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The National Policy Team provided general adaptive management guidance to the BLM/FS sub-regions (which is summarized in the figure below). The NPT also provided a set of sideboards to provide additional guidance to the sub-regions as they developed their adaptive management strategies in consultation with the local USFWS and state wildlife agency. The primary components of this guidance are summarized below:

· Scale: Ensure that habitat and population data is collected at a biologically significant unit. Data can be collected at a smaller scale, as long as it can be aggregated up to the biologically significant unit. Hard wired land use plan responses will only apply to the BSU area that has tripped a hard trigger, while soft trigger responses will apply to future implementation activities at the project scale.

· Soft Triggers: Soft triggers represent an intermediate threshold indicating that management changes are needed at the implementation level to address habitat or population losses. Soft triggers should be numeric, but can also represent any anomaly that is observed at any scale (e.g., project/implementation, local population or broad or mid-scale trends). Soft triggers should be developed for both population and habitat.

· Soft Trigger Responses: If one of the soft triggers is tripped, the BLM/FS will apply more conservative or restrictive implementation conservation measures to mitigate for the specific causal factor in the decline of populations and/or habitats. Responses to soft triggers may require the adjustment of future project level/plan implementation activities.  Soft trigger responses can come in the form of design features, BMPs, or site specific mitigation measures. 

· Hard Triggers: Hard triggers represent a threshold indicating that immediate action is necessary to stop a severe deviation from sage-grouse conservation objectives set forth in the BLM and FS plans.  BLM and FS plans should include a numeric population and habitat hard triggers and they should be tied to a specific trend (e.g., a percent range of normal variation or a number of standard deviations from normal variation).

· [image: ]Hard Trigger Responses: BLM and FS will include a “hard-wired” plan-level response; that is, it will provide that, upon reaching a hard trigger, an entire restrictive alternative, or one or more appropriate components of a more restrictive alternative (analyzed in the EIS) will be immediately implemented. After one of the hard triggers is tripped, the BLM or FS will determine the causal factor and develop and implement a corrective strategy. 



To date, the majority of the states have completed adaptive management approaches which meet or exceed the NPT guidance, with the exception of Oregon, Wyoming, and Montana.  Summaries for each state presented in Attachment 1.

ATTACHMENT 1 - Summary of Sub-regional ADPP Adaptive Management Approaches 



IDAHO 

Consistent with NPT Guidance: Yes 



Status: Completed



Summary of Approach: Habitat soft triggers and hard triggers would be evaluated at the Core Habitat Zone (CHZ) and Important Habitat Zone (IHZ) level for modeled nesting (6.2 mile buffer around leks) and winter habitats. Population soft and hard triggers would be evaluated for designated leks and lek routes within Core or Important Management Zones by Conservation Area. Soft triggers become operative when one of the following occurs: 

· 10% decline in the maximum number of males counted and a finite rate of change below 1.0 but significantly on CHZ over a period of three years; or

· 10% loss of nesting and wintering habitat in a Conservation Area.

Responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation. Hard triggers become operative when one of the following occurs:

· 20% loss in CHZ nesting wintering habitat over a period of three years; or

· 20% decline in maximum number of males counted and a fintite rate of change significantly below 1.0 within a Conservation Area over a period of three year.

If a hard trigger is tripped, the response would be to manage Important Habitat (IHMA) according to the Core Habitat (PHMA) provisions outlined in the plan for the specific Conservation Area where the trigger is tripped.



NEVADA/NE CALIFORNIA



Consistent with NPT Guidance: Yes 



Status: Completed



Summary of Approach: The hierological order of GRSG population and habitat evaluation scales in Nevada is as follows: 1) Lek (individual lek), 2) Lek-cluster, 3) Population Management Units (aggregations of GRSG lek locations), 4) Biologically Significant Area (BSA), and 5) WAWFA Management. There are unique adaptive management triggers at the lek, lek cluster, and BSA scales. Soft triggers at these scales are based on population trends over a 3 year period. If population trend continues to decline for an additional two years, a hard trigger is reached. Habitat triggers are based on the level of disturbance within a given evaluation scale, as well as the percent of sagebrush availability within a BSA. Similar to Idaho, responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation.  If soft triggers are hit for both GRSG populations and its habitat, this will also result in a hard trigger response for the BSA. Following the NPT guidance, Nevada’s hard trigger responses will include hard-wired components of a more restrictive alternative analyzed in the EIS. These hard-wired responses include changes in land use plan allocation and/or management action within the BSA. These responses for both PHMA and GHMA are presented in a table within the plan and organized by BLM/FS program areas. For example, for minor ROWs, if a hard trigger is hit, PHMA would change from avoidance to exclusion for minor ROWs within that BSA.



UTAH



Consistent with NPT Guidance: Yes 



Status: Incomplete. Currently working on identifying appropriate components of a more restrictive alternative to hard-wired into the ADPP when a hard trigger is tripped within a population area



Summary of Approach: The Utah adaptive management strategy is comparable to Nevada’s strategy. However, unlike Nevada, Utah will be measuring triggers and applying adaptive management responses at the GRSG population level and time frames for measuring population trends would be at a 4 year period and based on 10 year rolling averages. Habitat triggers are based on the level of disturbance within nesting, winter, and suitable sage grouse habitat within the population area. Responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation.  Like Nevada, Utah’s hard trigger responses will include hard-wired components of a more restrictive alternative analyzed in the EIS. 

OREGON

Consistent with NPT Guidance:  The existing strategy does not include a “hard-wired” land use plan response in the event a hard trigger is tripped. BLM Oregon is currently addressing this. 



Status: Incomplete. BLM Oregon is currently working on identifying appropriate components of a more restrictive alternative to hard-wired into the ADPP when a hard trigger is tripped within a population area.



Summary of Approach: Oregon will be measuring triggers and applying adaptive management responses at the lek complex scale and at the Oregon PAC (BSU) scale.  Population triggers for adaptive management are based on 5-year moving window averages of annual rates of population change. Habitat triggers are based on habitat trends and the amount of sagebrush cover measured at the Oregon PAC. If soft triggers are hit for both population and for habitat soft triggers, this will also result in a hard trigger response for the Oregon PAC. Responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation.  Like Nevada, Oregon’s hard trigger responses will include hard-wired components of a more restrictive alternative analyzed in the EIS. 

NW COLORADO

Consistent with NPT Guidance: Yes 



Status: Incomplete. BLM Colorado is currently working with Colorado Parks and Wildlife on identifying numeric soft and hard triggers. 



Summary of Approach: BLM Colorado will be measuring triggers and applying adaptive management responses at the Colorado Management Zone.  Population triggers have not yet been identified, but will be population trends based on lek attendance. Habitat triggers will be based on the amount of habitat lost in a given year within the Colorado Management Zone. Responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation.  Hard trigger responses will include hard-wired components of a more restrictive alternative analyzed in the EIS. 



WYOMING

Consistent with NPT Guidance: No. The existing strategy does not include a “hard-wired” land use plan response in the event a hard trigger is tripped.  



Status: Currently pending senior leadership approval to incorporate BLM Wyoming’s adaptive management working group strategy. This strategy could be applied to all planning areas in WY (including Lander) but deviates from the NPT guidance, as there is no “hard-wired” land use plan action response incorporated in the ADPPs once a hard trigger is tripped.



Summary of Approach: The Wyoming adaptive management strategy would be implemented in collaboration with the State of Wyoming’s Sage-Grouse Implementation Team (SGIT), established by Executive Order in 2008 and codified in 2014. The strategy does not include specific numeric figures for soft triggers, as soft triggers are described as any deviation from normal trends in habitat or population in any given year, or if observed across two to three consecutive years. Trend metrics include, but are not limited to, annual lek counts, wing counts, aerial surveys, habitat monitoring, and DDCT evaluations. Responses to soft triggers are conducted at the implementation level and include consideration of the inclusion of various design features during project implementation.  Hard triggers are focused on three metrics: 1) number of active leks, 2) acres of available habitat, and 3) population trends based on annual lek counts. Hard trigger responses are operative when two of the three metrics exceeds 60% of normal variability for a specific Core Area in a single year, or when any of the three metrics exceeds 40% of normal variability for a three year time period within a five-year range of analysis.  Within 30 days of a determination that a hard trigger has been tripped, an adaptive management working group, established in coordination with the SGIT, would convene and initiate an assessment to determine the causal factors leading to the trigger.  The BLM and adaptive management group would then implement an interim response strategy to direct management until causal factors and appropriate responses can be determined.  The causal factor assessment would be completed within 180 days of initiation.  Once the causal factor assessment is completed by the adaptive management working group, the interim response strategy would be modified appropriately.  



MONTANA & DAKOTAS


Consistent with NPT Guidance: Unknown



Status & Approach: Incomplete. BLM Montana plans to incorporate a similar adaptive management strategy as outlined by BLM Wyoming into all of their ADPPs and will work with the State of Montana to finalize this strategy. The ND amendment will not include hard triggers, due to the fact that portions of the planning area may already trip a trigger.
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ATTACHMENT 2 – Sub-regional ADPP Adaptive Management Triggers and Responses



		

		Soft Trigger

		Soft Trigger Response

		Hard Trigger

		Hard Trigger Response



		Idaho 

		Population: 10% decline in maximum number of males counted and a finite range of change below 1.0 but not significantly on a Core Habitat Zone over a period of 3 years.

Habitat: 10% loss of nesting and wintering habitat in a Conservation Habitat Zone over a period of 3 years.

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: Implementation team (BLM, IDF&G, and USFWS) will assess the factors leading to the decline and will recommend to the BLM authorizing official of appropriate implementation responses.

		Population: 20% decline in maximum number of males counted and a finite range of change below 1.0 but not significantly on a Core Habitat Zone over a period of 3 years.

Habitat: 20% loss of nesting and wintering habitat in a Conservation Habitat Zone over a period of 3 years.

		Scale: Conservation Habitat Zone (BSU)

Response: Important Habitat would immediately be managed as Priority Habitat Management Areas.



		Nevada/

NE CA

		Population: At the lek, lek cluster, and BSU scale - 10% or more below the population trend over 3 years OR a >50% attendance decline within the first year immediately following a known disturbance.

Habitat: At the lek cluster & BSU scale -disturbance exceeds 5% of any individual seasonal habitat component used by the local population OR in areas with 25-65% sagebrush cover, if there is a decline in sagebrush cover of 2%.

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: Determine the causal factor and adjust the activities within a given scale to ameliorate it.  

		Population: If soft trigger trend continues for 2 additional years (following the first 3 years).

Habitat: At the lek cluster & BSU scale -disturbance exceeds 10% of any individual seasonal habitat component used by the local population OR 5% decline of sagebrush cover or if the disturbance reduces the landscape sagebrush cover below 30%.

		Scale: Population Management Unit (BSU) 

Response: Components of a more restrictive alternative (specified in a matrix within the ADPP)



		Utah 

		Population:  4 years of 10% or greater annual decline in average males/lek, based on “trend leks”; or 6 years of declining average males/lek, based on “trend leks”; or 40% decline in any single year; or > 50% decline in a 4 year period; AND Lambda < 1 in 4 consecutive years, based on all leks in the population area.

Habitat: 10% loss of nesting (3 mile buffer around occupied leks) or modeled wintering habitat, within a population area; OR, 5% loss of modeled essential winter habitat, within a population area;  OR, 10% loss of total sage-grouse habitat within a population area; OR, any one fire that burns 5% of habitat.

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: BLM/FS would apply measures within their implementation-level discretion to mitigate for the specific causal factor in the decline of populations and/or habitats, with consideration of local knowledge and conditions.

		Population: 4 years of 20% or greater annual decline in males per lek in each year, based on “trend leks”; or average males per lek, based on trend leks, drops 75% below the 10-year rolling average males per lek, in any given year; or Lambda < 1 in 6 of the last 6 years, based on all leks within the population area; or Lambda <1 in 8 of the last 10, based on all leks within the population area.

Habitat: 20% loss of total suitable sage-grouse habitat within a population area; OR  20% loss of nesting (3 mile buffer around occupied leks) within a population area; OR 20% loss of modeled brood-rearing within a population area; OR 20% loss of modeled winter GRSG habitat within a population area; OR 20% loss of modeled essential GRSG winter habitat within a population area.

		Scale: Population Area (BSU)

Response:  Components of a more restrictive alternative (specified in a matrix within the ADPP)



		Oregon 

		Population: When the 5-year running mean of GRSG population falls to 15% or lower in a Oregon PAC.

Habitat: When the area with at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree canopy cover drops below 65% of the sagebrush capable area within an individual Oregon PAC but remains above 30%.

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: Interim responses (implementation level activities) to soft triggers will be put into place within one month of determining a soft trigger has been reached.

		Population: In 1 year, the GRSG population falls to 20% in a Oregon PAC.

Habitat: When the area with at least 5% sagebrush canopy cover and less than 5% tree canopy cover drops below 65% of the sagebrush capable area within an individual Oregon PAC but remains above 30%.

		Scale: Oregon PAC (BSU)

Response: Within one month of determining a hard trigger has been reached, interim adaptive management responses within existing authorities will be implemented. 



		NW Colorado 

		Population: Pending 

Habitat: Pending 

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: Implementation team (BLM, CPW, and USFWS) will assess the factors leading to the decline on an annual basis and will recommend to the BLM authorizing official of appropriate implementation responses.

		Population: Pending 

Habitat: Pending

		Scale: Colorado Management Zone (BSU)

Response: Components of a more restrictive alternative. Specifically – within a CO Management Zone, land use plan allocations would change to:

· No new fluid mineral leasing in PHMA

· No new ROWs in PHMAs

Discretionary activities would not be approved until trigger is alleviated.  



		Wyoming

		Population & habitat: Any deviation from normal trends in habitat or population in any given year, or if observed across two to three consecutive years.  Metrics include, but are not limited to, annual lek counts, wing counts, aerial surveys, and habitat monitoring within a DDCT area.

		Scale: Project /Implementation level

Response: Implementation team (BLM, WGFD, and USFWS) will assess the factors leading to the decline and will recommend to the BLM authorizing official of appropriate implementation responses.

		Population & habitat: Using the following metrics: number of active leks, acres of available habitat, and population trends based on annual lek counts – determine if two of the three metrics exceeds 60% of normal variability for the area under management in a single year, or when any of the three metrics exceeds 40% of normal variability for a three year time period within a five-year range of analysis.  

		Scale: Core Area

Response: Within 30 days of a determination that a hard trigger has been tripped, an adaptive management working group, established in coordination with the SGIT, would convene and initiate an assessment to determine the causal factors leading to the trigger.  The BLM and adaptive management group would then implement an interim response strategy to direct management until causal factors and appropriate responses can be determined.  The causal factor assessment would be completed within 180 days of initiation.  Once the causal factor assessment is completed by the adaptive management working group, the interim response strategy would be modified appropriately.  



		Montana/  Dakotas

		BLM Montana plans to incorporate a similar adaptive management strategy as outlined by BLM Wyoming into all of their ADPPs and will work with the State of Montana to finalize this strategy. The ND amendment will not include hard triggers, due to the fact that portions of the planning area may already trip a trigger.
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Note: 

· BLM Oregon was not in compliance with the NPT guidance as of 9/18/14. BLM OR is currently in the process of developing their hard trigger responses, similar to Nevada and Utah which are identified below.

· BLM Idaho’s hard trigger response would be to manage all Important Habitat Management Areas within a BSU as Priority Habitat Management Areas, therefore 

· BLM Montana and Wyoming are proposing a 60-day hard-wire response to a hard trigger. 





		Priority Habitat Management Areas



		Program

		NPT Guidance -PHMA

		Proposed Plan – PHMA 

		Adaptive Management Hard Trigger Response



		Corridors

		Open (subject to the disturbance cap)

		NV/CA: Open (subject to the disturbance cap)



UT: Open (subject to the disturbance cap)



CO: Open (subject to the disturbance cap)

		NV/CA: No new authorizations would be approved



UT: Retain the corridors/preferred routes, but limit the size of new lines within the corridors/preferred routes to same as existing structures, or not larger than 138kV.



CO: No change



		ROWs (outside of corridors)

		Avoidance 

		NV/CA: Avoidance 



UT: Avoidance 



CO: Avoidance 

		NV/CA: Exclude high voltage transmission lines (greater than or equal to 100kv) and major pipelines (greater than or equal to 24 inch). No change in management would be made to transmission lines under 100kv or pipelines less than 24 inches.



UT: Exclude high voltage transmission lines (greater than or equal to 100kv) and major pipelines (greater than or equal to 24 inch). 



CO: Exclusion 



		Wind Energy Development

		Exclusion 

		NV/CA: Exclusion 



UT: Exclusion 



CO: Exclusion

		NV/CA: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



UT: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



CO: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Industrial Solar

		Exclusions 

		NV/CA: Exclusion 



UT: Exclusion



CO: Exclusion

		NV/CA: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



UT: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



CO: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Fluid Minerals

		NSO

		NV/CA: NSO



UT: NSO



CO: NSO

		NV/CA: No change



UT: No change 



CO: Closed to leasing



		Salable Minerals

		Closed to new mineral material disposal, but open to free use permits and the expansion of existing active pits, subject to:

· disturbance caps

· subject to compensatory mitigation

· application of required design features. 

		NV/CA: Closed to new mineral material disposal, but open to free use permits and the expansion of existing active pits, subject to:

· disturbance caps

· subject to compensatory mitigation

· application of required design features.



UT: Same as NV/CA



CO: Same as NV/CA

		NV/CA: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



UT: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



CO: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Nonenergy Leasable Minerals

		Closed to new permits, however, expansion of existing operations could be considered if the disturbance is within the cap and subject to compensatory mitigation.

		NV/CA: Closed to new permits, however, expansion of existing operations could be considered if the disturbance is within the cap and subject to compensatory mitigation



UT: Same as NV/CA



CO: Same as NV/CA

		NV/CA: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



UT: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



UT: Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Wild Horse and Burro Management

		No guidance provided 

		NV/CA: Manage WH&B populations within established AML for the HMA to meet GRSG habitat objectives.



UT: Same as NV/CA



CO: Not addressed

		NV/CA: Where wild horse and/or burro grazing is a causal factor: i) Initiate emergency gathers to reduce WH&B populations within affected area to low end of AML subject to funding and holding space availability.

ii) Where emergency gathers are needed to meet GRSG habitat objectives and the WH&P population is within AML, reduce AML for the HMA within the affected area up to 25 percent to meet habitat objectives.



UT: Initiate emergency gathers to reduce WH&B populations within affected area to low end of AML, subject to funding and holding space availability. If the population is within AML and the area does not meet GRSG habitat objectives, reduce AML for the HMA within the affected area up to 25 percent to facilitate meeting habitat objectives.



CO: Not addressed



		Llivestock Grazing 

		No guidance provided

		NV/CA: Adjust livestock management to meet GRSG habitat objectives.



UT: Adjust livestock management to meet GRSG habitat objectives.



CO: Not addressed 



		NV/CA: Where livestock grazing is a causal factor: i)

Immediately adjust livestock management terms and conditions according to Table 2-7; ii) If a decline in a population is due to low chick survival during nesting period and the casual factor is livestock presence, adjust livestock grazing presence so as to avoid grazing during the nesting period.



UT: For areas not achieving the GRSG habitat objectives (Objective GRSG-2), apply one or more of the adjustments to livestock grazing from MA-GRA-5.



CO: Not addressed 



		Vegetation Management

		No guidance provided

		NV/CA: Identify and prioritize enhancement, restoration, fuels reduction, and mitigation projects based upon ecological site potential, transition models, and other data that would contribute to decision making informed by science to increase rangeland resilience prior to and following wildfire.



UT: Same as NV/CA.



CO: Not addressed

		NV/CA: BSU would be the top priority for regional mitigation habitat restoration and fuels reduction treatments.



UT: PPMA, within a BSU, would be the top priority for regional mitigation, habitat restoration and fuels reduction treatments.



CO: Not addressed





Note: 

· BLM Nevada is the only sub-region proposing a hard-wire land use plan level hard trigger response be applied to  GHMA within a BSU.

		General Habitat Management Areas 



		Program

		NPT Guidance - GHMA

		Proposed Allocation -GHMA

		Adaptive Management Hard Trigger Response



		Corridors

		Open (subject to the disturbance cap)

		Open (subject to the disturbance cap)

		Apply avoidance criteria to all new applications.



		Land Use Authorizations – Outside of Corridors

		Avoidance (major) Open (minor)

		Avoidance (major and minor)

		Exclusion for high voltage transmission lines (greater than or equal to 100kv) and major pipelines (greater than or equal to 24 inch). No change to under 100kv transmission lines or 24 inch pipelines.



		Wind Energy Development

		Avoidance 

		Exclusion 

		Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Industrial Solar

		Avoidance 

		Exclusion 

		Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change.



		Fluid Minerals

		Open with moderate constraints (CSU/TLs)

		NSO, but allow for waivers, exception, or modifications consistent with the objective.

		NSO, applying PHMA exception and modification language. 



		Salable Minerals

		Open, subject to stipulations.

		Closed

		Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change



		Nonenergy Leasable Minerals

		Open, subject to stipulations.

		Closed

		Most restrictive allocation already being applied – no change



		Wild Horse and Burro Management

		No guidance provided

		Manage WH&B populations within established AML for the HMA to meet GRSG habitat objectives.

		Where wild horse and/or burro grazing is a causal factor: Initiate emergency gathers to reduce WH&B populations within affected area to low end of AML subject to funding and holding space availability. Where emergency gathers are needed to meet GRSG habitat objectives and the WH&P population is within AML, reduce AML for the HMA within the affected area up to 25 percent to meet habitat objectives.



		Llivestock Grazing

		No guidance provided

		Adjust livestock management to meet GRSG habitat objectives.

		Where livestock grazing is a causal factor: Immediately adjust livestock management terms and conditions according to Table 2-7. If a decline in a population is due to low chick survival during nesting period and the casual factor is livestock presence, adjust livestock grazing presence so as to avoid grazing during the nesting period.



		Vegetation Management

		No guidance provided

		Identify and prioritize enhancement, restoration, fuels reduction, and mitigation projects based upon ecological site potential, transition models, and other data that would contribute to decision making informed by science to increase rangeland resilience prior to and following wildfire.

		BSAs where a soft trigger has been reached would be the top priority for habitat restoration and fuels reduction treatments. BSA would be the top priority for regional mitigation habitat restoration and fuels reduction treatments.










