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A framework for identifying, documenting, and mapping
concentrations of potential threats to the Greater sage-grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) during the 2015 status review

Drafted by the Service’s Potential Threats Concentration Team - July 11, 2014

Purpose

This document provides a framework to identify, document, and map concentrations of potential threats
to the Greater sage-grouse during the 2015 status review. Our previous status review identified that
potential threats may operate equally across the entire range of the Greater sage-grouse, or they may
be concentrated within specific geographic areas. Due to this uncertainty, this framework will be used
to identify, refine, and map geographic “areas of interest” where potential threats to the Greater sage-
grouse may be concentrated. By identifying concentrations of potential threats to the Greater sage-
grouse, the framework collects, organizes, and creates spatially explicit data and maps used by
biologists and decision-makers during all stages of the status review, including an evaluation under the
Service’s Significant Portion of the Range (SPR) policy if we find that listing is not warranted throughout
the species’ range.

Benefits to the Status Review

Documenting and considering the existence and distribution of potential threats across a landscape or
a species’ range is an integral part of the status review process. The threats concentration framework
does not duplicate this effort, but is a refined process within the overall status review to capture and

Iimprov\e information regarding the concentration and spatial distribution of potential threats. Use of this

framework will ensure that the Greater sage-grouse status review species report will provide a full
description of the potential threats in a way that allows the\ biologists and decision-makers to evaluate
the spatial distribution and concentration of these potential threats across the range of the species.
Collecting, cataloguing, and mapping the potential threats to the Greater sage-grouse during the status
review using this framework will also facilitate analyses to determine the listing status of the species,
including an SPR analysis, if needed. |

Framework Limitations

Through the framework, the Service will proactively seek and document the best available scientific
information regarding the concentration and spatial extent of potential threats to the Greater sage-
grouse. The framework process does not preemptively evaluate any of the collected information using
the Service's SPR policy, or any other Federal policies or regulations. The proposed framework will not
determine the status of any portions of the Greater sage-grouse’s range, nor will it evaluate the
potential significance of any portions within the range. However, the information collected by the
framework would be readily available throughout the status review process and could be used at a later
time, if needed, to evaluate significant portions of the Greater sage-grouse’s range under the Service’s
SPR policy. Because information regarding potential threats and their concentrations will be useful
throughout the status review, this information will also be used to inform other aspects of our analysis.
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Geographic areas of interest identified through this framework are not necessarily significant under the
ESA or the Service’s policies and regulations.

The Framework
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