA analysis associated with the project/activity:

e A specific RDF is documented to not be applicable to the site-specific conditions of the
project/activity (e.g. due to site limitations or engineering considerations). Economic
considerations, such as increased costs, do not necessarily require that an RDF be varied
or rendered inapplicable;

e An alternative RDF is determined to provide equal or better protection for GRSG or its
habitat;

e A specific RDF will provide no additional protection to GRSG or its habitat.

B. Commitment to Monitoring

Monitoring tied to proposed LUP decisions has two parts: (1) implementation monitoring (i.e.,
are decisions being implemented in a timely manner, are actions taken consistent with the plan
decisions), and (2) effectiveness monitoring (i.e., are the decisions and implementation actions
achieving the desired conservation goals). Through effectiveness monitoring, BLM can answer
questions about how decisions and actions impact GRSG habitat. Understanding the

effectiveness and validating results of LUPs and management decisions is an important part of
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measuring performance under the Government Performance Results Act. For example, riparian
condition is a primary measure for LUP effectiveness (see WO IM 2010-101). Monitoring that is
applicable for evaluating management effectiveness can also be used to address a number of
other critical habitat variables (e.g., location, condition, habitat loss or gain, size of patches, etc.).
Ideally, monitoring attributes of GRSG habitat, in coordination with population monitoring by
state wildlife agencies and other partners, will allow linking real or potential habitat changes
(from both natural events and management actions) to vital rates of GRSG populations. This
analysis will enable managers to identify indicators associated with population change across
large landscapes and to ameliorate negative effects with appropriate conservation actions.

1. Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework

An update to the Sage-Grouse Habitat Assessment Framework, a multi-scale habitat assessment
tool, was completed in 2015 (Stiver et al, 2015). The Habitat Assessment Framework provides
policy makers, resource managers, and natural resource specialists a comprehensive framework
for GRSG specific habitat assessments within sagebrush ecosystems. Assessment and monitoring
of GRSG habitat is scale dependent. The Habitat Assessment Framework provides consistent
indicators, metric descriptions, and habitat suitability characteristics for each of these scales
specific to GRSG. It also provides consistent terminology so that biologists, other resource
specialists, and managers from a wide range of agencies can address GRSG habitats.

2. BLM Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring Strategy

The BLM Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) Strategy (Toevs et al. 2011 and
IB2012-080) describes a vision for integrated, cross-program assessment, inventory, and
monitoring of resources at multiple scales of management. Following the AIM Strategy, the
BLM is modernizing its resource monitoring approach to more efficiently and effectively meet
local, regional, and national resource information needs. The AIM Strategy provides a process
for the BLM to collect quantitative information on the condition, trend, amount, location, and
spatial pattern of natural resources on the public lands. Each AIM-Monitoring survey, at any
scale of inquiry (from the plot level to west-wide deployments), uses a set of core indicators,
standardized field methods, remote sensing, and a statistically-valid study design to provide
nationally-consistent and scientifically-defensible information to determine conditions (e.g.,
rangeland health) and trends on public lands.

The National-scale deployment of AIM, known as the Landscape Monitoring Framework
(LMF), commenced in 2011 in coordination with NRCS, with the collection of 1,000 plots of
field-collected monitoring data across the Western U.S. LMF aims to provide non-biased
estimates of vegetation and soil condition and trend using a statistically balanced sample design
across BLM lands. A group of GRSG habitat and sagebrush plant community subject matter
experts from BLM, USFWS, WAFWA, NRCS, ARS, state wildlife agencies, and academia
identified those vegetation indicators collected at LMF sampling points that inform GRSG
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habitat needs. The common indicators that were identified include: species composition, foliar
cover, height of the tallest sagebrush and herbaceous plant, inter-canopy gap, percent of invasive
species, sagebrush shape, and bare ground. To increase the precision of estimates of sagebrush
conditions within the range of GRSG, additional plot locations in occupied GRSG habitat (Sage-
grouse Intensification) were added in 2013. The common indicators are also collected on
sampling locations in the NRCS Rangeland Monitoring Survey. The GRSG baseline data will be
collected over a five year period and an annual report will be prepared describing the status of
the indicators. Beginning in year six, the annual status report will be accompanied with a trend
report which will be available on an annual basis thereafter contingent upon continuation of the
current monitoring budget. This information, in combination with mapping information, mid-
scale habitat suitability indicator measures, and sagebrush availability information will be used
to assess the effectiveness of the planning strategy.

The BLM and the Forest Service have made significant commitments in the proposed LUPS to
monitoring actions to conserve GRSG habitats at multiple scales. The results from the
monitoring will inform the agencies of the effectiveness of efforts to reduce disturbance and
restore seasonal habitats in priority areas, and of the status of the triggers set in the proposed
LUPs for adaptive management. The BLM and the Forest Service will report annually on the
results of the monitoring efforts.

C. Adaptive Management

Each proposed LUP includes an overarching adaptive management strategy that includes soft
and hard triggers and responses. These triggers are not specific to any particular project, but
identify habitat and population thresholds. Triggers are based on the two key metrics that are
being monitored - habitat loss and/or population declines.

Soft triggers represent an intermediate threshold indicating that management changes are needed
at the implementation level to address habitat or population losses. If a soft trigger is tripped
during the life of the proposed LUPs, the BLM and Forest Service response is to apply more
conservative or restrictive conservation measures to mitigate for the specific causal factor in the
decline of populations and/or habitats, with consideration of local knowledge and conditions. In
each proposed LUP, a soft trigger begins a dialogue between the state, FWS, and the BLM or
Forest Service to see if the causal factor can be determined and what implementation-level
activities can be used to reverse any trend. These adjustments will be made to preclude tripping a
“hard” trigger (which signals more severe habitat loss or population declines). Hard triggers
represent a threshold indicating that immediate action is necessary to stop a severe deviation
from GRSG conservation objectives set forth in the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs. In
the event that new scientific information becomes available demonstrating that the hard trigger
would be insufficient to stop a severe deviation from GRSG conservation objectives set forth in
the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs, the BLM and/or Forest Service will immediately
assess what further actions may be needed to protect GRSG and its habitat and ensure that
conservation options are not foreclosed. This could include a formal directive such as an IM or a
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plan amendment, which, to the extent that it is supported scientifically, may be drawn from the
range of alternatives analyzed in the development of the proposed LUPs.

D. Mitigation

During the implementation of the proposed LUPSs, and, consistent with valid existing rights and
applicable law, in authorizing third party actions that result in GRSG habitat loss and
degradation, the BLM and the Forest Service will require and ensure mitigation that provides a
net conservation gain to the species including accounting for any uncertainty associated with the
effectiveness of such mitigation; Wyoming will apply a net conservation gain standard to actions
in PHMA only. This will be achieved by avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for
unavoidable impacts by applying beneficial conservation actions to offset remaining impacts
associated with the action. This standard is consistent with the recommendation included in the
Greater Sage-Grouse Range-wide Mitigation Framework: Version 1.0 published by the FWS in
September, 2014, which states that mitigation “be strategically designed to result in net overall
positive outcomes for sage-grouse™®. Mitigation will follow the regulations from the White
House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.20; e.g. avoid, minimize, and
compensate) and be implemented on BLM-managed lands in a manner consistent with
Departmental guidance for landscape mitigation pursuant to Secretarial Order 3330%. If impacts
from BLM and Forest Service management actions and authorized third party actions result in
habitat loss and degradation that remain after applying avoidance and minimization measures
(i.e. residual impacts), then compensatory mitigation projects will be used to provide a net
conservation gain to the species. Any compensatory mitigation will be durable, timely, and in
addition to that which would have resulted without the compensatory mitigation.

The BLM and Forest Service, viaa WAFWA Management Zone GRSG Conservation Team will
develop a WAFWA Management Zone Regional Mitigation Strategy that will inform the NEPA
decision making process including the application of the mitigation hierarchy for BLM and
Forest Service actions and third party authorizations that result in habitat loss and degradation. A
robust and transparent Regional Mitigation Strategy will contribute to GRSG habitat
conservation by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing threats and compensating for residual
impacts to GRSG and its habitat. Within 90 days of the issuance of the Record of Decisions, the
BLM will establish a WAFWA Management Zone GRSG Conservation Team to help guide the
conservation of GRSG. This team will include membership from the respective states, Forest
Service, USFWS, NRCS, and other local governments. The zonal mitigation strategy will be
developed within one year of the issuance of the Record of Decisions.

¥ USFWS. Greater Sage Grouse Range-Wide Mitigation Framework: Version 1.0. September 3, 2014.
2% secretarial Order 3330. Improving Mitigation Policies and Practices of the Department of the Interior. October
2013.
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V. Regulatory Mechanisms

A. Inadequacy of Existing Regulatory Mechanisms

The inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms, both on private land and on land managed by federal
agencies, was identified in the FWS 2010 finding as the second major factor which contributed
to the finding that the GRSG was warranted for listing. The BLM and Forest Service address this
threat through the development of proposed LUPs consistent with the goals and objectives
established by the COT, and reaffirmed by Director Ashe in his transmittal letter for the COT
report, for the conservation of the GRSG across the range of the species, in accordance with their
multiple-use and sustained-yield mission.

1. Federal Laws and Regulations

Pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), the BLM is required to
establish land use plans for the management and use of public lands in accordance with the
principles of multiple-use and sustained-yield. Similarly, pursuant to the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA), the Forest Service is required to establish land use plans for the
management and use of National Forest System lands in accordance with the principles of
multiple-use and sustained-yield. Land use plans are the basis for on-the-ground actions the
BLM and Forest Service undertake and authorize. Decisions in land use plans guide future land
management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation decisions. Land use plan
decisions establish goals and objectives for resource management (desired outcomes) and the
measures needed to achieve these goals and objectives (allocations, management actions and
allowable uses for the BLM; Standards and Guidelines for the Forest Service). The proposed
LUPs establish goals and objectives, and measures to address the threats to GRSG and GRSG
habitat. All future management authorizations and actions undertaken within the planning area
must conform to the proposed LUPs, once approved.

The threats to the GRSG and GRSG habitat, as described above, include energy development,
fire, invasive species, improper grazing, and infrastructure. The proposed LUPs are intended to
provide certainty that the threats associated with energy and other infrastructure development
will be ameliorated range-wide by establishing consistent conservation measures. These
measures include the objective of avoiding or minimizing development in GRSG habitat. The
proposed LUPs include allocation decisions, such as No Surface Occupancy for fluid minerals
and avoidance for rights-of-way in Priority Habitat. Collectively, the conservation measures,
goals, objectives, allocation decisions and management actions provide clear direction to both
the BLM/Forest Service and users of public lands on what, where and how authorizations and
actions may occur.
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The proposed LUPs also provide additional conservation measures for GRSG habitat that
address other threats. For instance, the proposed LUPs include comprehensive strategies to
restore and protect sagebrush habitat; manage fire and reduce its impacts; reduce invasive
species; manage grazing and wild horses and burros; and establish disturbance and density caps
and implementation—level buffers to ensure that habitat is protected at both a population and lek-
scale. Additionally, the adaptive management approaches are designed to allow a rapid LUP
level response, implementation level response, and reevaluation of the LUPs if conditions
change.

Pending final action on any protest and recommendations from the Governors of the States
involved, the proposed LUPs will be approved by the end of summer. Once approved, the plans
will demonstrate the Department of the Interior, BLM, Department of Agriculture, and Forest
Service commitment to ensuring the protection of the GRSG and GRSG habitat.

2. Plan Implementation

Once finalized through Records of Decisions, the final LUPs will be implemented by the BLM
and the Forest Service in coordination with State and local partners through formal mechanisms,
such as implementation agreements, as well as continued collaboration with the Sage Grouse
Task Force, local working groups, and the USFWS, within the constraints of the budget.

The BLM and the Forest Service have made significant monitoring and reporting commitments
in the proposed LUPs. These commitments include monitoring and reporting on terrestrial and
aquatic condition, permitted surface disturbance, treatment effectiveness, LUP effectiveness, and
LUP implementation. The BLM and the Forest Service are required to conduct these activities
under FLPMA, NFMA, and other regulatory and policy drivers. Although the GRSG
implementation commitments will substantially increase current workload levels and require
accelerated implementation of other efforts, the agencies are ensuring capacity will be
established to work across administrative boundaries at multiple scales, within the constraints of
the approved budget.

The BLM has established the GRSG Implementation Group, composed of BLM Deputy State
Directors for Renewable Resources, the National Operations Center, Washington Office Division
Chiefs, and key Forest Service staff. A team is developing eight business plans that focus on
capacity and workload organizations and will work in concert with an implementation guide. The
business plans will integrate adaptive management and monitoring as they apply to all resources.
A second team is working directly with the Sage Grouse Task Force to identify coordination and
communication issues and needs. The implementation guide team has developed a matrix
(Summary of Major Workload Commitments in the GRSG Plan Revisions and Amendments) to
help inform the business plans. This team is responsible for drafting an implementation guide
based on the business plans.
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VI. Other Key Elements of the

BLM /Forest Service Strategy: Fire, Invasive
Plant Species, NRCS SGI, and Budget for GRSG
Plan Implementation and Conservation Actions

A. Response to the Threat of Fire and Invasive Plant Species

The Department of the Interior recently completed An Integrated Rangeland Management Fire
Strategy?, a comprehensive, science-based strategy to address the more frequent and intense
wildfires that are damaging vital sagebrush landscapes and productive rangelands (Secretarial
Order Number 3336, Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management, and Restoration). This Strategy is
intended to fight the expansion of pinyon-juniper and cheatgrass and other invasive species into
sage-grouse habitat, position wildland fire management resources for more effective rangeland
fire response, and accelerate the restoration of fire-impacted landscapes to native grasses and
sagebrush. Many elements in the Secretarial Order complement the BLM and Forest Service
proposed plans including:

e Interagency, landscape-scale assessments - Prioritizing at-risk habitat and identifying
priorities for wildland fire and fuels management, preparedness, suppression, and
restoration based on the quality of habitat at risk from loss to fire.

e Annual treatment and fire management programs - Developing programs in
coordination with interagency partners, States, and others across jurisdictional and
ownership boundaries based on priorities identified in the landscape-scale assessments.

e Development of targeted strategies - Assessing the spread of rangeland fires where they
occur to protect larger intact blocks of habitat.

e Fire response operational enhancements — Providing training for local volunteers and
Rural Fire Protection Associations; increasing recruitment of veterans for fire crews;
improving dispatch plans and the positioning of firefighting assets; and other operational
elements to better protect and conserve crucial habitat.

2tus Department of the Interior. An Integrated Rangeland Fire Strategy: Final Report to the Secretary of the
Interior. May 2015.
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1. Fire and Invasive Species Assessment Team Report

The Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report identified wildfire and conversion of
sagebrush habitat to invasive annual grass-dominated vegetative communities as two of the
primary threats to the sustainability of GRSG in the Western portion of the species range (i.e.,
the Great Basin). The proposed LUPs contain a framework that provides a consistent approach to
conduct assessments to identify priority habitat areas and management strategies to reduce the
threats to GRSG resulting from impacts of invasive annual grasses, wildfires, and conifer
expansion (FIAT 2014). To assist in addressing these threats, the Fire and Invasive Assessment
Tool (FIAT) was developed to assess the major threats to the sagebrush-steppe in order to
conserve the GRSG and its habitat. The purpose of the FIAT is to identify priority habitat areas
and management strategies to reduce the threats to GRSG resulting from impacts of invasive
annual grasses, wildfires, and conifer expansion. The FIAT is a process that uses the best
available information from many disciplines including ecology, biology, soils, fire science as
part of a strategic framework. The cornerstone of the FIAT protocol is recent scientific research
on resistance and resilience of Great Basin ecosystems (Chambers, et al., 2014b). The final FIAT
process report was completed in June 2014 by the Fire and Invasive Assessment Team. The
BLM, the Forest Service, and FWS agreed to incorporate this approach into the final GRSG
EISs. The FIAT is also a key element of the Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy,
identifying focal areas for priority actions in fire and fuel management.

The FIAT process:

e ldentifies important GRSG occupied habitats and baseline data layers to define and
prioritize GRSG habitats.

e Assesses their resistance to invasive annual grasses and resilience after disturbance.

e Prioritizes focal habitats for conservation and restoration.

e Identifies geospatially-explicit management strategies to conserve GRSG habitats.

BLM RMPs describe goals, objectives, and management actions and Forest Service LRMPs
describe desired conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines to conserve GRSG, but do not
provide specificity related to project prioritization, extent, and location, which is information
important to the 2015 FWS listing decision. As such, FIAT products, in conjunction with the
Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy, fulfill a key role by providing quantified
descriptions of future conservation actions to inform the GRSG listing decision to increase the
efficacy of fire management efforts.

Also important to responding to the threat of fire and invasive plant species is the FWS-
sponsored project with WAFWA that assembled an interdisciplinary team to provide additional
information on wildland fire and invasive plants and developed strategies for addressing these
issues. (Mayer et al, 2013) The FWS-sponsored project is based, in part, on NRCS soil surveys
that include geospatial information on soil temperature and moisture regimes associated with
resistance and resiliency properties. While this assessment is applicable across the range of
GRSG, the analysis is limited to WAFWA GRSG Management Zones IlI, 1V, and V (roughly the
Great Basin region) because of the significant issues associated with invasive annual grasses and
the high level of wildfires in this region.
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2. Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy

Recognizing the conditions on the land and the need to protect and conserve the sagebrush-
steppe ecosystem and GRSG habitat, DOI convened The Next Steppe: Sage-Grouse and
Rangeland Fire in the Great Basin Conference (Next Steppe Conference) in 2014. The Next
Steppe Conference brought together leading scientists and researchers in restoration, fire, and
invasive species ecology; key policymakers, land managers, and natural resource managers; fire
managers and firefighters; tribal, and community leaders; and other stakeholders to discuss how
to address the escalating threat of rangeland fire. This conference led to Secretarial Order 3336 -
Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management, and Restoration and the creation of a Rangeland Fire
Task Force to deliver a science-based comprehensive strategy to reduce the threat of large-scale
rangeland fire to GRSG habitat and the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem.

The Task Force delivered an Implementation Plan, Initial Report, and Final Report to the
Secretary of the Interior. The Implementation Plan outlined the work plan for implementing the
Order and the Initial Report identified specific actions for DOI, and its partners, to undertake
before the onset of the 2015 Western fire season to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
rangeland fire management efforts. The Final Report, An Integrated Rangeland Fire
Management Strategy (Strategy), incorporated the Initial Report, and outlined an approach for
improving the efficiency and efficacy of actions to better prevent and suppress rangeland fire and
to improve efforts to restore fire-impacted landscapes both including and beyond 2015. Essential
to the success of the Strategy is improving efforts to work on a landscape-level and better
employing science and technology to target areas of high priority for preventing, suppressing,
and restoring fire-impacted landscapes using a risk-based approach. Through application of “All
Hands, All Lands” management, increased collaboration among Federal, state, tribal, and local
officials; natural resource managers; and the fire community can improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the overall rangeland fire management effort. A commitment to monitoring
changes in resource conditions to evaluate the effectiveness of different management strategies
will improve learning and, through adaptive management, increase the success of the Strategy.

The Strategy is designed to increase the success of fire prevention, suppression, and restoration
by managing vegetation to reduce fire risk, improving suppression preparedness, increasing
natural resource and fire management collaboration, and linking short- and long-term restoration
efforts while expanding the use of native seeds and seedlings. By establishing a coordinated
science action plan, the Strategy ensures that these efforts are based on sound research. The
Strategy will improve management efficiency and effectiveness through better implementation,
coordination, and accountability, enhanced geospatial management strategies, thorough
environmental review and compliance, and efficient targeting of resources and funding.

Implementation of the Strategy has already begun. In 2015, the Department of the Interior has
committed to strengthen planning and preparedness by allocating resources to increase
capabilities of rural/volunteer departments; utilize veteran crews, including the training of up to
400 additional fire fighters; ensure fire management organizations are prepared and functional;
and increase initial attack and extended attack capability to respond quickly and suppress fires
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while still small, particularly in the Great Basin. The Department is also setting national direction
and expectations that prioritizes protection of GRSG habitat in fire management activities.
Finally, priority GRSG habitat, and particularly the Sagebrush Focal Areas identified in the
proposed LUPs, where there is a high risk of rangeland fire, are being prioritized for fuels and
post-fire recovery funds, including emergency stabilization and burned area rehabilitation
funding. These actions will directly contribute to ameliorating the effects of fire and invasive
species on the GRSG, by quickly responding to and suppressing fire before high-quality habitat
can be lost, and by aggressively restoring degraded and fire damaged habitats in areas identified
as having the highest value and highest potential for restoration success. The Strategy identified
other actions, with specific timelines in 2015 and 2016 that will continue and build upon the
actions begun in 2015. These included the development and implementation of a Conservation
and Restoration Strategy to build upon the outcomes of the FIAT assessment and further identify
restoration priorities, implementation of the National Seed Strategy to increase the availability
and use of locally-sourced native seed in restoration, and the aggressive pursuit of new tools to
safely and more effectively treat cheatgrass and other invasive annual grasses that are
contributing to the invasive species-fire cycle that has damaged sagebrush-steppe habitat,
particularly in the Great Basin.

3. WAFWA Invasive Plants Report

To facilitate the examination and evaluation of the role fire and invasive plants play in the
conservation of GRSG, the FWS solicited the assistance of the WAFWA to conduct a
collaborative assessment of the conservation challenges associated with the fire and invasive
species threat. The Invasive Plant Management and Greater Sage-grouse Conservation: A
Review and Status Report with Strategic Recommendations for Improvement (lelmini et al, 2015)
is the fourth in a series of reports and identifies and assesses the management of invasive plants
within the range of the GRSG. WAFWA assessed conditions and activities within the geographic
range of GRSG, including parts of 11 states in the Western United States and two Canadian
provinces represented by the northwestern Great Plains, Great Basin, Snake River Plain,
Colorado Plateau, and Columbia Basin.

The status report describes the current infrastructure and organization of invasive species
management programs at the Federal, State, local, and private-lands levels, including cooperative
efforts and partnerships. It highlights the invasive species management program activities
currently underway and considers how well they appear to be working across the range of the
GRSG, including information on major challenges and barriers. Additionally, the report
describes recommendations for improvement and what will be necessary to better position
resource managers and policy makers to successfully address the threats of invasive plants to the
GRSG in the future.

The BLM conducts invasive plant control and native plant restoration on public lands, maintains
cooperative research relationships with other Federal agencies, and partners with public and
private landowners on control efforts. The Forest Service conducts native plant restoration and
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invasive plant control on National Forest System lands, partners with public and private
landowners on control efforts, conducts research, and provides cost-share and assistance to States
and landowners for invasive plant control on Federal and nonfederal lands through its State and
Private Forestry Program. The BLM and the Forest Service will consider the recommendations
in this report to increase collaboration, efficiency, and effectiveness in managing invasive plants
across the range of GRSG.

B. The NRCS Sage Grouse Initiative

The NRCS launched the Sage Grouse Initiative (SGI) in 2010 to encourage and support
voluntarily actions to reduce the threats facing GRSG on private lands. Through SGI, from 2010-
2014, NRCS and its partners have invested $424.5 million and conserved 4.4 million acres on
1,129 ranches across the West (information and accomplishments included here are primarily
drawn from Outcomes in Conservation: Sage Grouse Initiative (NRCS, 2015)). NRCS has
established an out-year goal through 2018 to complete restoration and enhancement actions on
an additional 3.4 million acres and establish more than 200,000 acres of additional conservation
easements. The SGI is particularly focused on addressing the threats of improper livestock
grazing and rangeland infrastructure, invasion of nonnative plant species, and pinyon-juniper
encroachment. In addition, SGI is addressing the threat of urban and agricultural conversion
through the establishment of conservation easements. To date, SGI has established 451,884 acres
of conservation easements with an additional 200,000 planned through 2018. The actions taken
on private lands through SGI complement actions BLM and Forest Service are taking on public
lands.

One of the SGI’s primary focus areas is working with ranchers on their livestock grazing
programs. Improper grazing was identified in the FWS listing decision and COTS report as a
threat to GRSG. Through SGI, NRCS is working on private lands, as well as in coordination
with federal agencies on mixed private and public grazing allotments, to improve grazing
practices. These changes include implementing rotational grazing systems and other practices
that will improve rangeland health and benefit the GRSG. Since the start of SGI in 2010, grazing
systems have been implemented on 2,437,645 acres with 75% of these implemented inside of
PACs. In addition, through SGI, NRCS partners have marked 350 miles of high-risk fence with a
particular focus on fences nearest to leks, with 79% of the fences marked inside of PACs. The
program also includes working with ranchers to avoid placing new structures in high-risk areas
or constructing them to minimize collision risk. NRCS will continue these efforts through 2018,
aiming to nearly double the number of acres treated. BLM and NRCS have long worked together
with ranchers on public land grazing, and in 2016, BLM will increase work with NRCS, state
wildlife agencies, and other partners to monitor and assess conditions in GRSG priority habitats.
In addition, as identified in the Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy, the DOI
agencies, Forest Service, and NRCS will actively engage with ranchers to implement fuels and
vegetation treatments and grazing management practices that will improve habitat and increase
resistance to rangeland fire.
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Nonnative, invasive plant species, particularly cheatgrass, and encroaching pinyon-juniper were
identified as a significant threat to GRSG, particularly with regard to their role in the fire-
invasive species cycle. Since 2010, the NRCS has been working actively through the SGI,
revegetating 48,120 acres, restoring 179 acres of wet meadow, removing pinyon-juniper on
405,241 acres and treating 15,509 acres for weeds. They have particularly focused on PACs with
76% of seeding and 83% of weed treatments in PACs and 84% of the pinyon-juniper removal in
four high-risk Great Basin GRSG populations. In future years, NRCS expects to continue and
increase this trend. The BLM and Forest Service land use plans identify treatment of invasive
species, and particularly annual grasses, through an integrated pest management approach as a
priority. From 2010-2014, the BLM treated over 1,900,000 acres of invasive species in
sagebrush-steppe habitat. In addition, treatment for invasive species is a standard stipulation for
development projects approved by the BLM. These combined actions on public and private lands
are an unprecedented commitment to address invasive species, particularly cheatgrass, to
dramatically increase the acres treated annually on private and public lands, and to identify and
implement new and effective tools to treat invasive species and restore sagebrush-steppe habitat
to make it more resistant to invasion.

C. Budget Initiatives for 2015, 2016 and Beyond

1. Implementation Actions and Funding allocations in 2015

BLM has been working for a number of years to ameliorate the threats to GRSG. These efforts
include habitat restoration, pinyon-juniper and invasive species treatments, fire breaks, fence
marking, and other activities. More than 4,000 projects have been entered into the Conservation
Efforts Database (CED) to describe these actions (the accomplishments included here are for
projects in the CED that BLM has determined were effective or highly likely to be effective in
contributing to GRSG conservation). For example, from 2010-2014, BLM completed habitat
restoration projects on 2,257,000 acres, including nearly 1.5 million acres following wildfire
disturbance, conifer removal on 439,000 acres, invasive species treatment on over 1.9 million
acres, and fuels reduction on 80,000 acres. In addition, from 2010-2014, BLM marked more than
850 miles of fence to help avoid GRSG strikes. These projects, in addition to those that the
NRCS is completing on private lands through its SGI program, substantially contribute to
addressing the threats to GRSG, particularly from fire in the Great Basin.

In 2015 and beyond, efforts to address the threats of wildfire and invasive species will be
focused on those high value habitat areas most at risk, using the FIAT as a basis for identifying
those priority areas. This effort is a funding priority especially in the Great Basin area of the
range of the GRSG. Recently completed FIAT products have identified GRSG habitats to protect
from wildfire by creating fuel breaks and GRSG habitats to restore by removing encroaching
conifers and promoting grasses and forbs. Implementing the National Seed Strategy and other
actions identified in the rangeland fire Strategy will be priorities as GRSG restoration actions are
implemented.
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In 2015, the Department of the Interior has committed to strengthen fire planning and
preparedness by allocating resources to ensure fire management organizations are prepared and
functional, and increase initial attack and extended attack capability to respond quickly to
suppress fires while still small, particularly in the Great Basin. These resources include $4
million in increased base funds to bolster fire programs long-term, $7.5 million to hire additional
seasonal fire fighters, and additional aircraft to strengthen response in key habitat areas. The
Department is also allocating resources to assist partners including $500,000 to increase the
capabilities of rural/volunteer departments, support for additional veteran crews, and a
partnership with Team Rubicon? to jointly fund the training of up to 400 veterans to provide
additional firefighting capacity. The Department, in partnership with the Forest Service, is also
setting national direction and expectations through a Leaders’ Intent letter and other guidance,
and providing fire teams the needed tools, including geospatial products and maps, to ensure that
GRSG is a priority in fire management activities. The BLM has an existing agreement with the
state of Idaho to increase fire protection through rural fire protection areas and is working with
other status to create similar agreements. For example, the BLM and partners are currently
finalizing an update to the Nevada master agreement that includes development of rangeland fire
protection association(s) that will increase training and capacity for initial response to fires.
Discussions to develop similar agreements with other states are underway to continue to increase
capacity for rapid suppression of fire in the sagebrush-steppe habitat.

The Department has committed increased emergency stabilization and burned area rehabilitation
funding to sagebrush-steppe habitat. In addition, Departmental policies related to the use of this
funding have been made more flexible to take into account the challenges of completing post-fire
restoration successfully in arid landscapes. These policy adjustments for the Interior bureaus,
which will be institutionalized through an update to the Departmental Manual for Wildland Fire,
include allowing a longer period of time to apply treatments and allowing treatments to be
repeated if they are not successful the first time due to unexpected weather or other reasons
(Emergency Stabilization (ES) funds will be available for 2 years instead of 1 and Burned Area
Rehabilitation (BAR) funds will be available for 5 years instead of 3); all BAR funds will be
available as base at the beginning of the year and the funding allocated will be considered an
initial allocation not a cap to provide flexibility for bureaus to request additional funds in high
fire years; ES, BAR, and suppression funds will be allocated to the Bureaus based on the
previous 10 year average of acres burned; and while priorities will be identified at the
Departmental level, each bureau will have flexibility in setting priorities based on its particular
resource needs, so for instance, BLM would have the flexibility to set sagebrush-steppe as its

?> Team Rubicon was founded in January 2010 to take advantage of the many skills (teamwork, decisive leadership,
risk mitigation and management, logistics, emergency medicine) of military veterans to provide disaster relief
world-wide. This partnership will allow the BLM the opportunity to bolster its capacity to respond to the
challenges of increasingly frequent and intense wildland fires that threaten our public lands and the communities
we live in, and the partnership offers Team Rubicon volunteers the opportunity to receive their Firefighter Type 2
certification and mobilize to fight wildland fires with the Bureau of Land Management during periods of high fire
activity and resource shortages.
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number one natural resource priority, even if other bureaus identified different top priorities.
These Departmental policy adjustment and the addition of GRSG habitat as a priority for
funding, is increasing the available funding and will help to increase the success of post-fire
restoration.

The Department has made a commitment to increase fuels treatments and has committed the
majority of fuels program funding to the Great Basin states. The BLM is currently working on
habitat restoration, fuels treatments, and conifer removal projects on more than 170,000 acres.
The Resilient Landscape program, initiated as a pilot effort in FY'15, proposes a new approach to
achieve fire resiliency goals across landscapes through collaborative efforts defined by the
National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy and Secretarial Order 3336. The
Department of the Interior Office of Wildland Fire (OWF) allocated $10 million in Resilient
Landscapes Funding within the Fuels Program to bureaus in FY2015. The Resilient Landscape
program is being implemented in partnership with Department of the Interior (DOI) lands and
resource management programs (outside of the fire program) as well as non-DOI partners.
Interagency teams are working together at the local, regional, and bureau level to develop a
single proposal in each collaborative area. In 2015, $7.5 million of the Resilient Landscapes
funding has been allocated to GRSG projects, approximately 50% to BLM and much of the
remainder to FWS. BLM projects will treat approximately 27,000 acres. This pilot project is an
important step in accelerating the restoration needed in the sage brush ecosystem, particularly in
the Great Basin. In addition, approximately 50% of the BLM Healthy Lands funds for FY 2015
(approximately $3.5 M) is directed at sagebrush habitat and sage-grouse, which includes the Bi-
state Distinct Population Segment and Gunnison's Sage-Grouse.

The BLM has numerous other activities underway to support GRSG conservation. For invasive
species, the BLM has published its draft Programmatic EIS for herbicide treatment on public
lands, which will increase the tools available to address invasive species. The BLM, Forest
Service, FWS, NRCS, and WAFWA are currently finalizing plans to hold a workshop in the fall
of 2015 to address invasive species, with a particular focus on identifying new, safe, and
effective tools to treat cheatgrass and methods to effectively meet the goal of treating 1 million
acres or more annually. In addition to the many actions described above, the Integrated
Rangeland Fire Management Strategy includes actions to identify and test new tools and
methods that are safe and effective for rapid deployment to the field. In addition, the National
Seed Strategy was rolled out at the June 2015 Western Governors Association meeting and will
provide additional guidance and support for the use of locally sourced native seed in restoration.
Use of local native seed is expected to increase the success of native habitat restoration and assist
in making the ecosystem more resistant to invasive species and resilient to climate change. In
other areas, BLM is continuing to work to address the impacts of wild horse and burro herd
levels given their impact on rangeland health and potential to exacerbate problems associated
with the spread of invasive species. BLM will target resources on gathers in areas of priority
habitat in order to reduce herd numbers to Appropriate Management Levels (AML) where
habitat impacts are of greatest concern and habitat restoration is a high priority. To address over
population in the long term, in collaboration with the National Academy of Sciences, the BLM is
assessing alternative methods to constrain future herd growth using chemical or biological
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controls on reproduction. This is a long-term effort, but the BLM has recently announced a
commitment of funds to support this research. In addition, the BLM and FWS negotiated an
agreement with Barrick Gold Company to provide for advance mitigation should the company
seek an expansion of current mining operations. The Barrick enabling agreement provides for the
protection or restoration of GRSG habitat and for credits to be granted using a valuation tool
developed by The Nature Conservancy — to be updated on a periodic basis — to offset
unavoidable impacts to GRSG habitat in the event of future mine development. And as one of
the first actions associated with the proposed LUPs, BLM will issue an Instruction Memorandum
to provide guidance to the field on how to implement the proposed LUP guidance to prioritize oil
and gas leasing and development outside of GRSG habitat.

2. Implementation actions and budget requests for 2016

While the 2016 budget is not yet final, the President’s budget requested substantial increases
funding to address GRSG and these increases are included in the House and Senate budget
markup. With the planned completion of the proposed LUPs in late 2015, 2016 is the year when
a substantial increase in implementation actions will begin. The BLM has requested an additional
$45 million for FY16 ($60 million total) to implement and monitor actions under the GRSG
proposed LUPs.. Of the funding that the BLM may receive, approximately 25% would be
allocated, in coordination with NRCS, state agencies and other partners, to monitoring to
determine the effectiveness of the conservation measures at multiple scales and to track the
triggers set forth in the proposed LUPs for adaptive management purposes. Approximately 70%
of the funding would be directed towards habitat protection and restoration activities on the
ground to address the threats of fire and invasive species. Projects will particularly be focused in
the FIAT areas of the Great Basin, aiming to treat over 100,000 acres. In addition, approximately
$15-20 million in fire and fuels funding will be focused on habitat restoration and fuels
treatments in GRSG habitat, particularly in FIAT areas of the Great Basin. The BLM currently
has fuels projects planned on more than 150,000 acres, with addition projects likely as planning
for FY2016 continues. The Department’s ultimate goal is to treat more than 1 million acres
annually and will continue to work to increase efficiency and provide improved tools to reach
this goal. In late 2015 and early 2016, BLM will begin work on a pilot project for D7, a
promising tool in the treatment of cheatgrass, with the goal of completing programmatic NEPA
to allow larger-scale implementation by the fall of 2016. In addition, in 2016 and continuing into
the future, BLM plans to focus additional resources on reducing wild horse and burro
populations towards the AML, with particular focus on SFAs.

The remaining approximately 5% would support work with States and other collaborators to
coordinate regional mitigation and conservation efforts. In addition, as identified in the
Rangeland Fire Management Strategy, the DOI agencies, Forest Service, and NRCS will actively
engage with ranchers to implement fuels and vegetation treatments and grazing management
practices that will improve habitat and increase resistance to rangeland fire. In addition, fire and
fuels and resilience landscape funding will continue to be prioritized to address GRSG habitats
for protection and restoration. The BLM is developing an integrated implementation plan that
will prioritize and coordinate actions from the GRSG proposed LUPs and the Rangeland Fire
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Management Strategy to ensure an efficient, complementary, landscape-level approach in 2016
and future years. As part of the Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy, the Department
is also committing to prioritize science and research towards improving the efficacy of
restoration processes and identifying tools and practices which will allow the agencies to
effectively treat larger areas.

The Forest Service is committed to working together with the BLM and the Department in fire
suppression activities where the agency can safely accomplish fire suppression objectives. In
addition the Forest Service will prioritize work on cooperative projects with the BLM, State, and
private partners for habitat improvement work. This will be especially useful where work for
habitat improvement, and grazing permit administration can be leveraged consistent with the
Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy and Secretarial order, and prioritized by SFAs
and PHMASs. The Forest Service is determining funding needs and direction for FY2016. While
the 2016 budget is not yet final, funding is being identified for implementation, disturbance
monitoring, habitat monitoring, effectiveness monitoring, adaptive management assessments,
FIAT assessments, and habitat improvement work. Habitat improvement work would include
removal of pinyon and juniper trees from sage brush communities, restoration work within sage
brush communities to increase plant diversity, and fuel reduction work to decrease the chances of
fire impacting habitat. All of this work would be focused in SFAs and PHMAs.

Overall, the Department has made a major commitment to increasing funding and capacity to
address fire, fuels treatments, and restoration, particularly in the Great Basin and to implement
the proposed LUPs across the range. While the FY2017 budget has not yet been released, in
accordance with the 2017 budget direction, the Secretary has requested and BLM is committed
to at least maintaining the existing funding and where possible pursuing additional funding
requests to maintain or increase investments in GRSG conservation. While the 2017 budget has
not yet been released, at present the Forest Service is determining funding needs and direction
for FY2017. The agency is committed to at least maintaining the existing funding and where
possible pursuing additional funding requests to maintain or increase our investment in GRSG
conservation and improving the most critical sage grouse habitat and sage brush steppe
ecosystems. These commitments on public lands, in combination with the work by NRCS to
restore private lands, represent a landscape-scale effort to address the most significant threat to
the GRSG in the Great Basin.
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VII. Summary

A. Land allocations, management direction, and lek protection

The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPSs provide a rangewide, comprehensive, science-
based, collaborative strategy for addressing previously identified threats to the GRSG. This
strategy, while designed to address issues leading to the 2010 “warranted but precluded” decision
by the FWS, was guided by over a decade of research, analysis and recommendations for GRSG
conservation produced by the WAFWA, the NTT, and the COT. Each of these reports was
developed by a collaborative effort of state and federal biologists and scientists with extensive
experience in GRSG management and research.

The COT report provided the primary blueprint for development of the GRSG conservation
strategy embodied in the 15 sub-regional proposed LUPs that will amend or revise 78 BLM and
20 Forest Service plans. Since the COT was chartered to provide guidance for the development
of state and federal land management plans by the FWS with the support of the Sage Grouse
Task Force, this is appropriate. Elements of the WAFWA report and a number of
recommendations included in the NTT report were also incorporated into guidance for BLM and
Forest Service land management to conserve the GRSG in the proposed LUPs.

In addition to these seminal documents, the Fire and Invasives Assessment Team (FIAT)
report?®, the USGS compilation and summary of published scientific studies that evaluate the
influence of anthropogenic activities and infrastructure on GRSG populations -- Conservation
Buffer Distance Estimates for Greater Sage-Grouse—A Review, and the Integrated Rangeland
Fire Management Strategy: Final report to the Secretary (Manier et al, 2014; DOI 2015b)
provided important guidance in the development of critical aspects of the proposed LUPs and the
overall GRSG conservation strategy.

The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs are an essential component of the effort to
conserve GRSG and its habitat and obviate the need for a listing of the species under ESA.
Combined, the 15 sub-regional proposed LUPs would affect nearly half of the remaining habitat
for the species.

The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs are the product of extensive coordination,
including the active engagement of the FWS in helping to inform land allocation and related
management decisions by the land management agencies. They also benefit from strong
collaboration with the states and reflect the unique landscapes, approaches, and priorities in each.
While this has added to the challenge of developing a complete, comprehensive, and coordinated

> Greater Sage-Grouse Wildfire. Invasive Annual Grasses, and Conifer Expansion Assessment. June 2013.
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conservation strategy, it has also strengthened the proposed LUPs and is likely to increase the
commitment of all partners to implementation when the proposed LUPs are completed.

In the introduction to the COT report, the state and federal partners who authored the report
reiterated their charge,

“... the development of range-wide conservation objectives for the sage-grouse to
define the degree to which threats need to be reduced or ameliorated to conserve sage-
grouse so that it is no longer in danger of extinction or likely to become in danger of
extinction in the foreseeable future.”

And, in his transmittal letter accompanying the final report, FWS Director Dan Ashe
reaffirmed this charge, “I asked the team to produce arecommendation regarding the degree
to which threats need to be reduced or ameliorated toconserve the greater sage-grouse so
that it would no longer be in danger of extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction
in the foreseeable future. ... Conservation success will be achieved by removing or reducing
threats to the species now, such that population trends will eventually be stable or
increasing, even if numbers are not restored to historic levels.”?*

The BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs were developed to address the specific threats to
the viability of the species identified in the COT report (many of which were also identified
by the BLM NTT).

C. Response to Threats

1. Land Allocations

The COT emphasized the need to avoid or minimize additional disturbance in PACs (which
largely coincide with PHMAS in the proposed LUPS). “Stop the bleeding” was the emphatic
plea of the COT with regard to the need to protect the highly valued PACs. As previously
noted, the COT stated, “Maintenance of the integrity of PACs ... is the essential foundation
for sage-grouse conservation.” Specifically, the COT recommended “targeted habitat
management and restoration” to be achieved by “eliminating activities known to negatively
impact sage-grouse and their habitats, or re-designing these activities to achieve the same
goal”. The COT recommended an “avoidance first strategy” and stressed that “threats in
PACs must be minimized to the extent that population trends meet the objectives of the 2006
WAFWA Conservation Strategy.”

In response, the BLM and Forest Service proposed LUPs include goals and objectives and
land use allocations and management actions for BLM and Forest Service-administered
surface and subsurface lands and resources in PHMASs to retain areas of existing habitats and

*cot report. Transmittal letter by Dan Ashe. February 2013.
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to avoid new disturbance. Furthermore, the proposed plans avoid, minimize, and offset any
unavoidable impacts associated with disturbance from projects that might be developed in
PHMA in the future, subject to valid existing rights.

Land allocations to avoid and minimize additional disturbance in important habitat areas
(identified as PHMAs in most proposed LUPS) included some closures (primarily in portions
of the Lander LUP) but rely primarily on the use of no surface occupancy (NSO) associated
with any future development of oil, gas, and geothermal reserves in PHMAs for most
proposed LUPs (with the exception of core areas in the Wyoming proposed LUPs and
geothermal leasing in Nevada). Renewable energy development (solar and wind) is excluded
in the PHMAs, in most proposed LUPSs, with avoidance used in some proposed LUPS,
particularly in Wyoming and Oregon.

Similarly, mineral development, with the exception of locatable minerals governed under the
1872 Mining Act, is closed in the large majority of PHMAs for non-energy leasable minerals
and saleable minerals. An exception was granted for free use permits and the expansion of
existing active pits for mineral material sales. The BLM will determine at the time of a new
coal lease or lease modification whether the lease application area is "unsuitable™ for all or
certain coal mining methods recognizing that PHMAs are “essential habitat” for purposes of
suitability determinations.

New rights of way for transmission lines, pipelines, and related infrastructure development in
PHMAs will be avoided through restrictions on land use authorizations in the proposed LUPs.
Exceptions would be limited and based on rationale that explicitly demonstrates that adverse
impacts will be avoided or that residual impacts could be mitigated. Also, new recreation
facilities would not be authorized in PHMAs unless there is a net conservation gain for GRSG.

In general, all forms of new development — from energy, to transmission lines, to recreation
facilities and grazing structures would be excluded, avoided, or developed only if the resultant
effect is neutral or beneficial to the GRSG in PHMA. In all instances, whether in PHMA or
GHMA (except in Wyoming only in PHMA), any adverse impacts associated with development
would have to be compensated for with habitat protection or restoration activities that produced a
net conservation benefit for the GRSG.

While the COT report identified PACs as “crucial building blocks of a successful conservation
strategy”, the COT also emphasized that “sage-grouse habitats outside of PACs may also be
essential... [and therefore] conservation of habitats outside of PACs should include minimization
of impacts to sage-grouse and healthy native plant communities.” Consistent with this guidance,
restrictions on development in GHMA are less stringent and can accommodate a limited amount
of disturbance. Disturbance associated with oil and gas development, for example, is subject to
seasonal and timing restrictions rather than NSO with limited exceptions and GHMA is generally
an avoidance area for renewable energy rather than an exclusion area. However, any disturbance
is subject to mitigation and should seek to first avoid, then minimize any adverse effects to
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habitat while offsetting unavoidable impacts to a standard that produces a net conservation gain
for the species (except in Wyoming).

The proposed LUPs provide an added element of habitat protection for GRSG strongholds
identified by the FWS in a memo to Director Kornze and Chief Tidwell in October, 2014%°. The
proposed LUPs designate a subset of PHMA as Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAS) to be
administered by the BLM and the Forest Service. SFAs consist of areas of largely intact priority
habitat, primarily under federal management, with greater GRSG bird densities and high
resistance and resilience to fire. As the FWS communicated to BLM and Forest Service
leadership that “[s]trong, durable, and meaningful protection of federally administered lands in
these areas will provide additional certainty and help obtain confidence for long term sage grouse
persistence,” land allocations for these areas were intended to avoid future surface disturbance to
the maximum extent. Land allocations in the SFAs called for NSO with no exceptions for oil,
gas, and geothermal development. The proposed plans will also include a recommendation that
these areas be withdrawn by the Secretary from mineral entry under the 1872 Mining Act (in the
RODs of proposed Forest Service plans). SFAs will also be prioritized for restoration and
conservation action. While the SFAs have minimal land surface disturbance and, based on
existing, available data, limited mineral potential, valid existing rights — as in all habitat — will be
recognized and be able to proceed in accordance with their legal rights.

2. Management Direction, Prioritization, and Mitigation

In addition to land allocations to protect SFAs, PHMAs, and GHMAs, the proposed LUPs guide
other uses of these landscapes to meet COT objectives consistent with existing, authorized uses
of GRSG habitats and the sagebrush landscape.

Grazing is the most widespread use of the sagebrush steppe ecosystem. In order to ensure that
grazing continues in a manner consistent with the objective of conserving the GRSG, the
proposed LUPs will require the incorporation of GRSG habitat requirements into the vegetative
management objectives for proposed actions, including authorizations for grazing allotments,
consistent with the ecological potential of the landscape. The COT recommends, “Conduct
grazing management for all ungulates in a manner consistent with local ecological conditions
that maintains or restores healthy sagebrush shrub andnative perennial grass and forb
communities and conserves the essential habitat components for GRSG (e.g. shrub cover, nesting
cover).”

The proposed LUPs place a priority on the review and update of grazing allotment management
to incorporate standards, guidelines, and habitat objectives, and to ensure that they are being met,
consistent with ecological site potential. Priority will be given, first, to the review of allotments
in SFAs, then PHMAs, followed by GHMA,; focusing first on riparian and wet meadows, and, if

2> Memorandum from Dan Ashe to Director, BLM and Chief, USFS, “Greater Sage Grouse: Additional
Recommendations to Refine Land Use Allocations in Highly Important landscapes. October 27, 2014.
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the standards, guidelines, or habitat objectives are not being met due to improper grazing, to
work with the permittee to make progress towards meeting them. Anticipated increases in BLM
funding for implementation of the proposed LUPs will support additional conservation and
restoration actions, as well as monitoring, to continue to ensure healthy public land grazing
consistent with the conservation of GRSG habitat.

With regard to future leasing and development for oil and gas, the proposed LUPS recognize the
value of encouraging future development in areas of low conflict with GRSG habitat. Analysis of
existing and available data by the BLM indicates that a majority of the acres of land with high
and medium potential for oil and gas development in the western U.S. are outside of identified
GRSG habitat. To benefit GRSG conservation efforts and to assist developers in reducing the
time and cost associated with oil and gas leasing and development, the BLM will encourage new
leasing in areas outside of SFAs, PHMAs, and GHMA:s.

Fire represents the greatest threat to GRSG survival in the Great Basin region. Recognizing the
nature and extent of this threat, the proposed LUPs provide specific guidance for improving
efforts to reduce the risk of GRSG habitat loss to wildfire, including fire prevention and the
restoration of habitats impacted by fire. However, to develop a more complete and
comprehensive strategy for dealing with this threat, the Department of the Interior and the BLM
convened a conference in November, 2014 of scientists, state and federal officials, leaders in the
fire community, and an array of stakeholders to discuss ways to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of rangeland fire management. The conference led to Secretarial Order 3336 and
recognition that,

“Protecting, conserving, and restoring the health of the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem and, in
particular, greater sage-grouse habitat, while maintaining safe and efficient operations, is a
critical fire management priority for the Department. Allocation of fire management resources
and assets before, during, and after wildland fire incidents will reflect this priority, as will
investmentsrelated to restoration activities.?®

In accordance with that Order, a strategy for fire prevention, suppression, and post-fire
restoration was developed and delivered to the Secretary in May 2015. The Order and
subsequent report, An Integrated Rangeland Fire Management Strategy: Final Report to the
Secretary of the Interior, directed substantial changes in policy and management direction
affecting all aspects of the rangeland fire management program — from better coordination
between resource managers and fire management officers; to the identification and
prioritization of prevention, suppression, and restoration efforts in SFAs, PHMAs, and
GHMA:s; to the commitment of additional equipment and crews for rangeland firefighting; to
additional funding and policy direction to improve post-fire restoration; to the completion of
an initiative to collect, store, and better utilize native seed and sagebrush in post-fire
restoration of sagebrush steppe ecosystems. This effort, and the initiative to fight the spread
of non-native invasive species that contributes to higher rangeland fire risk (e.g. cheatgrass)

?® Secretarial Order 3336. Rangeland Fire Prevention, Management and Restoration. January 2015.
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discussed below, hold the potential to fundamentally change how rangeland fire is managed
to benefit sagebrush ecosystems and GRSG habitat.

The COT report — and other more recent research and analysis — amplify concern for the
contribution of cheat grass and other invasive species to the loss of GRSG habitat associated
with increased fire frequency and intensity. Work initiated by the WAFWA and based on
recent research by Chambers (Chambers et al, 2014b) led to the Fire and Invasives
Assessment Tool*” and a subsequent assessment that identified areas of resistance and
resilience to fire. This information is leading to targeted and aggressive efforts to reduce the
risk and impacts of rangeland fire that could impact hundreds of thousands of acres of GRSG
habitat, as well as restore areas with high potential to be resilient to the impacts of climate
change and subsequent rangeland fires. The BLM is also committed to and accelerating the
registration and use of chemical and biological agents to stem the spread of cheatgrass and
other invasive species. In addition, by using the FIAT assessments and overlaying maps of
SFAs, PHMAs, and GHMAs, land managers from all levels of government can more
efficiently allocate and use fire resources at initial attack, to stop fire early and prevent
catastrophic habitat loss.

Even prior to completion of the FIAT assessment, BLM shifted funding for fuels management to
protect landscapes of importance to the GRSG. Under the FY2014 Omnibus Appropriation,
BLM prioritized the funding of treatments and activities within each state that benefit GRSG.

In 2014, treatment and activities which identified GRSG as a species of interest accounted for
$28,328,658 in funding and treatments of 241,343 acres. Prior to FY2014, numerous other
examples of positive impacts from the Fuels Management Program exist. The table below
summarizes (by state) accomplishments and funding spent on fuels reduction projects that
benefited GRSG from FY2003 to FY2013 (Table Z) .?®

Table Z. FY2003 to FY2013 Fuels Funds Spent on GRSG by State

State Acres Funding

CA 28,719 $5,762,190
Cco 18,534 $1,942,940
ID 529,972 $32,326,379
MT 15,496 $3,688,980
NV 161,353 $11,126,931
OR 196,180 $12,131,581
uT 277,014 $21,507,312
WY 78,956 $3,601,211
Grand Total 1,306,224 $92,087,524

7 WAFWA FIAT report
% BLM Fuels Management Benefits Toward Sage Grouse Habitat. March 2014.
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Some areas that were not included as PACs may still have great potential for providing
important habitat if active habitat management is implemented. For example, removal of early-
stage juniper stands may render currently unsuitable habitat into effective habitat for GRSG (this
is also true for degraded habitats within PACs). The COT report encourages state and federal
agencies to actively pursue these opportunities.”® As noted in this report, since 2010, the NRCS
through its SGI initiative in collaboration with states and private landowners and BLM on public
lands have worked to eliminate pinyon-juniper trees on over 400,000 acres of private and over
400,000 acres of public lands, respectively, across western landscapes. In addition, using the
FIAT the BLM has identified and prioritized areas for treatment of annual invasive grasses and
conifer expansion on federal lands as a basis for improved targeting of federal resources® (See
Figure Z. FY 2015 FIAT Priority Project Planning Areas).

FY15 Unfunded NFPORS Projects Project Planning Area (PPA)
®  Friority 1 Potential FY15 Projects [JJJi] PP Pricety 1

©  Priority 2 Protentisl FY15 Projects || PPAPricdty 2
(", FIAT Assessment Areas [ reacter \
: -
1:6,000.000

Ne Weranly s made by the Boreau of Land

Maragenent e to De sccutecy, miesity, March 2015
o compistensas of these dals for navidue Date Saved: 3/25/2015
et =l o0 e commenc Data Sources: Bureau of Land Managament, NFPORS, ESRI

Figure Z. FY 2015 FIAT Priority Project Planning Areas with Focus on Invasive Annual Grasses and
Conifer Expansion Assessments.

29
COT Report. page 33.
 WAFWA. Greater Sage-Grouse Wildfire, Invasive Annual Grasses & Conifer Expansion Assessment. June 2014.
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In addition, the Department has recently committed $7.5 million to projects in GRSG habitat
to create more resilient landscapes and BLM has allocated $12 million to increase firefighting
resources aimed at stopping fires while they are small in the Great Basin. The Department has
identified required policy changes to increase the commitment, flexibility and timeframe for
use of Emergency Stabilization and Burned Area Restoration (ES & BAR) funding on priority
sagebrush-steppe habitats. Combined with commitments in the final rangeland fire report to
Secretary Jewell to accelerate the registration and use of chemical and biological agents to
stem the spread of cheatgrass and other invasives, these additional actions will lead to a more
robust and effective rangeland fire management effort in 2015 and beyond. In 2016 and
beyond, BLM is anticipating a funding increase to implement the GRSG proposed LUPs;
these increases are included in both the House and Senate FY 2016 appropriations marks and
will lead to more robust and effective management of GRSG habitat and the threats to it,
including fire. BLM intends to continue to prioritize and request funding for GRSG
management in 2017 and beyond.

The proposed LUPs also target additional conservation efforts to address other threats to the
GRSG. Proposed LUP direction to incorporate GRSG habitat objectives into the
establishment of allowable management levels (AMLs) for wild horses and burros (free-
roaming equids) and to prioritize gathers and removal to reach AMLs in SFAs, PHMAs, and
GHMA s (in that order) will better target these efforts to benefit the GRSG.. Anticipated
funding increases for GRSG proposed LUP implementation in FY 2016 will allow the BLM
to make substantial progress toward that goal, beginning with efforts to achieve AMLSs in
SFAs. At the same time, the BLM has made a considerable investment in concert with the
National Academy of Sciences in new research of methods to reduce wild horse and burro
reproduction rates. Through a combination of targeted gathers and the development of an
effective agent for reducing future free-roaming equid reproductive rates, the BLM is
optimistic that, over time, this threat to GRSG can be effectively mitigated.

Although future high voltage transmission lines will be avoided in PHMA, the planning,
siting, and environmental review of a limited number of Presidential priority lines (Gateway
West, Boardman to Hemingway, and Transwest Express, including those portions of Gateway
South that are co-located) has been underway for a number of years. These lines are critical to
expanding access to renewable sources of energy (especially wind) and to improving the
reliability of the western grid. For these reasons, planning for these lines will proceed and
potential impacts to GRSG will be fully mitigated (1) through micrositing to adjust the route
to avoid important habitat and leks, (2) through transmission tower design to minimize the
potential for adverse impacts to GRSG such as perching for predators, and (3) through
compensatory mitigation measures, such as habitat restoration and pre-suppression activities
to reduce the risk of habitat loss due to fire, to offset any unavoidable impacts to a
conservation gain standard.

Mitigation for activities adversely impacting GRSG or GRSG habitat in PHMA or GHMA
(PHMA only in Wyoming) will be designed to a net conservation gain standard consistent
with the recommendation included in the September 2013 FWS report, Greater Sage-Grouse
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Range-Wide Mitigation Framework. According to the authors, the report was prepared

“to communicate some of the factors the Service is likely to consider in evaluating the
efficacy of mitigation practices and programs inreducing threats to GRSG. The
recommendations provided here are consistent with the information and conservation
objecti\{gs provided in the 2013 Conservation Objectives Team (COT) Report for sage-
grouse’™".

At the same time, BLM and Forest Service will partner with the states to develop regional
mitigation strategies coinciding with WAFWA GRSG management zones, over the next 6
months to facilitate and guide mitigation efforts in each zone. The collaborative effort to
develop a mitigation strategy will ensure that mitigation is consistent with the principles and
goals set out in Secretarial Order 3330, Improving Mitigation Policies and Practices of the
Department of the Interior and accompanying report® and the new Departmental Manual
guidance on landscape-level mitigation.

3. Lek protection

In addition to land allocations and management actions included in the proposed LUPs to
conserve the GRSG, measures were included to ensure that disturbance to leks could be reduced
or minimized through the application of disturbance caps and required minimum buffer distances
for a number of categories of disturbance, consistent with best available science.

Disturbance caps of 3 or 5% (for Wyoming and, likely in the future, Montana) were established
in accordance with recommendations contained in the COT report. Disturbance will be
calculated based on established Biologically-Significant Units (BSUs) developed by an
interagency team and includes focus on protecting leks.

The proposed LUPs also include an additional layer of protection for leks to be applied at project
implementation. During NEPA development for a project, the appropriate buffer, based on the
USGS report Conservation Buffer Distance Estimates for GRSG — A Review (Manier et al, 2014),
will be used to site and mitigate projects, subject to applicable laws and regulations and valid
existing rights. Because of the great variation in landscapes, local science, and local regulations,
justifiable departures, both up and down, from these lek-buffer distances may be appropriate to
fully address impacts to leks.

For BLM and Forest Service approved actions (not including Wyoming), the BLM and Forest
Service will apply the lek buffer-distances identified above as required conservation measures to
fully address the impacts to leks as identified in the NEPA analysis by preferentially locating the

*L USFWS. Greater Sage-Grouse Range-Wide Mitigation Framework. Version 1.0. September 3, 2014.
32 Clement, J.P. et al. 2014. A strategy for improving the mitigation policies and practices of

the Department of the Interior. A report to the Secretary of the Interior from the Energy

and Climate Change Task Force, Washington, D.C., 25 p.
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action outside of the buffer distance and, if that is not possible, approving the project only if
certain criteria are met with the goal of ensuring no impacts to leks in PHMASs and no more than
minor impacts in GHMAs.

This approach to minimizing impacts to leks reflects guidance from the COT report:

“Conservation of sage-grouse habitats outside of the PACs should be closely coordinated
with each state. For those states with sage-grouse management plans, or similar
documents adequately addressing the conservation of sage-grouse that have been
developed in coordination with FWS, decisions on management of those areas should
defer to those plans. Conservation of habitats outside of PACs should include
minimization of impacts to sage-grouse and healthy native plant communities. If
minimization is not possible due to valid existing rights, mitigation for impacted habitats

should occur”.*®

Consistent with recommendations contained in the 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage-Grouse Range-
wide Conservation Strategy, the BLM and Forest Service conservation strategy places heavy
reliance on monitoring and evaluation to assess the success of management decisions
incorporated in the proposed LUPs and, ultimately, in the effectiveness of implementing these
proposed LUPs. Monitoring plans will be interagency in nature and incorporate evaluation of
GRSG population trends by the states and changes in habitat condition by the federal land
management agencies. As the WAFWA report states,

“Monitoring provides the “currency” necessary to evaluate management decisions and to
assess progress or problems. Adequate monitoring should be considered an integral and
inseparable component of all management actions, and there, not optional. Lack of proper
monitoring will undoubtedly hinder this large-scale conservation effort.”**

In addition, the conservation strategy incorporates an adaptive management framework that
provides an “early warning system” of “soft triggers” to alert resource managers to the need to
evaluate the effectiveness of their management strategies should changes in population levels or
habitat conditions occur. If management responses to soft triggers do not adequately address the
causes for population or habitat declines and “hard triggers” are reached, more significant
changes in management actions and land allocations will occur to ensure that more protective
measures to conserve the species are in place.

In summary, guided by the COT report and NTT and WAFWA recommendations, the BLM and
Forest Service conservation strategy directly addresses the threats identified in the COT report
consistent with many of the specific recommendations provide by the COT, the NTT, and
WAFWA. These changes in management direction from existing BLM (with the exception of the

3 COT Report. page 36.
* WAFWA report. page xxiii.
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Lander LUP which was completed in 2014) and Forest Service LUPs are designed to avoid and
minimize any additional surface disturbance in PHMAs and provide a high level of protection for
FWS-identified stronghold areas. Recognizing the potential importance of areas in GHMA, the
proposed LUPs include measures that protect and restore habitats in these areas while providing
greater flexibility for development activities.

The unprecedented collaboration with states in the development of these proposed LUPs, in
conjunction with the close coordination between the BLM and Forest Service with input from the
FWS, provides a strong foundation for conservation efforts to protect and restore habitats
essential to the conservation of the GRSG. Informed by best available science, and in concert
with additional actions, such as those to more efficiently and effectively address the threat of
rangeland fire consistent with direction in S.0. 3336 and the investments made to improve sage-
grouse habitat through voluntary actions on private lands through the NRCS’ Sage Grouse
Initiative (SGI), this strategy reflects a high level of commitment by state and federal partners to
conserve the GRSG and its habitat. The landscape-level strategy consisting of reinforcing
conservation actions that will go into effect upon completion of the BLM and Forest Service
proposed LUPs as well as those actions being implemented currently to conserve the species,
reflect a significant change in management direction and philosophy for both agencies since
2010 and a long-term commitment to assure the conservation of the species consistent with the
objectives set in the 2006 WAFWA conservation strategy and embraced by both the NTT and
the COT.
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Appendix A. Maps, Charts, & Tables

Maps, charts, and tables linked to Threats (from Chapter 2)

See separate document for Appendix A
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Appendix B. Required Design Features and

Best Management Practices

1. Required Design Features for how to make a pond that won’t produce
mosquitoes that transmit West Nile virus (from Doherty (2007)).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

PRIORITY HABITATS -

Roads

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

Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.

Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

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

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

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

Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads, by restoring original landform and establishing desired
vegetation.

Operations

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathering, etc.), and facilities.

Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.

Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not been restored.

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

Apply a phased development approach with concurrent reclamation.

Place liquid gathering facilities outside of priority areas. Have no tanks at well locations within
priority areas (minimizes perching and nesting opportunities for ravens and raptors and truck
traffic). Pipelines must be under or immediately adjacent to the road (Bui et al. 2010).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Limit noise to less than 10 decibels above ambient measures (20-24 dBA) at sunrise at the
perimeter of a lek during active lek season (Patricelli et al. 2010, Blickley et al. In preparation).

Require noise shields when drilling during the lek, nesting, brood-rearing, or wintering season.

Fit transmission towers with anti-perch devices (Lammers and Collopy 2007).

Require sage-grouse-safe fences.

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

Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2011).

Locate man camps outside of priority habitats.

Reclamation

Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet sage-grouse habitat needs in
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reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 2011). Address post reclamation management in reclamation
plan such that goals and objectives are to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat needs.

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

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

Irrigate interim reclamation if necessary for establishing seedlings more quickly.

Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation and to protect soils.

GENERAL HABITATS -

Roads

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

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

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.

Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

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

Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads, by restoring original landform and establishing desired
vegetation.

Operations

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathering, etc.), and facilities.

Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce surface disturbance.

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

Use remote monitoring techniques for production facilities and develop a plan to reduce the
frequency of vehicle use.

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

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

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

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

Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2011).

Reclamation

Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration to meet sage-grouse habitat needs in
reclamation practices/sites (Pyke 2011). Address post reclamation management in reclamation
plan such that goals and objectives are to protect and improve sage-grouse habitat needs.

Best Management Practices for Locatable Mineral Development

Roads

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

Locate roads to avoid important areas and habitats.

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.

Construct road crossing at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

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

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

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

Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.

Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads, by restoring original landform and establishing desired
vegetation.

Operations

Cluster disturbances, operations (fracture stimulation, liquids gathering, etc.), and facilities.

Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not been restored.

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

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

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

Bury distribution power lines.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Require sage-grouse-safe fences.

Clean up refuse (Bui et al. 2011).

Locate man camps outside of priority habitats.

Reclamation

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

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

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

Irrigate interim reclamation as necessary during dry periods.

Utilize mulching techniques to expedite reclamation.
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Required Design Features for Fire & Fuels (WO IM 2011-138)

Fuels Management RDFs:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Remove standing and encroaching trees within at least 100 meters of occupied sage-grouse leks
and other habitats (e.g., nesting, wintering, and brood rearing) to reduce the availability of
perch sites for avian predators, as appropriate, and resources permit.

Protect wildland areas from wildfire originating on private lands, infrastructure corridors, and
recreational areas.

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

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

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

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

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

On critical fire weather days, pre-position additional fire suppression resources to optimize a
quick and efficient response in sage-grouse habitat areas.

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

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

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

Minimize unnecessary cross-country vehicle travel during fire operations in sage-grouse habitat.

Minimize burnout operations in key sage-grouse habitat areas by constructing direct fireline
whenever safe and practical to do so.

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

As safety allows, conduct mop-up where the black adjoins unburned islands, dog legs, or other
habitat features to minimize sagebrush loss.
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Appendix C. Origins of the Greater Sage-
Grouse Conservation Strateqgy

A. Early Conservation Efforts & Strategies 2004-2010 (BLM & Forest
Service)

The BLM and the Forest Service collectively manage the majority of the GRSG habitat (i.e., the
range of GRSG not including the Columbia Basin or Bi-State Distinct Population Segments)
addressed in this planning effort. Surface Management patterns vary across the landscape and are
depicted within Schroeder et al. (2004) GRSG distribution in Figure A. Efforts to conserve the
habitat of this species did not begin with the 2011 BLM/ Forest Service Planning Strategy, but
rather, have been ongoing for many years. This section outlines the conservation efforts from
2004 - 2010. Early efforts and strategies were considered throughout the current GRSG planning
strategy.

1. WAFWA 2004 Range-wide Conservation Assessment for Greater Sage-
Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats

The Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) 2004 Range-wide
Conservation Assessment for Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats was the first range-
wide assessment of GRSG using the vast amount of population data collected over the previous
60 years, habitat information spanning the previous 100 years, and literature dating back 200
years. The goal of the assessment, contributed to by the BLM and the Forest Service, was to
present an unbiased and scientific documentation of dominant issues and their effects on GRSG
populations and sagebrush habitats.
http://sagemap.wr.usgs.gov/docs/Greater_Sage-grouse_Conservation_Assessment_060404.pdf

2. BLM 2004 National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy

In November 2004, the BLM released its National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy,
which encouraged GRSG habitat conservation through consultation, cooperation, and
communication with WAFWA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Forest Service,
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), State wildlife agencies, local GRSG working groups, and
various other public and private partners. The Strategy listed 48 actions that could be integrated
or coordinated with other approved uses of public lands and additional goals outlined by
Congress, in coordination with Federal and State partners.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/wildlife/national _sage-grouse.html
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Figure A. Surface Management Agencies within 2004 GRSG Distribution.
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3. WAFWA 2006 Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy

In 2006, WAFWA completed a Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy,
with the assistance of the BLM, the Forest Service, and other contributors. The overall goal of
the Strategy was to maintain and enhance populations and distribution of GRSG by protecting
and improving sagebrush habitats and ecosystems that sustain those populations. The Strategy
outlined the critical need to develop the associations among local, state, provincial, tribal, and
federal agencies, non-governmental organizations, and individual citizens to design and
implement cooperative actions to support robust populations of GRSG and the landscapes and
habitats upon which they depend. The catalyst for this effort was widespread concern for
declining populations and reduced distribution of GRSG. The WAFWA Sage-Grouse
Management Zones were delineated in this Strategy.
http://www.wafwa.org/documents/pdf/GreaterSage-grouseConservationStrateqgy2006.pdf

4. BLM 2008 Sage-Grouse Conservation Efforts and Memorandum of
Understanding

BLM created two national teams to focus on GRSG in 2008: the Conservation Plan and NEPA
Interdisciplinary Team, and the Conservation Efforts Report Team. These teams were formed to
investigate possible BLM management options by threat and by management zone as well as
summarizing BLM’s conservation efforts. A product of this effort was one of the first
generations of range-wide priority habitat maps that were referred to as “key habitat”. At the
time, the primary purpose for the key habitat map was to inform and help prioritize fire
suppression efforts in GRSG habitat on BLM lands. An additional outcome of this team was the
signing of a Memorandum of Understanding by the WAFWA, the BLM, FWS, USGS in the
Department of the Interior; and the US Department of Agriculture Forest Service and NRCS, to
provide for cooperation among the participating state and federal land managers and wildlife
management and science agencies in the conservation and management of GRSG sagebrush
habitats and other sagebrush-dependent wildlife throughout the Western United States and
Canada.
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Planning_and_Renewable_Resources/fish__wildlife
and/fwp.Par.95958.File.dat/SagegrouseMOU.pdf

5. BLM 2010 Breeding Bird Density Model

In 2010, BLM commissioned an effort to map breeding densities of GRSG across the West. A
conference was convened with the state wildlife agencies to get approval and to coordinate the
lek survey data needed for this effort. This modelling project, through an agreement with the
FWS, mapped known active leks across the West and weighted them based on the average
number of males present (Figure B). A major goal in GRSG conservation has been to target
resources efficiently by conserving large and functioning populations. This model served as a
standard starting point for all states to identify priority habitat.
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/fish__wildlife_and/sage-grouse-
conservation/bird_density.print.html
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Data Source:
Breeding Bird Densities: Doherty K.E. et al, 2010.
Breeding densities of greater sage-grouse: a tool for

range-wide conservation planning.

BLM 2010 Greater Sage-Grouse Range-Wide Bing Bird Densities

N
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Figure B. Greater Sage-grouse Breeding Bird Densities (2010)
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B. FWS “Warranted but Precluded” Decision and Identified Threats
(2010)

After thoroughly analyzing the best scientific information available, the FWS concluded in 2010
that the GRSG warranted protection under the Endangered Species Act. The two factors cited as
rationale for the listing which directly affect GRSG habitat management on BLM-administered
lands and National Forest System lands are threats to habitat and inadequacy of existing
regulatory mechanisms.

1. Threats to Habitat

Primary threats affecting GRSG habitat on BLM-administered lands and National Forest System
lands include infrastructure (power lines, communication towers, fences, roads, and railroads),
and energy development (traditional oil and gas, mining, renewable energy, transmission
corridors) within WAFWA SG Management Zone |, Il and VII; and fire, invasive species, and
pinyon-juniper encroachment within WAFWA SG Management Zone IllI, 1V, V and V1.
Improper grazing (livestock and wild horse) and climate change may be a threat across all
management zones, and all threats exist to some degree across the range of the species.

2. Existing Regulatory Mechanisms:

In addition, the Service found that existing local, state and federal regulatory mechanisms were
not sufficient to address threats to the habitat. For the BLM and the Forest Service, which
manage a majority of the habitat, regulatory mechanisms are Resource Management Plans and
Land and Resource Management Plans, respectively.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA\) is the primary Federal law
governing most land uses on BLM-administered lands, and directs development and
implementation of Resource Management Plans (RMPs) * which direct management at a local
level. As a designated sensitive species under BLM Manual 6840, GRSG conservation must be
addressed in the development and implementation of RMPs on BLM lands. RMPs are the basis
for all actions and authorizations involving BLM administered lands and resources. They
authorize and establish allowable resource uses, resource condition goals and objectives to be
attained, program constraints, general management practices needed to attain the goals and
objectives, general implementation sequences, intervals and standards for monitoring and
evaluating RMPs to determine effectiveness, and the need for amendment or revision (43 CFR
1601.0-5(k)). Management of activities on National Forest System lands are guided principally
by the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) (16 U.S.C. 1600-1614, August 17, 1974, as
amended 1976, 1978, 1980, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1988, and 1990). NFMA specifies that the Forest
Service must have a Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)® (16 U.S.C. 1604) to guide

» Throughout this report, BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and Forest Service Land and Resource
Management Plans (LRMPs) will simply be referred to as Land Use Plans or LUPs.
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and set standards for all natural resource management activities on each National Forest or
National Grassland. All of the LRMPs that currently guide the management of GRSG habitats on
Forest Service lands were developed using the 1982 implementing regulations for land and
resource management planning (1982 Rule, 36 CFR 219).

C. BLM and Forest Service Initial Response and Subsequent Efforts

In response to the 2010 FWS finding, and as part of an unprecedented and proactive partnership
to conserve the GRSG habitat, the BLM and the Forest Service worked with FWS, NRCS,
States, and other partners to develop a series of Environmental Impact Statements (EISS) to
incorporate GRSG conservation measures into the proposed land use plans for the lands they
manage. The following section outlines the BLM and the Forest Service initial responses and
efforts subsequent to the 2010 FWS finding.

1. BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy Charter

Based on the identified threats to the GRSG, especially inadequate regulatory mechanisms, and
the FWS's timeline for making a listing decision on this species, the BLM recognized the need to
incorporate explicit objectives and adequate conservation measures into RMPs by 2015 to
conserve GRSG habitat and avoid the need to list the species under the Endangered Species Act.
In August, 2011, the BLM chartered a planning strategy to evaluate the adequacy of BLM RMPs
and address revisions and amendments throughout the range of the GRSG (with the exception of
the bi-state population in California and Nevada, and the Washington state distinct population
segment, which were addressed through other planning efforts). This Charter established the
teams, team membership, and team operating procedures for the BLM's National GRSG
Planning Strategy. The BLM's objective for chartering this planning strategy effort was to
develop new or revised regulatory mechanisms through RMPs to conserve and restore the GRSG
and its habitat on BLM-administered lands on a range-wide basis for the long-term (Figure C).
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/wo/Communications_Directorate/public_affairs/sage-
grouse_planning/documents.Par.2415.File.dat/Final%20Signed%20GSG%20Planning%20Strate
ay%20Charter.pdf
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Figure C. BLM GRSG Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), Land Use Plan Amendments (LUPA),
Resource Management Plans (RMP), and Resource Management Plan Amendments (RMPA) boundaries.
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2. National Technical Team Report

The GRSG National Technical Team (NTT), comprised of BLM, FWS, USGS, NRCS, and State
specialists, completed A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures in
December, 2011. The charge of the NTT was to identify science-based management
considerations for the GRSG (i.e., conservation measures) necessary to promote sustainable
GRSG populations, and which focused on the threats (75 FR 13910) in each of the regional
WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones. The Report evaluated the latest science and
presented the best biological judgment of the Team to assist in making management decisions
through the BLM and the Forest Service planning processes. The NTT Report proposed
conservation measures based on habitat requirements and other life history aspects of GRSG and
described the scientific basis for the conservation measures proposed within each program area.
The Report also provided a discussion and emphasized importance on standardizing monitoring
efforts across the WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zones.
http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech
%20Team%20Report.pdf

3. BLM-FWS-Forest Service Interagency MOU (March 2012)

In March 2012, the BLM, the FWS, and the Forest Service signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) for the purpose of coordinating and cooperating in conducting an
environmental analysis and preparing the draft and final Environmental Impact Statements
(EISs) for amendments of proposed land use plans to incorporate conservation measures for the
GRSG in two regions: a Rocky Mountain Region and a Great Basin Region. Based on the
identified threats to the GRSG and the FWS timeline for making a listing decision for the
species, the BLM and the Forest Service aimed to incorporate objectives and conservation
measures into proposed land use plans to provide adequate regulatory mechanisms to conserve
GRSG and its habitat.
http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/mou/BLM_MOU-210-2012-004.pdf

4. Sage-grouse Task Force and State/Federal Commitments

In 2011, then-Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, Wyoming Governor Matt Mead, and
Colorado Governor John Hickenlooper formed the Sage Grouse Task Force to identify and
implement high priority conservation actions and integrate ongoing actions necessary to preclude
the need for the GRSG to be listed under the ESA. The Sage-Grouse Task Force includes
designees from the 11 western states as well as representatives from the FWS, BLM, NRCS,
Forest Service, USGS, and Department of Interior. The Western Governors’ Association (WGA)
hosts and staffs the Sage Grouse Task Force. The federal-state working group has met regularly
through the Sage Grouse Task Force, and publishes an annual inventory of existing state and
local actions to conserve GRSG. The Sage Grouse Task Force has worked closely with the
Department of the Interior and BLM, Forest Service, and NRCS officials on the development of
the proposed land use plans and related conservation actions and provided a conduit to consider
local and state issues related to GRSG conservation efforts.

99



http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech%20Team%20Report.pdf

http://www.blm.gov/style/medialib/blm/co/programs/wildlife.Par.73607.File.dat/GrSG%20Tech%20Team%20Report.pdf

http://web.blm.gov/internal/wo-500/directives/mou/BLM_MOU-210-2012-004.pdf



BLM/Forest Service GRSG Comprehensive Landscape —Level Conservation Strategy: Summary Report
Attorney Client & Attorney Work Product-Do Not Disclose
Internal Draft Document — Do Not Distribute

5. The Conservation Objectives Team Report

In the spring of 2012, with the backing of the Sage Grouse Task Force, Dan Ashe, Director of
the FWS, tasked staff with the development of range-wide conservation objectives for the sage-
grouse to define the degree to which threats need to be reduced or ameliorated to conserve the
GRSG so that it is no longer in danger of extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction in
the foreseeable future. Recognizing that state wildlife agencies have management expertise and
management authority for sage-grouse, the FWS created a Conservation Objectives Team (COT)
of ten state and five FWS representatives to accomplish this task. Each state member of the COT
was selected by his or her state or agency. This collaborative effort was intended, according to
FWS Director Dan Ashe, “both to inform our upcoming 2015 decision under the Endangered
Species Act and to inform the collective conservation efforts of the many partners working to
conserve the species”. The COT report was the outcome of this effort. The final, peer-reviewed
COT Report delineated GRSG conservation objectives, identified key areas for GRSG called
“PACs” as well as key threats in those areas (outlined in Table A of this report), and provided
guidance on the extent to which these threats needed to be addressed based upon the best
scientific and commercial data available at the time of its release.
http://www.fws.gov/greatersagegrouse/documents/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-

Letter.pdf

6. USGS/BLM Summary of Science, Activities, Programs, and Policies that
Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (Baseline
Environmental Report)

The 2013 USGS/BLM Summary of Science, Activities, Programs, and Policies that Influence the
Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to as the Baseline
Environmental Report) documented and summarized several decades of scientific work on
GRSG populations, sagebrush as habitat, and sagebrush community and ecosystem functions
based on the assessment and findings of the FWS under consideration of the Endangered Species
Act. The Baseline Environmental Report assisted the BLM and the Forest Service in
consolidating range-wide information useful for planning products and understanding where
threats exist across the landscape in order to assess driving issues across different areas in the
wide range of GRSG. By developing this understanding, its main purpose was to assist in the
“Describing the Affected Environment” portion of the cumulative impacts analysis. The
Baseline Environmental Report was designed to inform and advance large-area, regional
conservation efforts by consolidating scientific and geospatial information regarding rangewide
and regional threats to GRSG populations and habitats. The data for the report were gathered
from both internal (BLM and Forest Service) and external sources beginning in August, 2011.
All data, both internal and external, were the "best available™” at the range-wide scale at the time
collected. These data were assembled by the BLM and partners and the report was peer reviewed
and published by the USGS.

http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2013/1098/
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Appendix D. BLM and Forest Service
Planning Processes

A. Implementing a Landscape Approach

1. Management across State Boundaries

National Policy Team

The National Policy team was established to ensure that the proposed land use plans were
adequate to address threats to the GRSG and provided a coherent landscape approach to
conservation. Membership consists of the BLM Assistant Director for Renewable Resources and
Planning, the FWS Regional Director for the Mountain-Prairie Region, the Forest Service
Deputy Regional Forester for the Intermountain Region. In addition to these members,
Department and Bureau leadership from the BLM, FWS, and Forest Service engaged in policy
decisions through this team.

Regional Management Teams

The Great Basin and Rocky Mountain Regional Management Teams (RMTSs) were established to
reflect the uniquely different threats to the GRSG across its range. The two RMTs were very
active during formulation of the Draft EIS and had face-to-face meetings twice a year and were
often engaged in bi-monthly coordination conference calls. Membership on the Great Basin
RMT included the BLM State Directors from Nevada (Team Leader), Idaho, Oregon, California,
Utah, and Montana/Dakotas; the BLM Assistant Director for Fire and Aviation Management; the
FWS Regional Directors Pacific Region and Pacific Southwest Region, the FWS Deputy
Regional Director Mountain-Prairie Region; State wildlife agency Directors for the Nevada
Department of Wildlife, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks; and the Nevada State Conservationist from the NRCS.
Membership on the Rocky Mountain RMT included the BLM State Directors from Wyoming
(Team Leader), Colorado, Montana/Dakotas, and Utah; the FWS Deputy Regional Director
Mountain-Prairie Region; State wildlife agency Directors for Wyoming Game and Fish, Montana
Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Colorado Parks and Wildlife; and
the National Sage-Grouse Initiative Coordinator with the NRCS.

Among other things, these teams were responsible for:

. Providing overall leadership and guidance for the planning process to ensure that
adequate conservation measures were developed and incorporated into the RMP
amendments/revisions.
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. Developing shared goals, objectives, priorities, and direction across the states and
WAFWA Sage-grouse Management Zones within the regions.
. Facilitating partner engagement in the BLM planning process and fostering broad

collaboration for GRSG conservation.

Sub-Regional Interdisciplinary Teams

Two GRSG Regional Project Managers (one in the Great Basin Region and one in the Rocky
Mountain Region) were designated to be the advisors and consultants for the sub-regional
interdisciplinary teams (IDTs) that were accountable for completing the planning efforts. The
Regional Project Managers were a conduit between both the National Policy Team and the
Regional Management Teams for the IDTs. The Regional Project Manager’s responsibilities
included providing overall leadership and direction to the IDTs. The Regional Project Managers
were also responsible for closely monitoring the planning efforts of the two regions throughout
the process to maintain an appropriate level of consistency within their individual region and
between the two regions.

In the Great Basin Region, there were four sub-regional IDTs formed to complete the four new
plan amendments/EISs. Although there were ongoing planning revisions in all of the states, the
Great Basin Region chose to complete new plan amendments specifically for GRSG, while
allowing for the ongoing revisions to continue at their own pace. The new IDTs were formed to
complete the:

. Nevada/NE California Amendment
. Oregon Amendment

. Idaho/SW Montana Amendment

. Utah Amendment

In the Rocky Mountain Region, a different approach was taken to complete the planning efforts.
Montana, Wyoming, and South Dakota had seven ongoing comprehensive plan revisions that
were underway. Instead of initiating new plan amendments by a sub-region (or state), they chose
to incorporate the GRSG management direction into the plan revisions. Where planning was not
ongoing, or where management felt it would be too complicated to incorporate the GRSG
management actions into ongoing proposed plans, four new plan amendments specifically for
GRSG were initiated. In total, there were 11 IDTs working to complete the four plan
amendments/EISs and seven plan revisions/EISs. These were for the:

. NW Colorado Amendment

. Wyoming Amendments (WY AMDSs)

. Lander Revision (WY)

. Bighorn Basin Revision (WY)

. Buffalo Revision (WY)

. Billings/Pompey’s Pillar NM Revision (MT)
. Lewistown Amendment (MT)

. HiLine Revision (MT)
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. Miles City Revision (MT)
. South Dakota Revision
. North Dakota Amendment

Each of the IDTs identified an assigned Project Lead that had oversight of the Environmental
Impact Statement and commensurate planning process. The role of the IDTs was to provide the
sub-regional analyses to transform goals, objectives, management planning considerations, and
conservation measures into the necessary regulatory mechanisms to conserve the GRSG. The
IDTs were responsible for developing alternatives and completing the required NEPA analysis to
support the proposed including conserving and restoring GRSG habitat on a range-wide basis
over the long term. The IDTs consisted of localized staff from the BLM, Forest Service (where
applicable), FWS, and State agencies.

Washington Office Instruction Memorandum 2012-044

On December 27, 2011, the BLM released an Instruction Memorandum (IM) which provided
direction to the BLM for considering GRSG conservation measures identified in the Sage-grouse
National Technical Team’s (NTT) “A Report on National Greater Sage-grouse Conservation
Measures” (NTT 2011). The IM provided direction on how to consider the conservation
measures in the land use planning processes that were just being initiated or were ongoing for
GRSG across 10 states in the west. In effect, the IM directed the proposed land use plans to
consider all applicable NTT Report conservation measures when revising or amending its RMPs
in GRSG habitat. The IM provided for some variation or adjustments from the NTT conservation
measures based on local ecological site variability.

The IM further stated that the conservation measures must be considered and incorporated into at
least one alternative within the EISs, as appropriate. An example of where a conservation
measure would not be applicable is in a planning area where there are no wild horses and burros.
In a case such as that, the conservation measures for wild horses and burros from the NTT
Report would not be applicable. Another example would be where there is no potential for coal
resources in a planning area, and therefore the conservation measures for coal would not be
applicable. The IM also provided definitions for “Preliminary Priority Habitat” and “Preliminary
General Habitat” and applied those definitions to the habitat maps generated between the BLM
and their local state wildlife agencies, or where that information was unavailable, using the
Breeding Bird Density Maps developed by Doherty et al. (2010). The expectation was for the
applicable “Priority Habitat” conservation measures that were outlined in the NTT Report to be
carried forward for analysis into the Preliminary Priority Habitat areas, and for the “General
Habitat” conservation measures to be carried forward for analysis into the Preliminary General
Habitat areas in at least one alternative in the EIS.

2. Coordination Framework

Following the GRSG Planning Strategy Charter, the BLM and the Forest Service created a
management structure to develop 15 Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) across two regions
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in 10 Western states: the Great Basin Region and the Rocky Mountain Region. Two Regional
Management Teams ensured coordination between the 10 Sub-regional Interdisciplinary Teams;
the National Technical Team ensured the best available science was provided for consideration
in the land use planning process; and the Baseline Environmental Report provided information
about the current landscape-scale management situation. The teams also ensured consistent
cumulative impact analysis and comparative evaluation of the proposed actions and the
alternatives across WAFWA management zones and to provide additional cohesiveness between
the proposed plans.

All of the above described teams sought to define a coherent approach across the planning efforts
that allowed for unique elements in proposed plans, but identified where it was important to be
consistent in planning considerations and approach. The need for greater consistency led to the
creation of additional teams to address things such as data management, and disturbance and
habitat monitoring. In addition to effective and efficient planning and eventual project
implementation, the BLM and the Forest Service, in coordination with their partners, sought to
ensure that the proposed plans addressed similar issues in a similar manner across proposed plans
or that differences in approach were adopted only after they were considered and determined to
be sufficient to meet conservation objectives and the certainty of implementation. These teams
worked to implement a strategy for satisfying the need for regulatory certainty, to identify the
associated products needed throughout the planning strategy (including a data management plan
and a monitoring framework), and to develop a plan for demonstrating the effectiveness of
implementation.

3. Roll-up of GIS Data

Before the GRSG Planning Strategy, the BLM and the Forest Service typically developed,
managed, and archived Land Use Planning Alternative and Decision geospatial data at the plan
level. In order to help facilitate a landscape approach, the Consistency Team recommended the
standardization of plan alternative data to allow for aggregation at the west-wide scale. This
would enable both a range-wide review of the data as well as provide information for a range-
wide cumulative effects analysis. The BLM and the Forest Service formed a Data Management
Team to accomplish this task. The team first reviewed the BLM Planning Handbook to establish
allocation decision categories as part of the data standardization. While many of the decisions
made in proposed land use plans cannot be depicted geospatially, the team created standard data
for the following ten allocation decisions:

. Habitat Management Areas (Priority Habitat Management Areas, General Habitat
Management Areas)

. Land Tenure (Lands identified for Disposal, Lands identified for Retention)

. Rights-of-Way (ROW Exclusion areas, Avoidance areas, Open areas)

. Trails and Travel Management (Closed to Travel, Limited Travel, Open to Travel)

. Fluid Minerals (Closed to fluid minerals, Open with Major Stipulations [No Surface

Occupancy] Stipulations, Open with Minor Stipulations [Closed Seasonal Use and/or
Timing Limitations], Open with Standard Stipulations)
. Locatable Minerals (Existing Withdrawals, Recommended Withdrawals, Open)

104





BLM/Forest Service GRSG Comprehensive Landscape —Level Conservation Strategy: Summary Report
Attorney Client & Attorney Work Product-Do Not Disclose
Internal Draft Document — Do Not Distribute

. Non-Energy Leasable Minerals (Closed, Open)

. Salable Mineral Materials (Closed, Open)
. Solar Energy (Exclusion areas, Avoidance/Variance areas, Open Zones)
. Wind Energy (Exclusion areas, Avoidance/Variance areas, Open Zones)

GIS technicians within each EIS area classified their data into these categories for each
alternative and submitted the data to the BLM National Operation Center. Over 2,500 data layers
were submitted, making this one of the largest data calls in BLM history. The No Action
decision data and the Proposed Plan decision data are depicted in Appendix A. Because of the
scope of this effort, note that individual EISs contain the authoritative GIS data and area
statistics. However, the range-wide aggregated decision data allowed the BLM and the Forest
Service to generate landscape-level maps and statistics useful in the development of the proposed
plans. Additionally, these data have provided utility in allowing the BLM and the Forest Service
to summarize the outcomes on a landscape scale (See Appendix A).

B. BLM /Forest Service Land Use Planning Overview

1. Revisions vs. Amendments

BLM’s land use planning requirements are established by Sections 201 and 202 of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. 1711-1712) and the regulations
in the 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1600. The National Forest Management Act of
1976 (NFMA) directs the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service to develop and
periodically revise or amend its land and resource management plans (LRMPs), which guide
management of National Forest System lands. Land use plans and LRMPs and the planning
decisions within them are the basis for every on-the-ground action the BLM undertakes. For the
BLM, land use plans (LUPSs) include both resource management plans (RMPs) and their
amendments and management framework plans (MFPs) and their amendments.

Both LUPs and LRMPs ensure that public lands are managed in accordance FLPMA and NFMA
under the principles of multiple-use and sustained-yield. Land use plans are one of the primary
mechanisms for guiding BLM and Forest Service activities to achieve their missions.

Plan amendments are “the process for considering or making changes in the terms, conditions,
and decisions of approved RMPs or MFPs. Usually only one or two issues are considered that
involve only a portion of the planning area” (BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, H-160101).
These decisions may include those relating to desired outcomes; measures to achieve desired
outcomes, including resource restrictions; or land tenure decisions. Plan amendments are most
often prompted by the need to:

« Consider a proposal or action that does not conform to the existing land use plan;

» Implement new or revised policy that changes land use plan decisions, such as an
approved conservation agreement between the BLM and FWS;

« Respond to new, intensified, or changed uses on public land; and
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« Consider significant new information from resource assessments, monitoring, or
scientific studies that change land use plan decisions.

Initiated in 2011, the BLM and the Forest Service are in the process of developing eight LUP
amendments. The proposed LUP amendments provide new management direction for the
conservation of GRSG.

The BLM is also in the process of completing seven LUP Revisions (with the exception of the
Lander Revision, which was completed in 2014). An LUP revision is a broad planning document
that modifies goals, objectives, and management actions for all resource programs, not just for
GRSG. RMP revisions involve preparation of a completely new RMP to replace the existing one.
Before launching the 2011 National Sage-grouse Conservation/Planning Strategy, the seven LUP
revisions were already well underway. As a result, the guidance provided through IM 2012-044
on the BLM National GRSG Land Use Planning Strategy was incorporated into the LUP
revisions.

2. BLM/Forest Service Collaboration during the Development of the Draft
LUPAs

Of the plan amendments in the Great Basin and Rocky Mountain Regions, there were five
proposed plans that included habitat on National Forest System lands. As a result, the BLM and
the Forest Service entered into an MOU that established the Forest Service as a Cooperating
Agency on the five planning efforts; BLM remained the lead agency. National Forest System
lands were considered in the development of the Nevada/NE California, Utah, Idaho/SW
Montana, NW Colorado, and Wyoming plan amendments.

Members of the Forest Service IDT are liaisons to each of the five regional efforts. The Forest
Service also appointed a Forest Service Sage-Grouse Project Manager and Deputy Project
Manager. The BLM and the Forest Service attend public scoping meetings and responded to
questions together. The Forest Service also generated interim guidance (Region 4, File Code:
1950/2670), similar to the BLM’s interim guidance (WO IM 2011-043), which provided for the
protection of GRSG and its habitat during the planning process until the new conservation
measures were established and implemented. In addition, the Forest Service worked with the
BLM to craft a range of alternatives in the Draft EISs based on agency expertise, public scoping,
and related GRSG planning proposals.

BLM proposed plans identify goals, objectives, and management actions and Forest Service
plans identify desired future conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines. The intent to
develop the needed regulatory mechanisms to protect and enhance conservation of GRSG and its
habitat was the same for both agencies. Each of the five Draft EISs included an appendix that
showed how the Forest Service’s planning actions would be written in the Final EISs, so the
public was aware of the regulation and policy differences.
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As part of the collaborative planning effort, all analyses were comprehensively completed
considering each agency’s land management boundaries, regulations, policies, and terminology.
The BLM and the Forest Service’s IDTs worked together to draft, review, and finalize analyses
before public release. Lastly, the BLM and the Forest Service issued a joint Federal Register
Notice of Availability when the Draft Plan Amendments/EISs were released to the public.

C. Development of the Land Use Plans

1. State Collaboration

The BLM/Forest Service GRSG proposed plans involved unprecedented collaboration with state
agencies and leadership and were built upon local GRSG conservation efforts initiated by a
number of states, including Wyoming's core area strategy, Idaho's three-tiered conservation
approach, and Oregon's "all lands, all threats" approach. BLM and Forest Service proposed plans
are grounded in best available science, drawn from published literature and input from
recognized land and resource management experts and wildlife biologists in federal and state
agencies, including expertise based on local knowledge and experience. The proposed plans also
benefitted from collaboration with a range of stakeholders and cooperators, including farmers
and ranchers, energy developers, the mining community, and many others.

But strong federal proposed plans are only one part of the conservation equation. State agencies
make decisions affecting state and private lands and currently manage a substantial portion of the
remaining GRSG habitat. States have taken various approaches to the development of plans to
guide and/or regulate the management of state and private lands to conserve the GRSG — from
executive orders to legislative and regulatory actions. Some of these plans have established
regulatory measures for land and resource management of the GRSG, others would require
changes in state processes and procedures to provide for improved GRSG conservation, while
others rely on voluntary actions by those whose actions would impact GRSG or their habitat. At
the same time, partnerships with ranchers have led to millions of acres of habitat protected and
restored; mining companies have promoted efforts to improve habitat to offset impacts
associated with development; and rural counties and fire protection districts have formed to
reduce the risk of habitat loss due to fire across the western Great Basin.

2. Development of the Draft EISs and Alternatives

With the release of the Notice of Intent to begin GRSG range-wide planning in December 2011,
eight interdisciplinary planning teams were convened to begin new land use plan amendments in
Oregon, Nevada and NE California, Idaho and SW Montana, Utah, NE Colorado, Wyoming
Amendments, Lewistown MT, and North Dakota. At the same time, seven interdisciplinary
planning teams that had already initiated land use plan revisions shifted their emphasis in the
planning efforts to a more comprehensive GRSG approach.
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Ongoing plan revisions were underway in Lander, Bighorn Basin, and Buffalo, Wyoming,
HiLine, Billings, and Miles City, Montana, as well as in South Dakota.

Each of the IDTs had an assigned Project Lead that had oversight of the Environmental Impact
Statement and commensurate planning process. The IDTs were responsible for developing
alternatives and completing the required NEPA analysis in order to conserve and restore GRSG
habitat on a range-wide basis over the long term. The IDTs consisted of localized staff from the
BLM, Forest Service (where applicable), FWS, and state agencies. Some of the planning efforts
— mostly the revisions - were done “in-house” solely by a BLM planning team, while many of
the efforts — primarily the amendments - had contract support in completing the planning efforts.

Numerous public scoping meetings were held for all of the new plan amendments to identify
management issues and concerns. BLM also collaborated with other Federal agencies, local
governments and Indian Tribes as Cooperating Agencies with jurisdiction by law or special
expertise. Hundreds of Cooperating Agencies signed on to work with the BLM across the 10
states, including the State Governments. The Forest Service not only obtained Cooperating
Agency status, but also joined BLM in the planning process to amend their Forest Plans in Idaho,
Nevada, Utah, NE Colorado, as well as in Wyoming for their amendments. The FWS has also
played a key role as a Cooperating Agency due to their special expertise and guidance
throughout the planning process.

All of the GRSG planning efforts included a “No Action” Alternative which described the
management actions that were in place before implementation of the GRSG planning effort
based on existing LUPs and LRMPs and served as the baseline for describing and analyzing
changes among the “action” alternatives. In each plan, one of the action alternatives was referred
to as the “NTT Alternative”. The BLM Instruction Memorandum 2012-044, directed all 15
GRSG proposed plans to take the National Technical Team (NTT) Report (December 2011)
conservation measures and subject them to a hard look analysis as part of the planning and
NEPA processes.

In addition to other alternatives developed in accordance with NEPA requirements, GRSG
planning efforts incorporated and analyzed a State alternative that was either derived from the
Governor’s staff or from the state wildlife agency under the Governor’s office. All of the states
requested that the state alternative be fully analyzed within the EISs for the plan amendment
efforts. The ldaho/SW Montana planning effort included two co-preferred alternatives — one was
a BLM/Forest Service alternative, and one was the Governor’s alternative.

Between October 2013 and January 2014, all Draft Plans/Draft EISs were released to the public

for a 90-day public comment period. Numerous public comment meetings were held throughout
all 10 states to overview the proposed plans, gather public comments and response to questions.

108





BLM/Forest Service GRSG Comprehensive Landscape —Level Conservation Strategy: Summary Report
Attorney Client & Attorney Work Product-Do Not Disclose
Internal Draft Document — Do Not Distribute

D. Development of the Proposed Plans

National Policy Team Guidance

After the Draft EISs were released, the National Policy Team (NPT) shifted focus to ensuring a
coherent, landscape-approach across the Proposed Plans. As the planning teams, FWS reviewers,
the Sage Grouse Task Force, and Departmental leadership identified issues of concern, this team,
with input from leadership, provided guidance on how to ensure proposed plans resolved issues
in a coherent and effective manner.

Working across the agencies, the NPT developed guidance to address disturbance, oil and gas
development, mineral material sales and coal development, mitigation, adaptive management,
vegetation objectives, livestock grazing, and construction/maintenance of high-voltage
transmission lines and major right-of-ways, and conservation buffer distance estimates. In
October, the FWS provided a memo BLM Director Kornze and Forest Service Chief Tidwell
recommending additional measures to refine land use allocations in highly important landscapes.
Direction on these issues was discussed within the NPT, with the Department of the Interior, and
with state partners throughout the fall of 2014 and final guidance was provided for inclusion in
the proposed plans in early 2015. In implementing NPT guidance in planning documents, the
agencies worked with state counter-parts to incorporate state-developed approaches and address
economic priorities where consistent with overall conservation objectives.

Role of FWS in process

The FWS has played a critical role throughout the land use planning effort, particularly during
the development of the proposed plans. A FWS representative served as an interdisciplinary (ID)
member for each of the sub-regional planning efforts. As an ID team member, the FWS assisted
with the development the proposed plans, reviewed administrative drafts of the proposed plans,
as well as being a dynamic participant during the roll-up process in regional meetings. In
addition, FWS leadership was active participants in the National Policy Team, Regional
Management Teams, and the Disturbance and Monitoring Sub-group. The FWS also assisted the
BLM and the Forest Service in the development of the adaptive management strategy and
mitigation framework.
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Development of the Proposed Plan and Final EISs

The 14 Draft EISs were released to the public for review and comment between November 2013
and January 2014. (It is important to note that the Lander Plan in Wyoming had already
completed its Record of Decision in 2014 and is an integral part of the whole GRSG planning
effort.) Each had a 90-day public comment period accompanied by numerous public comment
meetings to overview the Draft EIS, respond to questions, and describe how to provide
comments in the most useful manner. Once comments were organized and compiled, a comment
summary report was created. Comments were used by the IDTs to inform development of the
Proposed Plans. In addition, close coordination with the FWS, the Forest Service, as well as
State Agencies and other Cooperating Agencies helped to ensure that all submitted comments
helped to inform development the Proposed Plans.

As the early drafts of the Proposed Plans were being developed, six “Federal Family Meetings”
were held. Two regional joint meetings were held in March and September of 2013 and two
individual regional meetings were held for both regions in February and September of 2014. All
meetings involved the BLM, FWS, and the Forest Service. Maps and other statistics were created
for these meeting to display how the BLM and the Forest Service management actions aligned
between state boundaries, within WAFWA management zones, and even among shared GRSG
populations across state lines.

The development of the Proposed Plans and Final EISs was a complex and highly collaborative
process, with meaningful coordination with stakeholders and cooperators. Throughout the
process, the BLM and the Forest Service worked closely with a broad range of stakeholders,
including Governors, State Fish and Wildlife agencies, the FWS, State entities, Counties,
industry groups, and many others.

The Proposed LUPs/Final EISs refer to priority habitat and general habitat as Priority Habitat
Management Areas (PHMASs) and General Habitat Management Areas (GHMA) in the Proposed
Plans. The final EISs and proposed plans also identified Sagebrush Focal Areas (SFAS). The
SFAs were identified in Oregon, Nevada, ldaho, Utah, Wyoming, and Montana to incorporate
the lands identified in the FWS’s highly-important landscape — or “strongholds” -- memo, as a
subset of previously identified PHMASs into the plans. FWS characterized these areas as essential
to the conservation and persistence of the species where lands are primarily administered by the
BLM or the Forest Service and, in some cases, adjacent to protected areas that serve to anchor
the conservation importance of the landscape. SFASs serve as an anchor for GRSG conservation.

The proposed plans include a WAFWA Sage-Grouse Management Zone Cumulative Effects

Analysis to analyze the effects of management actions on GRSG at a biologically significant
scale.

110






BLM/Forest Service GRSG Comprehensive Conservation Strategy: DRAFT Landscape Summary Report
Attorney Client & Attorney Work Product — Do Not Disclose; Internal Draft— Not for Distribution

Appendix A. No Action and Proposed Land
Use Allocation Summaries

No Action decision data (submitted August 2013) and Proposed decision data (submitted March 2015)
are summarized within Priority and General Habitat Management Areas (PHMA and GHMA) as
represented by Proposed Plan data submitted by each EIS in order to facilitate an equivocal comparison
between the two alternatives. Additionally, Idaho Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMA) were
grouped with GHMA for the purposes of analysis for this report (though they remain distinct categories in
the Idaho/SW Montana EIS). For each EIS, acres of each decision dataset were calculated within PHMA
and GHMA and then summed to the Regional level. During the summation of decision acres to the
Regional level, considerable discrepancies between the No Action and Proposed decision space (as
defined by the surface and/or subsurface lands over which the BLM has management authority) were
identified.

In general, the acres for any particular decision within PHMA and GHMA are greater in the Proposed
data than in the No Action data. The contributions to these discrepancies are due to several factors. First,
many existing plans (as represented by the No Action Alternative) did not address a specific program area
or did not have geospatial data available depicting the existing decisions related to a program area. This
lack of existing geospatial data was the primary source of differences between the No Action and
Proposed submissions. Secondly, as geospatial data were developed during the planning process the
surface and subsurface management entity data may have been refined at the EIS level. This shift in
decision space was the second largest contributor to acreage differences (see Figure Xa and Xb as an
example). Finally, geospatial data errors in the form of incomplete or inaccurate data submissions by an
EIS and misalignment of geospatial data created at several scales and during different timeframes also
added to these discrepancies. To address these issues, the overage in Proposed data acres were classified
as “Undetermined” in the No Action regional summaries.

Two additional issues were identified where the No Action data submissions exceeded the total acreage of
the Proposed submissions in PHMA and GHMA. The first was due to the closed to oil and gas leasing
data for the Miles City RMP/EIS. All American Indian Reservation lands (represented as BIA lands in
the base surface management data) were depicted as closed in the No Action data but not depicted in any
oil and gas decision category within the Proposed data. The second case where No Action total acres
exceeded those in the Proposed data was due to the salable minerals submissions from the Bighorn Basin
RMP/EIS. A significant reduction in lands subjected to these decisions (open/closed) was evident in the
Proposed data. To reconcile these differences, the discrepancies were quantified in the context of
Proposed PHMA and GHMA and subtracted from the No Action total acres.
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Figure Xa. Differences in decision space for No Action submitted data and Proposed Plan data for
proposed fluid mineral decisions (Rocky Mountain Region).
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Figure Xb. Differences in decision space for No Action submitted data and Proposed Plan data for
proposed fluid mineral decisions (Rocky Mountain Region).
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Figure 1/2a. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Land Tenure
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§ .z*? Land Tenure -Proposed Plan-
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 1/2b. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Land Tenure
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Figure 1/2c. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Land Tenure
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 1/2d. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Land Tenure
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Figure 1/2e. Great Basin Region — Land Tenure Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action GHMA - Proposed Plan

%o

Figure 1/2f. Great Basin Region — Land Tenure Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

Table 1/2a. Great Basin Region — Acres of Land Tenure in PHMA and GHMA for No Action and
Proposad Plans

. PHMA GHNMA
Land Tenure Decisions No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
671,000 11,000 1,221,000 470,000
17,173,000 22,839,000 14,095,000 18,211,000
No Action Undetermined 5,005,000 NA 3,365,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report.
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Figure 1/2g. Roclky Mountain Region— Land Tenure Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed

Plans

GHMA - No Action

GHMA - Proposed Plan
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Figure 1/2h. Rocky Mountain Region — Land Tenure Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed

Plans
Table 1/2b. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Land Tenure Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans
PHMA GHMA
Land Ter Decisio
enure ns No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
265,000 24,000 628,000 321,000
7,283,000 10,273,000 10,298,000 11,994 000
No Action Undetermined 2,748,000 NA 1,387,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report.
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Figure 3a. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Major Rights-of-Way
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Figure 3b. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Major Rights-of-Way
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Figure 3c. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Major Rights-of-Way
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F N Rights-Of-Ways -Proposed Plan-
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[_IState Boundaries
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 3d. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Major Rights-of-Way
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Figure 3e. Great Basin Region — Rights-of-Way Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action GHMA - Proposed Plan
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Figure 3f. Great Basin Region — Rights-of-Way Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

Table 3a. Great Basin Region — Acres of Rights-of-Way Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

; N .. PHMA GHMA
Rights-of-Way Decisions No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
1,874,000 1,876,000 1,213,000 1,212,000
2,138,000 20,757,000 2,728,000 15,071,000
18,781,000 246,000 14,656,000 2,406,000
No Action Undetermined 86,000 NA 88,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 3g. Rocky Mountain Region — Rights-of-Way Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

GHMA - No Action GHMA - Proposed Plan
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Figure 3h. Rocky Mountain Region — Rights-of-Way Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

Table 3b. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Rights-of-Way Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

Rights-of-Way Decisions PBI#[A. GHI#[A:
No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
460,000 678,000 647,000 853,000
1,726,000 11,191,000 2,000,000 5,395,000
8,220,000 79,000 9857000 6,340,000
No Action Undetermined 1,342,000 NA 484 000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 4a. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Trails and Travel Management
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 4b. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Trails and Travel Management
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA
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Figure 4c. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Trails and Travel Management
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F ¥ Trails and Travel Management -Proposed Plan-

Bl W Travel Closed [_|GRSG PHMA
[0 Travel Limited Wl GRSG GHMA
B B Travel Open M Non PHMA or GHMA
[ ~IState Boundaries
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA
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Figure 4d. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Trails and Travel Management
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Figure 4e. Great Basin Region — Trails and Travel Management Decisions in PHMA for No Action and

Proposed Plans
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Figure 4f. Great Basin Region — Trails and Travel Management Decisions in PHMA for No Action

and Proposed Plans

Table 4a. Great Basin Region — Acres of Trails and Travel Management Decisions in PHMA and

GHMA for Mo Action and Proposed Plans

Trails and Travel Management Decisions PHL[A. GHI\[.A:
No Action | Proposed | No Action | Proposed
1,004,000 938,000 670,000 583,000
8,805,000 | 21,944,000 | 8,190,000 | 18,099 000
12,213,000 1,000 9715000 1,000
No Action Undetermined 801,000 NA 109,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 4g. Rocky Mountain Region — Trails and Travel Management Decisions in PHMA, for No
Action and Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action GHMA - Proposed Plan
20 <1%% 304
270 1!,\
5%
92% 97%

Figure 4h. Rocky Mountain Region — Trails and Travel Management Decisions in GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

Table 4b. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Trails and Travel Management Decisions in PHMA and
GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

_ .| PHMA GHMA

Trails and Travel Management Decisions No Action Proposed | No Action | Proposed
[Closea 104,000 |  109.000| 364,000 |  403.000
Limited 11,536,000 | 11,830,000 | 11,037,000 | 12,517,000
Open 300,000 4000 680,000  57.000
No Action Undetermined 0 NA 0 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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ngr § Fluid Mineral Leasing (Oil and Gas) -No Action Alternative-
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Bl W Oil and Gas Open Standard Stipulations [ ]state Boundaries L ~-cia
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9a. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Fluid Minerals
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~z§? %“? Fluid Mineral Leasing (Oil and Gas) -Proposed Plan-
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B W Oil and Gas Open Standard Stipulations [_IState Boundaries ) o
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9b. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Fluid Minerals
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Qg QS’Y Fluid Mineral Leasing (Oil and Gas) -No Action Alternative-
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9c. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Fluid Minerals
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§ $§$ Fluid Mineral Leasing (Oil and Gas) -Proposed Plan-
< @ N
Bl W Oil and Gas Closed [CIGRSG PHMA C . @
0 M Oil and Gas Open Major Stipulations (NSO) B GRSG GHMA >
B Oil and Gas Open Moderate Stipulations (CSU and/or TL) 1l Non PHMA or GHMA '
Bl W Oil and Gas Open Standard Stipulations [_iState Boundaries T i
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9d. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Fluid Minerals
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Figure %e. Great Basin Region — Fluid Minerals (01l & Gas and Geothermal Energy) Stipulations in

PHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans
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Figure 9f. Great Basin Region — Fluid Minerals (il & Gas and Geothermal Energy)) Stipulations in

Table ®a. Great Basin Region — Acres of Fluid Minerals (01l & Gas and Geothermal Energv)
Stipulations in PHMA and GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

Lo . . PHMA GHMA
Fluid Minerals Stipulations No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
3,204,000 3,397,000 2,476,000 2,930,000
1,188,000 21,142,000 1,394,000 4,251,000
2,645,000 24,000 | 2441,000| 12.760,000
16,205,000 0] 12,883,000 239,000
No Action Undetermined 1,321,000 NA B87.000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 9g. Roclky Mountain Region — Fluid Minerals (Ol & Gas) Stipulations in PHMA for No Action

and Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action
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GHMA - Proposed Plan

Figure 9h. Rocky Mountain Region — Fiuid Minerals (Oil & Gas) Stipulations in GHMA for No Action

and Proposed Plans

Table 9b. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Fluid Minerals (01l & Gas) Stipulations in PHMA and

GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

0il and Gas Stipulations

Open with Moderate Stipulations

No Action Undetermined

PHMA GHMA
No Action | Proposed | NoAction | Proposed
1,325,000 | 1,435.000 3,165,000 1,482 000
2,142,000 | 7.356,000 1,476,000 2,524 000
9.436,000 | 7,001,000 9_886,000 11,983,000
2,660,000 0 6,334,000 4,900 000
119,000 NA 17,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always

available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Q‘bg N Solar Energy -No Action Alternative-
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{Z1state Boundaries
Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9i. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Solar Energy
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Figure 9j. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Solar Energy
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9k. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Solar Energy
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§F N Solar Energy -Proposed Plan-
&
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I Solar Avoidance Variance Bl GRSG GHMA
I B Solar Open Zone B Non PHMA or GHMA
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 91. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Solar Energy
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Figure 9m. Great Basin Region — Solar Energy Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

PHMA - Proposed Plan

GHMA - No Action
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Figure 9n. Great Basin Region — Solar Energy Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

GHMA - Proposed Plan

Table 9¢c. Great Basin Region — Acres of Solar Energy Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No Action
and Proposed Plans

. PHMA GHMA
Solar Energy Decisions No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
10,290,000 20,732,000 6,346,000 10,800,000
Avoidance 2,649,000 2,143,000 3,673,000 8,576,000
7,061,000 0 7,987,000 1,501,000
No Action Undetermined 2,875,000 NA 2,870,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 90. Rocky Mountain Region — Solar Energy Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

GHMA - No Action
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Figure 0p. Rocky Mountain Region — Solar Energy Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

GHMA - Proposed Plan

Table 9d. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Solar Energy Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

Solar Energy Decisions PHMA_ G]EII#[A:
No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
52,000 3,724,000 200,000 1,135,000
Avoidance 28,000 0 76,000 1,932.000
1,836,000 1] 2,240,000 1]
No Action Undetermined 1,822,000 NA 543,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9q. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Wind Energy
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9r. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Wind Energy
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

Figure 9s. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Wind Energy
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Figure 9t. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Wind Energy
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Figure Yu. Great Basin Region — Wind Energy Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans
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Figure 9v. Great Basin Region — Wind Energy Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

Table 9e. Great Basin Region — Acres of Wind Energv Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No Action
and Proposed Plans

- .. PHMA GHMA
Wind Energy Decisions No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
2,396,000 20,711,000 1,560,000 1,963,000
1,821,000 2,165,000 2,589,000 14,643,000
18,575,000 4,000 14,448,000 2,037,000
No Action Undetermined 28,000 NA 46,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 9w. Rocky Mowmtain Region — Wind Energy Decisions in PHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

GHMA - No Action GHMA - Proposed Plan

Figure 9x. Rocky Mountain Region — Wind Energy Decisions in GHMA for No Action and Proposed
Plans

Table 8f. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Wind Energy Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

Wind Energy Decisions PBL[A_ GHLH:
No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
716,000 6,011,000 760,000 1,599.000
3,075,000 5,938,000 2,190,000 5,389,000
5,726,000 2,000 7,652,000 5,772,000
No Action Undetermined 2,438,000 NA 2,360,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 9y. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Geothermal Energy
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Figure 9z. Great Basin Region: Proposed Alternative Decisions for Geothermal Energy
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Figure 9aa. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Geothermal Energy
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Figure 9ab. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Geothermal Energy
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Figure 9ac. Great Basin Region — Geothermal Energy Stipulations in PHMA for No Action and
Proposed Plans
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Figure %ad. Great Basin Region — Geothermal Energv Stipulations in GHMA for No Action and
Proposed Plans

Table 9g. Great Basin Region — Acres of Geothermal Energy Stipulations in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans

L PHMA GHMA

Geothermal Energy Stipulations No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
3,188,000 3,397,000 2465000 2,930,000
1,185,000 21,138,000 | 1,390,000 | 4,251,000
2,622,000 24,000 | 2,436,000 | 12,760,000
16,222,000 5,000 | 12,971,000 239,000
No Action Undetermined 1,347,000 NA 920,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure %9ae. Rocky Mountain Region — Geothenmal Energy Stipulations in PHMA for No Action and
Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action
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Figure 9af. Rocky Mountain Region — Geothermal Energy Stipulations in GHMA for Mo Action and
Proposed Plans

Table 9h. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Geothermal Energy Stipulations in PHMA and GHMA

L PHMA GHMA
Geothermal Energy Stipulations No Action Proposed | No Action Proposed
108,000 [ 752,000 176,000 | 417,000
128,000 [ 1,956,000 101,000 | 428,000
1,070,000 | 971,000 607,000 | 1,218,000
2,022,000 | 1,431,000 | 2,749,000 [ 2,957,000
No Action Undetermined 1,777,000 NA| 1,379,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 10a. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Locatable Minerals
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Figure 10b. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Locatable Minerals
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Figure 10c. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Locatable Minerals
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Figure 10d. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Locatable Minerals
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Figure 10e. Great Basin Region — Locatable Minerals Decisions in PHMA for No Action and

Proposed Plans

GHMA - No Action
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GHMA - Proposed Plan

Figure 10f. Great Basin Region — Locatable Minerals Decisions in GHMA for No Action and

Proposed Plans
Table 10a. Great Basin Region— Acres of Locatable Minerals Decisions in PHMA and GHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans
PHMA GHMA
Locatable Minerals Decisio
ns No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
879,000 1,981,000 1,685,000 2,101,000

Recommended Withdrawals 24,000 7,734,000 11,000 15,000

22,949 000 15,193,000 17,714,000 18,913,000
No Action Undetermined 1,057,000 NA 1,620,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 10g. Rocky Moumntain Region — Locatable Minerals Decisions in PHMA for No Action and
Proposed Plans
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Figure 10h. Rocky Mountain Region — Locatable Minerals Decisions in GHMA for No Action and
Proposed Plans

GHMA - Proposed Plan

Table 10b. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Locatable Minerals Decisions in PHMA and GHMA
for No Action and Proposed Plans

: iy PHMA GHMA

Locatable Minerals Decisions No Action Proposed No Action Proposed
1,048,000 1,882,000 | 2,630,000 | 2,490,000
179,000 1,813,000 215,000 353,000
13,038,000 | 11,720,000 | 15,950,000 | 15,970,000
No Action Undetermined 250,000 NA 17,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 10i. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Non-energy Leasable Minerals
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Figure 10j. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Non-energy Leasable Minerals
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Figure 10k. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Non-energy Leasable
Minerals
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Figure 10l. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Non-energy Leasable Minerals
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Figure 10m. Great Basin Region — Non-Energy Leasable Minerals decisions in PHMA for Mo Action
and Proposed Plans
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494
l}_\‘.‘“

Figure 10n. Great Basin Region — Non-FEnergy Leasable Minerals decisions in GHMA for No Action
and Proposed Plans

Table 10c. Great Basin Region — Acres of Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions in PHMA and
GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions PHIHA.. GHIHA:
Mo Action | Proposed | No Action | Proposed
3,104,000 | 24,340,000 | 2369000 3,376,000
20,745,000 26,000 | 17,023,000| 16,902,000
No Action Undetermined 718,000 NA 887,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 100. Rocky Moumtain Region — Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions in PHMA for No
Action and Proposed Plans
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Figure 10p. Rocky Mountain Region — Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions in GHMA for No
Action and Proposad Plans

GHMA - Proposed Plan
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Table 10d. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions in PHMA
and GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

. . PHMA GHMA
Non-Energy Leasable Minerals Decisions No Action | Proposed | No Action | Proposed
840000 | 5458000 | 1,101.000| 1,942000
11,813,000 | 7945000 | 13,656,000 | 13994 000
No Action Undetermined 741,000 NA | 1,180,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 10g. Great Basin Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Salable Mineral Materials
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Note: Colored areas on map indicate BLM/FS decision space in PHMA and GHMA

v
§ § Salable - Mineral Materials Disposals -Proposed Plan-
< O ¥
Bl W Salable Closed [ IGRSG PHMA é w ®'
BN W Salable Open WMl GRSG GHMA {
B Non PHMA or GHMA
[ state Boundaries 20

Figure 10r. Great Basin Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Salable Mineral Materials
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Figure 10s. Rocky Mountain Region: No Action Alternative Decisions for Salable Mineral Materials
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Figure 10t. Rocky Mountain Region: Proposed Plan Decisions for Salable Mineral Materials
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Figure 10u. Great Basin Region— Salable Mineral Materials Disposals Decisions in PHMA for No

GHMA - Proposed Plan
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Figure 10v. GreatBasin Region — Salable Mineral Materials Disposals Decisions in GHMA for Mo

Table 10e. Great Basin Region — Acres of Salable Minerals Materials Disposals Decisions in PHMA

and GHMA for No Action and Proposed Plans

. . . . PHMA GHMA
Salable Minerals Materials Disposals Decisions No Action | Proposed | No Action | Proposed
2,574,000 | 24,526,000 | 1,924,000 | 3,160,000
20,626,000 32,000 | 17.169,000 | 17,118,000
No Action Undetermined 1,359,000 NA [ 1,884,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans; these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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Figure 10w. Rocky Mountain Region — Salable Mineral Materials Disposals Decisions in PHMA for

No Action and Proposed Plans
GHMA - No Action
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Figurel0x. Rocky Mountain Region — Salable Mineral Materials Disposals Decisions in GHMA for No

Action and Proposed Plans

Table 10f. Rocky Mountain Region — Acres of Salable Minerals Materials Disposals Decisions in
PHMA and GHMA for Mo Action and Proposed Plans

Salable Minerals Materials Disposals Decisions

No Action Undetermined

PHMA GHMA
No Action | Proposed | No Action | Proposed
1,025.000 | 6,606,000 1429000| 2268000
14,283 000 | 9,005,000 | 18 454 000 | 17 729 000
303,000 NA 114,000 NA

These figures and table are intended for regional summary purposes only. They represent data available at the time of consolidation and may
have been revised as the Proposed Plans were finalized. Consult each individual EIS for final/official acreages. Geospatial data were not always
available for No Action plans, these acreages are categorized as “Undetermined”. Data will be updated before final release of this report
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